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I 

 

Abstract 

 

Purpose – The purpose is to explain the relationship between communication and em-
ployee perceptions during organizational mergers. It will furthermore enhance the know-
ledge about effective organizational communication which should be able to ensure sup-
port and to deal with resistance. The study will be based on the actual merger between 
Växjö University and University of Kalmar in Sweden. 

Methodology – A comparative study is chosen as general research orientation. The em-
ployed methodology will be of a deductive and quantitative nature. Empirical data for 
this study will be collected through an online survey which is distributed among the em-
ployees of both Växjö University and University of Kalmar.   

Findings – Early information and communication seem to have an influence on the gen-
eral attitude toward a merger but not on the general interest. Employees distinguish 
communication devises according to their quality. Appealing reasons induce positive 
effects on the employee’s opinion about the merger. Communication efforts were not 
able to visibly reduce resistance in the particular merger of Linnéuniversitet.   

Research limitations – The major limitation of this study lies in the limited amount of 
participants which makes it difficult to deduce concrete and general results and to for-
mulate recommendations. A further methodological limitation lies in the used one point 
in time measurement. 

Recommendations and Conclusion – The focus of communication should rely on the 
quality of information and not on sheer quantity. Positive quality-related reasons should 
be emphasized during communication about mergers while still recognizing less favora-
ble reasons. Mutual discussion should be provided so that constructive feedback can be 
obtained.  

Keywords – Organizational Merger, Effective Communication, Resistance to Change 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Object of Study 

It is undeniable that merger and acquisition activities have substantially shaped the busi-

ness world throughout at least the last two decades (Gupta & Gerchak 2002; Haunschild 

et al. 1994; Öberg & Holtström 2006). Especially during the 90s, the pace with which 

the nominal volume of merger and acquisition activities has grown was enormous. For 

example, the worldwide dollar value of mergers and acquisitions in 1998 was 50% high-

er than the one in 1997 and twice as high as in 1996 (Gupta & Gerchak 2002). The rea-

sons for this massive corporate concentration are manifold including, among others, in-

creasing efficiency, operational and financial synergies, diversification, additional mar-

ket share as well as strategic alignments (Gupta & Gerchak 2002; Öberg & Holtström 

2006).  

But the development of increasing merger and acquisition activity does certainly not 

stop at the private, for-profit sector. Rather, also the public, non-profit sector has seen a 

massive concentration of organizations through mergers. Due to demands for increased 

efficiency, higher quality and reductions in public budgets, many countries have started 

and continue to reform the structure of their public organizations including their institu-

tions of higher education (Skodvin 1999). These processes are to one part voluntarily 

initiated by the affected institutions and to the other part forced by the national govern-

ment and include both universities as well as colleges. Here, the mergers take place be-

tween partners on the same educational level as well as across levels (Harman 2002; 

Skodvin 1999). The particular reasons for merging institutions of higher education in-

clude the elimination of duplicative programs and other redundancies, increasing aca-

demic integration, the creation of new interdisciplinary fields as well as strengthening 

the institutions national and international profiles (Skodvin 1999).  
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This development has also found its way into Sweden where Växjö University and Uni-

versity of Kalmar decided to work towards a merger. Until now, the merger process is 

situated in the preparation phase that will last until January the 1st 2010 when the two 

universities will start to operate as one joint university with the name “Linnéuniversitet”. 

The new and modern university will consist of 25,000 students, 2,000 employees, and 

will have an expected turnover of SEK 1.5 billion (Nyttuniversitet 2009a).  

The official aim of the “Linnéuniversitet” is to ensure quality and competitiveness, to 

collaborate closely with the surrounding community and to engage in research and de-

velopment in order to build a competitive institution within the European as well as the 

global market (Nyttuniversitet 2009a).  

Likewise other major change projects, a merger creates considerable turmoil in the con-

cerned organizations and resistance from the affected members of the organizations is 

more than likely. Problems can arise around the fear of losing one’s job or around the 

clash of divergent organizational cultures (Harman 2002; Kotter 1995). However, there 

certainly are a variety of ways to deal with these kinds of resistance and one important 

method to do so is clear, honest and effective communication (Elving 2005; Johansson 

& Heide 2008; Salem 2008). 

In a previous research project at Växjö University, it has been found that the merger 

process towards the creation of the “Linnéuniversitet” shows signs of resistance, prob-

lems with employee commitment as well as problems with communication (Kislat & 

Taube 2009). First, it was noted that the communication efforts during the merger 

process are generally congruent with the state of the art of the relevant literature. The 

merger committee claimed to follow a communication strategy as open and honest as 

possible and tries to provide a broad distribution of information as well as spaces and 

places for discussion. However, a large variety of the employees show a lack of interest 

in the merger. Participation at the offered information events is low and the employees 
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even seem to be cautious or doubtful about the advantages of the merger. So secondly, 

enthusiasm and commitment among the employees can hardly be observed. Moreover, 

the reasons for and the benefits of the merger presented by the representatives of the 

merger are differently assessed by the employees of the university. This caused a lack of 

trust towards the actual aims and the success of the merger and seems to lead to passive 

resistance (Kislat & Taube 2009).  

The continuation and further development of these observations will be the object of 

study in the present thesis.  

 

1.2 Problem Discussion 

The aim of this thesis is to enhance the knowledge about effective organizational com-

munication which should be able to address and to reduce resistance during a process of 

merging two organizations. To exemplify our aim, we have chosen to base our analysis 

on the ongoing merger process between Växjö University and University of Kalmar. 

This thesis will be particularly interesting for researchers concerned with organizational 

change as well as for practitioners facing the challenge of merging two organizations. 

We aim to gain valuable insights into the functioning and the perception of communica-

tion during the eventful processes and situations of increased turmoil of organizational 

mergers.  

Within the field of organizational mergers in higher education, other authors have so far 

laid their focus mainly on the reasons for these mergers. In a literature review accompa-

nied by several interviews done in Australia, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden, 

Skodvin (1999) tried to convey general reasons for mergers in higher education and 

gave an overview about the initiators of these mergers. In a comparable study, Rowley 

(1997) investigated key factors to justify mergers in higher education in the United 

Kingdom. Her results are largely congruent with Skodvin’s study. In a study about Aus-
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tralian higher educational mergers, Harman (2002) regarded these mergers as a sociocul-

tural issue laying his focus on the post-merger integration of divergent campus cultures. 

Likewise, the merging of conflicting cultures is the main topic of Humphrey’s (2003) 

study in which he examines South African higher education institutions and their prob-

lems related to their origin in the time of apartheid. Finally, the benefits of higher educa-

tional mergers are object of study in a paper from Fielden and Markham (1997). Their 

conclusion is that higher educational mergers rarely bear financial benefits so that the 

focus should lie on academic and strategic goals.  

Additionally, Thornhill et al. (1996) as well as Qian and Daniels (2008) have explored 

the role of communication in change initiatives in institutions of higher education. The 

studies found that communication plays a vital role in achieving commitment and in 

reducing employee cynicism toward the change. However, both studies are not directly 

linked to the specifics of organizational mergers in higher education but focus on change 

projects in general.  

This compact overview about the relevant literature about organizational mergers in 

higher education shows that communication, employee perception and resistance are 

plaintively neglected aspects of the field. The purpose of the present thesis is, therefore, 

to address and fill this theoretical gap by enhancing the knowledge about effective orga-

nizational communication. This will be done by explaining how an organization can and 

should communicate a merger and how an organization can use communication to deal 

appropriately with resistance among its organizational members. A contribution to the 

existing theory will be made by showing potential dangers and pitfalls of centralized 

communication efforts. It will be under scrutiny if and how even well-grounded argu-

ments can be turned around and mistrusted during the stressful and uncertain course of a 

merger process. Hence, the purpose of our thesis is to investigate communication about 

mergers especially in regard to its perception from the employees. This purpose will be 
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exemplified by the merger between Växjö University and University of Kalmar. Our 

core research question is:  

How do employees assess and perceive communication within a merger process?  

This overall research question is supported by the following accompanying sub-research 

question: 

How can centrally formulated communication influence resisting behaviour 

among employees? 

In a previous research project, several qualitative interviews have been conducted with 

members of Växjö University. The results indicate considerable doubts among the em-

ployees towards the official communication about the merger (Kislat & Taube 2009).  

Based on these qualitative results we want to conduct a quantitative research in order to 

verify the quality and the validity of the previous findings. The theoretical literature 

about communication during change projects as well as about resistance towards change 

will be the foundation for an online-survey which will be disseminated among the em-

ployees of both Växjö University and University of Kalmar.  

 

1.3 Limitations 

A general limitation of quantitative studies is the often limited amount of participants. 

Quantitative studies are designed to achieve a high amount of generalizability through 

objective and neutral measurement. However, the smaller the number of participants is, 

the smaller is the general evidence and conclusion of a quantitative study. We have tried 

to address this problem by giving every employee of Växjö University and University of 

Kalmar the possibility to participate in the study. Still, low participation is a limitation of 

this study. As will be shown in the following chapters, it is difficult to generalize results 

due to a limited number of participants. So, while reading the present research project, it 
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has to be kept in mind that the number of participants does not allow for complete and 

absolute generalization. The results merely indicate possibilities of generalization.  

Furthermore, a methodological limitation appears as our study uses merely a one point 

in time measurement. Our study is conducted while the process of merging the two uni-

versities is still under way. This implies that the full picture of the merger and all its 

benefits or detriments may not be fully comprehensible for the participants at this point 

in time. This may lead to biases both in the negative as well as in the positive direction. 

Additionally, the one point in time measurement yields further possible limitations. Res-

pondents are asked to evaluate their perceptions of the merger, the information given 

and the resistance towards the merger at the time the merging process started. Responses 

to retrospective questions are generally vulnerable to evaluation errors. Participants may 

evaluate their past feelings and assessments too negatively or too positively based on 

their current state of mind.  

Moreover, the one point in time measurement makes it difficult to assess the reliability 

of the empirical material at hand. It will not be possible to run the statistical survey a 

second time on the same population. Therefore, it is impossible for us to predict whether 

the results are stable over time.  

The following chapter starts with an overview about the differences between public and 

private organizations. Afterwards theoretical approaches of communication and resis-

tance to change are presented.   
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2. Theoretical Background 

2.1 Public Organizations 

Models of organizational change are usually designed for private organizations (Rusaw 

2007); therefore, we will discuss whether it is possible to apply these models to public 

organizations as well. At first, the differences between the public and the private sector 

according to a traditional perspective will be presented.  

The main distinction between public and private organizations is the ownership. While a 

private organization is owned by entrepreneurs or shareholders, a public organization is 

owned by the government. Thus, the public sector is funded by taxation, controlled by 

political forces instead of market forces and its primary constraints are the political sys-

tem and not the economic system (Boyne 2002). The primary goal of a public organiza-

tion is to benefit the community and not the prosperity of their organization relating to 

profitability. Furthermore, both sectors differ to a great extent concerning their markets, 

constraints, goals, authority, authorization to take action, and performance aims (Nutt & 

Backoff 1993). The external circumstances of a public organization are characterized by 

the absence of market incentives and competitive structures as well as a variety of stake-

holders with different and sometimes conflicting demands and constraints. Moreover, 

many public sector organizations have highly bureaucratic structures that include a great 

range of rules and regulations, inflexible reward systems, specialized job designs, highly 

formalized processes and procedures, and strict reporting requirements (Robertson & 

Seneviratne 1995). Comparing to private companies, managers of public organizations 

are less materialistic and less likely motivated by financial rewards. Instead, they have a 

concern to serve the public interest. Furthermore, the employees have a lower level of 

organizational commitment within the public sector due to the inflexibility of personnel 

structures and procedures as well as the weak correlation of performance and rewards 

(Boyne 2002). 
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In conclusion, the above mentioned arguments of the traditional perspective support the 

assumption that public and private organizations differ to a great extent and that models 

of change designed for the private sector are not applicable to public organizations.  

However, since the beginning of the 90s, researchers stated that clear cuts between the 

public and private sector start to vanish (Robertson & Seneviratne 1995). The bounda-

ries are blurring and the sectors are overlapping; hence, there are no consistent differ-

ences between the two types of organization. Many public organizations already adopt 

decentralized structures, network and team-based arrangements as well as customer 

orientated approaches (Robertson & Seneviratne 1995). Therefore, differences of private 

and public organizations exist and should be considered in a change process but they are 

not generally barriers to the transfer of management techniques from the private to the 

public sector. 

 

2.2 Communication 

2.2.1 Approaches to Effective Communication 

A large variety of authors highlight communication as one of the most important aspects 

of an organizational change process (Allen et al. 2007; Elving 2005; Johansson & Heide 

2008; Kotter 1995; Nelissen & van Selm 2008; Salem 2008). Organizational change is 

an even more frequent feature of the modern economic world and the ability to conduct 

successful change initiatives can be seen as a prerequisite for organizational survival. 

However, it has been shown that up to 70% of all organizational change projects do not 

reach their goals or even fail completely (Beer & Nohria 2000). These change failures 

are largely due to communication shortcomings (Barrett 2002).  

Communication in an organizational change project is not only a means of sheer infor-

mation distribution (Salem 2008). Of course, members of an organization undergoing a 

change initiative have a need to obtain as much and as detailed information as possible 
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in order to be able to deal with their uncertainty about their future. But, providing only 

information in a vast amount is surely not enough as it is the quality of the communica-

tion that yields the highest impact (Bordia et al. 2004). Communication, in this context, 

serves as a means of sense making of ambiguous events and of creating an identity in the 

changing organization. In addition, potential conflicts can be addressed through commu-

nication and stress can be relived, especially through humorous communication (Elving 

2005; Salem 2008; van Vuuren & Elving 2008). Furthermore, communication also pro-

vides help to overcome cynicism from employees toward change initiatives (Qian & 

Daniels 2008). Cynicism is particularly dangerous when employees have to experience 

several change projects within very short notice. The necessity of yet another change 

project is then often doubted and meaningful communication is helpful in reducing this 

cynicism (Qian & Daniels 2008).  

Johansson and Heide (2008) distinguish between three approaches to communication 

during organizational change processes. The first approach which is favored by most 

researchers regards communication as a tool through which the effectiveness and suc-

cess rate of a change initiative can be significantly enhanced. The second approach sees 

communication as a socially constructed process which in itself changes the reality. 

Here, communication is change. The third approach views communication as social 

transformation in which power and dominance are exerted (Johansson & Heide 2008). 

Although the first approach is the most limited in its definition of communication, it is 

also the most widely used approach. This is due to its high practical relevance and to its 

emphasis on improving communication. Since we are studying a practical case of orga-

nizational change, we want to analyze the effectiveness of communication. For this pur-

pose, the first approach to communication appears to be the most reasonable.  

Lewis et al. (2006) summarize the advices and conclusions on communication found 

within a variety of scholarly and popular books on communication during change 
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processes. They emphasize the importance of a wide participation of organizational 

members in the change initiative in order to make them feel included and in control, a 

wide dissemination of information as well as an open communication of the vision and 

the purpose of the change in order to provide legitimacy (Lewis et al. 2006).  

The advices are basically in line with the arguments of Kotter (1995) who also strongly 

emphasizes the importance of communication. The creation of a sense of urgency goes 

along with the explanation of the purpose of the change and is a highly communicative 

act. Furthermore, the new vision should be widely and openly communicated throughout 

the whole organization in order to help employees identify with it and create identities 

according to the vision (Kotter 1995; Salem 2008).  

 

2.2.2 Communication and Power 

An additional aspect that is emphasized by certain authors is the crucial role that power 

plays within change process and the communication about change. Linstead (1997) ex-

amines three different dimensions of power in the relationships between people. The 

first dimension is one-dimensional and focuses on decision-making in situations of con-

flict of interest, e.g. a person has the power to make another person do what he or she 

would not do otherwise. The next is two-dimensional and involves the prevention of 

decision-taking meaning that a person has the power to prevent another person from 

realizing a problematic situation. Hence, the person continues or begins doing something 

that he or she would otherwise not do if he or she would have had sufficient information. 

This dimension is particularly interesting when it comes to communication as it involves 

the deliberate retention of information. This is also called gate-keeping. Especially in 

change processes, the withholding of information can shape the behavior of organiza-

tional members or prevent them from realizing certain opportunities. The last dimension 
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includes the power to determine socialization processes and the relationships between 

persons. Hence, the last dimension is capable of forming reality (Linstead 1997).   

Other authors have categorized power in a more content-orientated way (Hardy 1996). 

Here, the three dimensions are power of resources, power of processes and power of 

meaning. In this definition, only the third dimension has a direct linkage to communica-

tion, as the sources for power of meaning are symbols, rituals, language and the like 

(Hardy 1996).  

 

2.2.3 Communication during Organizational Mergers 

Furthermore, a variety of authors have focused specially on communication during mer-

ger processes (Cartwright & Cooper 1993; Schraeder 2001; Walker 1998). Walker 

(1998) clearly emphasized the point that communication particularly during the process 

of a merger is the essential key success factor. Without proper communication, a suc-

cessful consolidation of organizations cannot take place. Others have pointed to the high 

amount of uncertainty during merger processes. Employees often fear a loss of status, 

security or even their unemployment. Through continuous communication and sharing 

of information, these feelings of uncertainty can be reduced which then in turn increases 

commitment to the merger (Cartwright & Cooper 1993). Schraeder (2001) conducted a 

study of a merger in the health care business. He deduced several recommendations for 

effective communication during mergers. At first, information should be shared as early 

as possible. Secondly, more experienced staff should be appointed to promote the mer-

ger among less experienced staff and thirdly, perceptions and attitudes of employees 

towards the merger should be continuously assessed in order to deal with potential resis-

tance (Schraeder 2001).  

An important issue that is often marginalized or downright neglected when it comes to 

organizational mergers is the importance of organizational culture. Bligh (2006) sug-
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gests that clashes between different organizational cultures are a major reason why mer-

gers fail to reach their financial, synergistic or performance-related goals. Cultures are in 

general very resistant to forced changes. In particular, organizational cultures often 

refuse to merger into one single culture, even though the formal organizations have al-

ready been merged together (Bligh 2006). Employees, as well as every human being, not 

only define themselves as individuals but also as members of certain groups. This phe-

nomenon is addressed in the social identity theory (Haunschild et al. 1994). In a post-

merger organization it can often be observed that the two distinct organizational cultures 

remain fairly intact and refuse to interact in order to prevent the formation of a new cul-

ture. The employees merely stick to the people of their old culture regarding the other or 

the new culture as less desirable (Haunschild et al. 1994). Harman (2002) analyzed mer-

gers in higher education organizations and found out that the creation of a new single 

organizational culture is often hindered when the two organizations are not equal in their 

status and mission. Communication then has to be extremely careful about how to ad-

dress and justify the differences between the two organizations and their particular cul-

tures.  

In conclusion, communication during a change effort in general or during a merger in 

particular needs to be participative and open, disseminative of information and should 

address possible conflict as well as include a vision and a purpose. It should also provide 

the possibility for the members of the organization to create meaning and a shared un-

derstanding about the change. In doing so, communication can build commitment to the 

change and reduce resistance (Sillince 1999). The next chapter will deal with resistance 

to change.  
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2.3 Resistance to Change 

2.3.1 Reasons to Resist Change 

A further key topic in organizational change management is resistance to change. Man-

agers and employees perceive change differently and therefore one main reason for the 

failure of organizational change initiatives can be found in resistance to change (Strebel 

1996). Resistance is a phenomenon that has negative effects on the transformation 

process by slowing down its beginning, detaining its implementation or increasing its 

costs. Furthermore, resistance is any behavior or action which is aimed at avoiding the 

change and keeping the status quo (Pardo del Val & Martínez Fuentes 2003).  

In the following, the four most common reasons of resistance to organizational change 

according to Kotter & Schlesinger (1979) will be presented. The first reason is limited 

self-interest. People who are dealing with change in their environment are afraid of los-

ing something of value. Thus, people focus on their own best interests rather than on the 

overall organizational interest and may try to organize in groups with others who perce-

ive the change as a threat as well.  

The second reason which Kotter & Schlesinger (1979) emphasize is routed in misun-

derstanding and lack of trust. Only few organizations have a relatively high level of trust 

among managers and employees, therefore, misunderstanding is likely to arise when 

change is instructed.  Employees often do not understand the implications of change and 

think that the changes will cost them much more than they will gain.  

Different assessments of employees and managers are another reason of resistance. Em-

ployees may not only see more costs than benefits resulting from the transformation 

process for them but as well for the organization. Moreover, managers and employees 

have different sources of information which can lead to different assumptions and results 

regarding the success of change (Kotter & Schlesinger 1979).  
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Furthermore, according to Kotter & Schlesinger (1979) people resist change because 

they are afraid that they will not be able to develop their skills and behavior according to 

new requirements. Hence, fear and anxiety are the fourth reason of resistance. 

Other authors that dealt with resistance to change added further reasons why people res-

ist change. Stanley et al. (2005) name cynicism and skepticism as further reasons and 

highlight the importance of the differentiation between the two. Change-specific cynic-

ism is “a disbelief of management’s stated or implied motives for a specific organiza-

tional change” (Stanley et al. 2005: 436). Employees who do not believe in the stated 

motives and reasons of change proclaimed by the management will be unwilling to sup-

port the idea or to comply with management’s request to change their behavior (Dean et 

al. 1998; Stanley et al. 2005). 

In opposite to cynicism, change-specific skepticism is the doubt about the success of the 

change in achieving the stated aims (Stanley et al. 2005). Even though both reasons are 

causally related to each other, they also can exist in the absence of the other. However, 

cynicism as well as skepticism is responsible for feelings or behavior of resistance to-

ward change (Stanley et al. 2005). 

Managers have to be aware of these common reasons of resistance to change. If they are 

able to identify resistance at an early stage, the organization is not only able to deal with 

it. In addition to that, the resistance could show certain aspects that are not properly con-

sidered during the formulation and implementation phases of the change process (Pardo 

del Val & Martínez Fuentes 2003). Moreover, employee support for organizational 

change is a necessary condition for the success of change and therefore their concerns 

and intentions should be taken seriously (Piderit 2000). 
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2.3.2 How Organizations Can Deal with Resistance 

In order to deal with resistance to change, managers have different possibilities like Kot-

ter & Schlesinger (1979) have emphasized. Like discussed previously, one of the most 

common and important ways to overcome resistant behavior is communication. The 

organization has to communicate its strategy, vision and ideas comprehensibly so the 

employees see the need and the logic of a change. Participation and involvement are 

further methods to avoid resistance. People who are involved in the formulation or im-

plementation process feel committed as well as responsible for the success of the 

change. Through participation arguments and concerns of employees can be cooperated 

and therefore employees influence the content and the process of change (Lines 2004).  

Furthermore, to overcome feelings of fear in connection to the change, facilitation, sup-

port and formal training seem to be appropriate. Other ways of dealing with resistance 

are for example offering incentives, manipulation, co-optation or coercion (Kotter & 

Schlesinger 1979).   

The importance of creating commitment to change in order to avoid resistance is already 

pointed out. However, Schraeder (2001) says that in context of a merger commitment of 

employees depends to a large extent on their perceptions of organizational success, job 

security as well as on an open communication strategy. A merger usually entails some 

sort of organizational restructuring which causes increases in stress, perceived uncertain-

ty, and fear among employees. Therefore, organizations within a merger process should 

share related information to their employees as early as possible. Positive perception of 

communication helps to decrease the uncertainty experienced by employees according to 

organizational success and job security. Moreover, an organization should incorporate 

the concerns of employees in a merger plan in order to build support for the merger 

which is only possible when the change initiators start the dialog with the employees at 

the beginning of the process (Schraeder 2001).    



 16 

2.4 Summary 

Public and private organizations are mainly distinct in their ownership structures. Fur-

thermore, public organizations do not work for the primary goal of generating profits 

and their external environment is often characterized by the absence of markets and 

competition. However, the clear cuts between the two types of organizations are conti-

nuously vanishing and public organizations are adopting more and more characteristics 

of private organizations. This observation is important to the present thesis as we are 

going to apply change management theories originally designed for private organiza-

tions on a merger between two public organizations.  

Communication is described as the most important aspect of a change or a merger 

project. It is thereby more than sheer information distribution. Communication can fos-

ter sense making, identity creation and can address conflicts. Therefore, communication 

should include a wide participation of employees, information should be distributed as 

early as possible and it should include a vision and a purpose to create a sense of urgen-

cy. These theoretical recommendations will be used while analyzing the actual commu-

nication and its effectiveness in later parts of this thesis.   

Many change initiatives fail because managers and employees perceive change diffe-

rently which can lead to resistance. Common reasons for resistance are the fear of losing 

something of value, misunderstandings or lack of trust, perceptions that the cost of the 

change are higher than its benefits, and the fear that one will not be able to cope with the 

new challenges after the change. The most common way to deal with resisting em-

ployees is communication which in turn again shows its high importance. As we will see 

in later chapters, different valuations of benefits of change projects, lack of trust and 

therefore resistance will play a crucial role in the analysis of the empirical material.  

Within the next chapter the theoretical aspects of methodology will be discussed and the 

practical course of action will be explained. 



3. Methodology 

3.1 Research Process 

Doing research and in particular “doing survey research is a skill, 

tual process involving collaboration, patience, and creativity” (Nardi 2003: 13). Basica

ly, a researcher has to plan, illustrate and investigate to get answers to his or her research 

questions as well as to present his or her outcom

(Merriam 1998).  

Research is often seen as a process and the separate activities within this process will be 

presented in the following figure. This illustrated process is simplified and shows merely 

a prototypical research which might not be fully applicable to every research project 

(Ghauri & Grønhaug 2005). However, it still is a useful example to explain the major 

stages of a general research process. 

we will illustrate our own methodological approach to our research project. 

Source: Own representation based on Blaxter et al. (2006); Ghauri & Grønhaug (2005); Kumar (2005)

 

 

 

1. choosing a research topic

2. formulating a research problem

3. selecting a research design

4. collecting data

5. analysing data

6. writing the report

 

Doing research and in particular “doing survey research is a skill, an art, and an intelle

tual process involving collaboration, patience, and creativity” (Nardi 2003: 13). Basica

ly, a researcher has to plan, illustrate and investigate to get answers to his or her research 

questions as well as to present his or her outcome to others in a comprehensible way 

Research is often seen as a process and the separate activities within this process will be 

presented in the following figure. This illustrated process is simplified and shows merely 

rch which might not be fully applicable to every research project 

(Ghauri & Grønhaug 2005). However, it still is a useful example to explain the major 

stages of a general research process. Keeping in mind the stages of this research process 

ate our own methodological approach to our research project. 

Figure 1: The Research Process 

Source: Own representation based on Blaxter et al. (2006); Ghauri & Grønhaug (2005); Kumar (2005)

The research process

1. choosing a research topic

2. formulating a research problem

3. selecting a research design

4. collecting data

5. analysing data

6. writing the report
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an art, and an intellec-

tual process involving collaboration, patience, and creativity” (Nardi 2003: 13). Basical-

ly, a researcher has to plan, illustrate and investigate to get answers to his or her research 

e to others in a comprehensible way 

Research is often seen as a process and the separate activities within this process will be 

presented in the following figure. This illustrated process is simplified and shows merely 

rch which might not be fully applicable to every research project 

(Ghauri & Grønhaug 2005). However, it still is a useful example to explain the major 

the stages of this research process 

ate our own methodological approach to our research project.  

 

Source: Own representation based on Blaxter et al. (2006); Ghauri & Grønhaug (2005); Kumar (2005) 
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3.2 Research Topic and Problem Formulation 

The starting point of every research process is to choose a research topic which general-

ly is the object or phenomenon under examination in the particular research project. 

Blaxter (2006) lists different possibilities to find a topic, for example looking at previous 

research works, thinking about your personal interests outside your course of study or 

discussing with your supervisor or friends.  

The object of study of our thesis is the merger process between Växjö University and 

University of Kalmar and in particular the assessments of the merger from the em-

ployees of both universities. We chose this topic because of a strong personal interest as 

we are both students at Växjö University and therefore are faced with the merger on a 

more or less daily basis. Besides that, mergers and acquisitions between organizations 

are still a constant feature of our contemporary world and therefore obtain tremendous 

academic interest. Thus, the analysis, based on our findings during our preliminary 

fieldwork study, of the assessments and perceptions of the employees of both universi-

ties about the reasons and benefits of the merger will be useful to further explain the 

practical phenomenon of mergers and acquisitions. 

Subsequently, this general topic has to be specified into a research problem which is 

normally expressed in form of a question. Decisions about the theoretical concepts, is-

sues and contexts are made to establish the territory of the research and to limit the lite-

rature which needs to be consulted (Blaxter et al. 2006). The definition of the research 

problem has a big influence on every following step of the process (Kumar 2005). This 

research project focuses on the perception of employees about the communication about 

a merger. We also want to find out whether there exist organization-wide gaps in the 

assessment of the employees between the two organizations. Moreover, we want to ex-

amine possible resistance within the two organizations. Therefore, the main research 

question of our thesis is:  
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How do employees assess and perceive communication within a merger process?  

It is accompanied by the following sub-research question: 

How can centrally formulated communication influence resisting behaviour 

among employees? 

 

3.3 Research Design 

3.3.1 Quantitative Research 

Selecting a research design is making a choice of method which generally specifies how 

the required data will be collected and analyzed. The research design shapes the plan, 

structure and strategy of investigation in a manner that provides the answer to the re-

search question with economy in procedure (Kumar 2005).  

The choice of a specific method depends on the very particular research question and the 

research object. It has to be decided whether the aim of the thesis should be an under-

standing or an explanation of the phenomenon under study. If the aim is to discover a 

deeper meaning, to understand or to comprehend coherences of a specific phenomenon, 

the inductive research is an applicable approach. A qualitative method is then mostly the 

selected type of research which produces complex data for a rather limited number of 

people or cases. If the researcher wants to explain something using existing knowledge 

to build hypotheses and to test these hypotheses, he or she is doing a deduction. Thus, 

the outcome of the research is the validation or the falsification of the predetermined 

hypotheses and the method is normally based on a quantitative analysis of a large num-

ber of people or other units of interest (Ghauri & Grønhaug 2005; Merriam 1998; Nardi 

2003).  

In our thesis we want to explain possible differences in assessment and perception about 

the communication about a merger by using existing knowledge which has been gained 
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by us, the authors, through a preliminary qualitative fieldwork study. Hence, we will do 

a deductive and quantitative research project.  

Quantitative research focuses on exploring large numbers of instances to achieve an in-

sight as general and as reliable as possible (Blaxter et al. 2006). Thus, the samples are 

normally large, random, and non-purposeful. The usual proceeding in a quantitative re-

search project would start with finding appropriate variables to measure the empirical 

phenomena under scrutiny. Based on the variables hypotheses are formulated which 

usually relate two or more variables to each other. The hypotheses and variables are then 

operationalized in the form of survey items (Nardi 2003). The variables, hypotheses and 

operationalized survey items for our research project will be presented in the fifth chap-

ter together with the empirical material. 

In contrast to qualitative research which builds on the trustworthiness and plausibility of 

its arguments, the focus of a quantitative research lies on systematic measurement and 

scientific assessment. Therefore, the validity and the reliability of a phenomenon are the 

particularly important aspects (Merriam 1998; Nardi 2003). The term validity refers to 

the accuracy of the empirical material and to the correctness of the measurement of the 

operationalization. Are the research survey and the particular variables measuring what 

they are intended to measure? On the other hand, the term reliability refers to the consis-

tency of the empirical material. One should expect to obtain the same results each time 

the quantitative measures are used on the same population. The question that is asked is 

whether the findings can be relied on when tested a second time (Nardi 2003).  

Both qualitative and quantitative research has been criticized by the opposite side. The 

main criticism of qualitative studies is that the results are too subjective because they 

rely on the researcher’s view about what data is significant and important (Bryman 

2008). The researchers are usually involved with their subjects and their personal biases 

have an impact on the environment or people under study (Baker 1999). Moreover, the 
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replication of the findings is very difficult because of a lack of transparency in qualita-

tive research. For example, it is often not comprehensible how people were chosen for 

an interview, how researchers conducted their analysis or how they arrived at their con-

clusions (Bryman 2008). The generalization of qualitative results is also questionable 

because of the limited sample sizes and the way of selecting the samples. But the find-

ings are appropriate to generalize the quality of theoretical inferences and to understand 

contextual behavior, believes and values but not to generalize assumptions about popula-

tions (Bryman 2008).  

Quantitative research is usually based on a wider scope and more generalized level than 

qualitative studies. The detail of social interaction and meanings that cause people’s be-

havior are seen as less important levels of explanation (Payne & Payne 2004). One criti-

que of quantitative research is that the researchers tend to ignore the fact that people 

interpret and interact with the world around them. Thus, the social interaction of people 

under study is usually not taken into consideration (Bryman 2008). Another problem is 

that the interpretation of the question terms can vary from respondent to respondent. 

Furthermore, a connection between the responses to a survey and the actual behavior of 

the person in everyday life is questionable. Therefore, the measurement process might 

be not as precise and accurate as claimed (Bryman 2008).  

Quantitative as well as qualitative research has several points of criticism and research-

ers should be aware of the disadvantages of their chosen approach. In our case, we chose 

to conduct a quantitative method because we want to test the results of our previous qua-

litative study. We do not want to understand or interpret the meanings of behavior or 

attitudes of employees in detail. Rather, we want to analyze the different assessments of 

the employees of both universities on a more abstract and generalized level in order to 

find patterns of behavior or correlations between certain opinions.  
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3.3.2 The Comparative Study 

In order to fulfill the object of study of this thesis, a comparative analysis appears to be a 

useful methodological approach, thus only this type of research is illustrated in greater 

detail. Swanson (1971: 145) made the statement that “thinking without comparison is 

unthinkable”. He furthermore concluded that without comparison scientific thought and 

research would be impossible. At least, “all empirical social research involves compari-

son of some sort” (Ragin 1987: 1). Some researches compare cases to each others, some 

use statistics for quantitative comparisons and again others compare empirical material 

to theoretically constructed pure cases (Ragin 1987).  

So, while most research uses comparisons, the comparative analysis as such is usually 

used for the comparison of large macrosocial units and is concerned with cross-societal 

differences (Ragin 1987). However, there has been a substantial controversy concerning 

the question whether the comparative analysis is generally distinct from other forms of 

social science (Grimshaw 1973). It has been argued that because virtually all social 

scientific methods include comparisons there is no need to establish the comparative 

analysis as a social scientific method on its own rights (Bailey 1982). On the other hand, 

other authors have argued for the distinctiveness of the comparative analysis. Ragin 

(1987) claims that the comparative analysis is distinct because it explicitly refers to ma-

crosocial units in its goals which are to explain and interpret macrosocial variation. In a 

comparative analysis, the researchers explicitly identify and name the macrosocial units 

and thereby they explicitly compare which makes them distinct from other social science 

which, for example, compares to theoretically constructed pure cases (Ragin 1987).  

We will use the comparative analysis as our general research orientation. The macroso-

cial units have been identified as Växjö University and University of Kalmar. We will 

explain macrosocial variations between the two organizations concerning their assess-
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ments and perceptions about the communication about the merger between the two or-

ganizations.   

 

3.4 Empirical Data Collection 

There are two main sources of data, which can be distinguished into secondary and pri-

mary data sources. Secondary data are information collected by others and primary data 

are original information collected by the researcher with the direct purpose of the re-

search problem in mind (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005). Normally, a research should begin 

with collecting secondary data to find general information in order to better understand 

the research problem. A literature review including books, journal articles, newspaper 

articles, online data sources and research reports is therefore an adequate method. An 

important aspect of using secondary data is that the researcher has to be aware that the 

data might be collected for a different purpose and could therefore be prepared to pro-

vide a specific impression. In opposite to that, primary data is collected for the particular 

research problem at hand (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005).  

As our primary data source, an online survey is constructed and afterwards disseminated 

among the employees of both Växjö University and University of Kalmar. The survey 

design, the measurement of the variables as well as the survey items will be presented in 

chapter five.  

After having chosen an appropriate survey design, the next step of a quantitative re-

search is the selection of an appropriate sample. The concept of sampling describes how 

to select a sample from the total study population. A study population describes the enti-

rety of all relevant units of analysis for the particular study, for example every person in 

a nation that is allowed to vote if you, as a researcher, are interested in finding out prefe-

rences about the candidates for the next elections. If the population under scrutiny would 

only consist of homogenous elements, then it would be sufficient to examine only any 
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one element as it would represent the entirety of the population. However, in empirical 

social science, the elements in a population usually vary to a large extent in their atti-

tudes, values and beliefs, so it becomes necessary to select a larger sample that 

represents the whole population (Nardi 2003). In order to obtain a sample that comes 

sufficiently close to the characteristics of the population, one needs to conduct probabili-

ty sampling. Only probability sampling allows the researcher to make statistical conclu-

sions to the broader population (Baker 1999). Every person in the population must there-

fore have the same chance to be selected in the sample, which in turn allows for a high 

probability that the sample closely mirrors the population in its heterogeneity (Nardi 

2003). The sample is therefore usually randomly selected.  

In our research project, the population consists of all employees working at both univer-

sities, Växjö University and University of Kalmar. As the number of employees at both 

universities is limited and we are able to use digital survey techniques, our sample 

equates the population which ensures for a maximum of generalizability.  

 

3.5 Statistical Data Analysis 

After the empirical material has been gathered through the online survey, we will ana-

lyze the material descriptively including frequency tables, diagrams, and measures like 

mean, median and standard derivation. The mean is the most common measure of cen-

tral tendency. The median is less common but is not vulnerable to outliers. Therefore, 

we will provide both measures. Moreover, the standard derivation will be calculated in 

order to measure dispersion because measuring dispersion by the range is only appropri-

ate for interval/ratio variables. In comparison to the variance, the standard deviation is 

easier to compare to other statistics because the intuitive understanding and interpreta-

tion of the variance is difficult to obtain because the units of the result are squared (An-
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derson et al. 2002; Bryman & Bell 2007). The mean, the median and the standard deri-

vation will be calculated only for the interval and ordinal variables.  

Subsequently to the descriptive analysis, a detailed statistical analysis will follow in or-

der to test the different hypotheses and the strength of the relationship between the va-

riables. Even though there are a lot of different statistical tests which might seem appro-

priate to test null hypotheses, the choice of a meaningful test is important. The decision 

about which technique or test is appropriate depends on the nature of the variables being 

analyzed. Thus, there are different tests and measures for the comparison of nominal, 

ordinal, interval/ratio and dichotomous variables. Like we will present in chapter five, 

the variables that occur within our hypotheses are nominal or ordinal variables. There-

fore, we decided to conduct the chi-square test of independence when we are comparing 

two nominal variables or a nominal with an ordinal variable. The test analyzes the corre-

lation of the variables of the several hypotheses. The chi-square test is one of the most 

common tests which gives evidence of the independence or dependence of two variables 

and which specifies whether the observed frequencies are congruent with the expected 

frequencies (Berenson et al. 2006; Dorofee & Grant 2006).  

Additionally, Cramér’s V will be used to get an indication of the strength of the relation-

ship between the variables under study. Cramér’s V can only have a positive value and 

is therefore not appropriate to give evidence about the direction of the relationship like 

for example Pearson’s R, Spearsman’s Rho, or Phi. Nevertheless, Cramér’s V is the only 

of the listed correlation coefficients that is uniquely useful for the comparison of nomin-

al variables (Bryman & Bell 2007; Siegel & Castellan 1988). Besides, Cramér’s V is 

strongly related to chi-square and it is a common method to use both measures in order 

to confirm the significance of the results.  



 26 

When comparing two ordinal variables, Spearman`s Rho will be used in order to ex-

amine the relationship between the two and to be able to assume or reject the null hypo-

thesis. The chi-square test and Cramér’s V are not appropriate in this case.   

Additionally, a partial correlation analysis will be conducted. This kind of test is used 

when a researcher wants to examine a two-variable relationship while controlling for 

possible effects of a third variable; called control variable (Nardi 2003). With the partial 

correlation analysis the two-variable relationship will be observed under each condition 

of the control variable to investigate whether the correlation between the two variables is 

genuine or fictitious. The test compares the controlled correlation with the original cor-

relation and if there is still a correlation between the two variables observable, the con-

trol variable has no effect on the others. Thus, the correlation is not due to the associa-

tion between each of the two variables and the control variable and therefore the correla-

tion is not fictitious (Baker 1999; Nardi 2003; Siegel & Castellan 1988).  

Computer software packages like MS Excel, Minitab, SAS or SPSS can simplify the 

computations for statistical tests and measures. We will do most of the descriptive anal-

ysis in MS Excel and the calculations of median, standard derivation, chi-square, 

Cramér’s V and Spearman’s Rho in SPSS.  

 

3.6 Summary 

The methodological choices will be summarized in the following. The research problem 

of this thesis is concerned with further developing the explanation of the relationship 

between communication and employee perceptions during organizational mergers. Thus, 

a deductive and quantitative methodology will be employed. It will allow dealing with a 

large number of instances, testing a variety of prior determined hypotheses and produc-

ing general and reliable results.  
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This will be exemplified by the merger between Växjö University and University of 

Kalmar. As two organizations each with a distinct population of employees are under 

study, a comparative study is chosen as general research orientation. A comparative 

study is concerned with examining cross-societal differences between large macrosocial 

units and is therefore perfectly suitable for the present research project.  

Empirical data for this study will be collected through an online survey which is distri-

buted among the employees of both Växjö University and University of Kalmar. The 

descriptive analysis of the material will consist of visual aides like graphs and will dep-

loy statistical measures like mean, median and standard deviation.  

As for testing the hypotheses of nominal variables, the chi-square test of independence 

will be used. With this test it will be possible to examine the kind of dependence be-

tween two variables. Additionally, Cramér’s V will be calculated in order to conceive 

knowledge about the strength of the relationship between the variables. For testing or-

dinal variables, Spearman’s Rho will be used to give an assumption about the relation-

ship of the variables. Moreover, the partial correlation analysis will be conducted in or-

der to test whether the correlation between two variables is spurious and therefore de-

pendent on a third variable or not.  

Subsequent to this chapter the presentation of Växjö University and of University of 

Kalmar as well as the chronological development of the merger process and the descrip-

tion of the new joint-university will follow.  
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4. Description of Merger Process 

4.1 Universities 

4.1.1 Växjö University 

Växjö University is a relatively young university situated in the outskirts of Växjö, 

Småland in southern Sweden. Originally, the university was founded as a department of 

Lund University in 1967. Ten years later, it became an independent university college 

and in the year of 1999, Växjö University received the status of a full university.  

Today, about 15,000 students are enrolled at Växjö University together with about 270 

research students and 1,100 academic and administrative employees. Additionally, each 

year about 800 exchange students from all over the world visit Växjö University to 

spend one or two semesters (Växjö University 2009b).  

The undergraduate and graduate studies are comprised of 116 programmes and about 

1,100 single subject courses. Additionally, postgraduate degrees can be obtained in 20 

different fields (Växjö University 2009b).  

The education at Växjö University is divided into seven different schools which are re-

sponsible for education and research: School of Management and Economics, School of 

Humanities, School of Technology and Design, School of Education, School of Social 

Sciences, School of Health Sciences and Social Work and School of Mathematics and 

Systems Engineering (Växjö University 2009a). 

The annual turnover of Växjö University was about SEK 747 million in 2007 (Växjö 

University 2008).  

 

4.1.2 University of Kalmar 

The University of Kalmar is located in Kalmar in eastern Sweden at the coast of the Bal-

tic Sea. It was founded in 1977 through the fusion of two colleges of higher education. 

Legally, the University of Kalmar has the status of a Högskola which is comparable to a 
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college in English speaking countries. Because of its location at the Baltic Sea, the uni-

versity has a strong focus on nautical science, marine biology and international trade and 

commerce (University of Kalmar 2009c).  

Currently, there are about 9,500 students enrolled at the University of Kalmar as well as 

about 850 persons employed in academics and administration. The University of Kalmar 

offers about 50 programmes for undergraduate and graduate students with more than 

300 single courses (University of Kalmar 2009a).  

The education at the University of Kalmar is divided into five departments: Baltic Busi-

ness School, School of Pure and Applied Natural Sciences, School of Human Sciences, 

School of Communication and Design and the Kalmar Maritime Academy (University 

of Kalmar 2009b).  

The annual turnover of the University of Kalmar was about SEK 634 million in 2006 

(University of Kalmar 2009a).  

 

4.2 Merger Process 

4.2.1 Chronological Development of the Merger  

Even though the discussion about cooperation goes back to the beginning of the 90s, the 

actual merger discussion started in September 2004 and included not only Växjö Uni-

versity and University of Kalmar but also Blekinge Institute of Technology. The vice 

chancellors of the three universities gave the initiative to develop a shared supportive 

environment for excellent research and higher education in order to achieve high quality 

and national as well as international competitiveness. The universities started a strategic 

alliance with the name “Akamedi Sydost” (Academy South-East). In autumn 2005, an 

initial report that presented the potential areas where cooperation between the three uni-

versities would be useful was presented to the university boards. This report was the 

fundament for further investigation about how a strategic alliance could be supported 
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and operationalized within the already pointed out areas (Akademisydost 2009). The 

phase was mainly focused on a general cooperation within several projects rather than 

on a merger process. One project dealt with the strong cooperation in the field of eco-

nomics in order to create a corporate decision body. This suggestion was send to the 

government but did not receive any reaction. Then, the discussion about a merger started 

seriously in the beginning of 2007. Two projects were set in motion. One project was 

dealing with developing vision and strategy of a joint university and the other project 

with how to actually organize the cooperation. The result of the second project was that 

it would be very difficult to remain as three universities and the idea about merging fi-

nally grew (Kislat & Taube 2009).  

On the 30th of November 2007 the boards of Växjö University and the University of 

Kalmar decided to work towards a merger. In opposite to that, the board of Blekinge 

Institute of Technology wanted to wait a few months and then they decided not to join 

the proposal. The first phase of the process lasted until spring 2008 when the official 

letter of the merger proposal was handed in to the Swedish government (Kislat & Taube 

2009; Nyttuniversitet 2009a). In August 2008 the Swedish National Agency for Higher 

Education recommended the merger process of the two universities and requested the 

proposal to the government (Nyttuniversitet 2009b). Subsequently, the government de-

cided to support the merger and enacted to provide SEK 60 million for the new universi-

ty; SEK 40 million during the merger process in the year 2009 and the rest SEK 20 mil-

lion for the first year of the “Linnéuniversitet” in 2010 (Nyttuniversitet 2009c). The 

second phase of the merger process started in the summer of 2008 and the preparations 

for the new university will last until the 1st of January 2010. Afterwards, the third phase 

with the implementation of the new university will begin and will probably take the next 

few years (Kislat & Taube 2009; Nyttuniversitet 2009a). 
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4.2.2 The Joint-University 

The new university, whose proposed name will be “Linnéuniversitet”, will open its gates 

on January 1, 2010. “Linnéuniversitet” will consist of 25,000 students, 2,000 employees, 

and will have an expected turnover of SEK 1.5 billion. The aim of the new and modern 

university is to ensure quality and competitiveness, to collaborate closely with the sur-

rounding community and to engage in research and development in order to build a 

competitive institution within the European as well as the global market (Nyttuniversitet 

2009a). 

The new university is a “quality project and not a saving project” (Kislat & Taube 

2009). With the merger the two universities want to ensure the funding system in order 

to promote high quality in research and education in the long run. Due to the increased 

international competition, the trend goes to less but larger universities and therefore 

Växjö University and the University of Kalmar are preparing for the future. Even 

though, there are no immediate threats that have negative effects in the short run the 

merger will help to assure the survival of the university in the long run. Furthermore, the 

comprehensive administration will save money in the end because the university will 

need fewer employees. These cost savings will be used to benefit the quality of educa-

tion and research (Kislat & Taube 2009).   

Moreover, the organization committee has already decided about the core values of the 

strategy for the new university. As well as the name “Linnéuniversitet” the core values 

are related to the natural scientist Carl von Linné. The new core values are new thinking, 

curiosity and usefulness but they are not yet broken down to the separate institutions. 

This process will last until September 2009 and can be seen only as a preparation be-

cause the new board of the “Linnéuniversitet” will decide about the final strategy when 

they start in 2010 (Kislat & Taube 2009).     

 



 32 

4.3 Previous Studies about the Merger Process 

As already pointed out, a fieldwork study about the merger process and the communica-

tion about it was done prior to this master thesis in the beginning of 2009. The purpose 

of this fieldwork study was to investigate the content and the method of the communica-

tion within the merger process between Växjö University and University of Kalmar 

through a qualitative case study. Additionally, interest was paid to the perception of the 

communication through the employees as well as to possible resistance toward the mer-

ger.  

The empirical data was collected on the one hand through a document analyses and on 

the other hand through four open-ended semi-structured interviews. Initial information 

was gathered through carefully assessing the homepages of Växjö University and Uni-

versity of Kalmar as well as the homepage about the merger. The interviewees were two 

representatives of the merger committee as well as two long-time employees of Växjö 

University; one employed in the academic and the other one in the administrative part. It 

was found that the communication efforts during the merger process were in general 

congruent with the state of art of the relevant literature. The communication strategy was 

described as open and honest. However, the interviews indicated that a large variety of 

the employees of Växjö University showed a lack of interest in the merger. Enthusiasm 

and commitment could hardly be observed. The reasons for and the benefits of the mer-

ger were differently assessed by the employees of the university which then led to pas-

sive resistance. For more information, please see Kislat and Taube (2009).  

The results of the fieldwork study encouraged our motivation to continue with the 

project in our Master Thesis. Hence, we are trying to verify our qualitative results 

through a far-reaching quantitative study in this thesis.  

Within the next chapter the empirical material gathered through the quantitative research 

will be presented in detail.  
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5. Empirical Material 

5.1 Hypotheses and Survey Items 

In order to successfully conduct quantitative research hypotheses have to be developed 

and variables have to be operationalized into survey items to test these hypotheses. A 

hypothesis is an untested statement that specifies the relationship between two or more 

variables. Survey items, i.e. questions within the survey, have to be constructed around 

these variables so that the hypotheses can be statistically tested (Nardi 2003).  

For the purpose of the present research project, 10 hypotheses have been constructed 

together with 17 survey items. The complete 17 survey items can be found in the appen-

dix. The hypotheses are both stated as null-hypotheses (H0) and as counter-hypotheses 

(H1). This is done for the purpose of statistical analysis. The counter-hypothesis 

represents the assumption which has been built upon our previous research. The null-

hypothesis is the opposite of the counter-hypothesis. During the statistical analysis we 

will test the null-hypotheses and when we are able to reject a null-hypothesis, then we 

can assume that the counter-hypothesis is true (Nardi 2003).  

The first hypothesis is based on the general theoretical assumptions that communication 

about changes and mergers should be given as early as possible (Lewis et al. 2006; 

Schraeder 2001). We suspect that when employees feel that they are informed too lately 

and that they are not involved through communication, they might resign to apathetic 

behavior and lose interest in the change project. Furthermore, it draws on the statements 

from the merger secretariat that there is a general low interest towards the merger among 

the employees of the universities. It also relies on the indication from two employees of 

Växjö University that a lot of employees felt that the communication about the merger 

was not given in due time. Rumors were already circling and the employees stated that 

they felt left out of the decision (Kislat & Taube 2009). This might have led to general 

lack of interest. This hypothesis will be tested using the survey items 2, 4 and 6. 
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Hypothesis 1  

1. H0 = The impression that the initial decision to work towards a merger was not 
communicated early enough does not correlate with a lack of interest in the mer-
ger. 
 

H1 = The impression that the initial decision to work towards a merger was not 
communicated early enough positively correlates with a lack of interest in the 
merger. 

 

The second hypothesis is merely built on the same statements but goes one step further. 

It is assumed that the impression that the merger was not communicated early enough 

also leads to a general negative assessment about the merger. This hypothesis will be 

tested using the survey items 2, 8 and 10.  

Hypothesis 2 

2. H0 = The impression that the initial decision to work towards a merger was not 
communicated early enough does not correlate with a negative attitude towards 
the merger. 
 

H1 = The impression that the initial decision to work towards a merger was not 
communicated early enough positively correlates with a negative attitude to-
wards the merger. 

 

Communication reaches its highest impact when employees feel included and in control 

and have the opportunity to take part (Lewis et al. 2006). But even when communication 

tries to reach out to the employees it is not always assured that they will make use of it. 

Connected to this, the third hypothesis relies again on statements from the merger secre-

tariat in which it was claimed that the communication devices receive only little atten-

tion. For example, attendance to the information meetings called “fusionskaféer” is ra-

ther low as well as the apparent usage of the communication homepage (Kislat & Taube 

2009). We therefore suspect that employees that value the merger negatively do not pay 

high attention to the communication devices. This hypothesis will be tested using the 

survey items 4, 6, 8 and 10. For further insight, participants of the survey have the pos-
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sibility to answer the open-ended survey items 5 and 7 to state their reasons for not using 

the communication devices.  

Hypothesis 3 

3. H0 = A low attention paid to the communication devices used by the merger secre-
tariat does not correlate with a negative attitude towards the merger in general. 
 

H1 = A low attention paid to the communication devices used by the merger se-
cretariat correlates positively with a negative attitude towards the merger in gen-
eral. 

 

According to Kotter & Schlesinger (1979) employees often resist organizational changes 

when they do not see the benefits of the changes or when they evaluate the costs to 

higher than the benefits. The fourth hypothesis builds on these findings and also draws 

on statements from employees of Växjö University. Great doubts were expressed to-

wards the communicated reasons for the merger. Additionally, it was expressed that 

University of Kalmar profits to a far greater extent from the merger than Växjö Univer-

sity. These statements were justified with the different legal forms of the two institu-

tions. Växjö University has the full status of a university while University of Kalmar has 

the status of a “högskola” which could correspond to the US-American “college”. Fur-

thermore, it was stated that Växjö is supposed to have a better academic and research 

reputation than Kalmar (Kislat & Taube 2009). Based on these statements, we suspect 

that the employees of University of Kalmar see more benefits in the merger than the 

employees of Växjö University. This hypothesis will be tested using the survey items 8, 

10 and 11.  

Hypothesis 4 

4. H0 = A negative assessment of the benefits of the merger does not correlate with 
an employment at a specific location.  
 

H1 = A negative assessment of the benefits of the merger correlates positively 
with an employment at a specific location. 
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In the process of an organizational merger, the different organizational cultures also 

have to be merged which often causes turmoil (Bligh 2006). Employees often identify 

with their culture and their working group. As a form of distinction they then often deva-

lue the culture of the other organization with which they are supposed to be merged 

(Haunschild et al. 1994). During our qualitative interviews for our previous research the 

opinion was raised that several employees at Växjö University have a negative opinion 

about the equivalent department at University of Kalmar. It was stated that, especially 

concerning research, Växjö University has a better academic reputation than University 

of Kalmar (Kislat & Taube 2009). If this view holds throughout the whole university, it 

might explain why the employees do not favor the merger in general or why they at least 

do not have a positive opinion about it. The same would hold for University of Kalmar. 

Therefore, we suspect that employees that have a negative opinion about the equivalent 

department in the other institution do not favor the merger in general. This hypothesis 

will be tested using the survey items 8, 10 and 11.  

Hypothesis 5 

5. H0 = A negative assessment of the merger in general does not correlate with a 
negative assessment of the equivalent department in the other university.  
 

H1 = A negative assessment of the merger in general correlates positively with a 
negative assessment of the equivalent department in the other university. 

 

As another major reason for resistance, Kotter & Schlesinger (1979) name lack of trust 

from the employees towards management. When employees do not believe in stated 

reasons for a change project, they will be less likely to support the project (Dean et al. 

1998; Stanley et al. 2005). We got further reports about a general lack of trust among the 

employees of Växjö University in the reasons for the merger brought forward by the 

merger secretariat during our previous research. The reasons that the merger will create 

a better research and education environment were strongly doubted and it was claimed 
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that the merger has a hidden political agenda and is supposed to save University of Kal-

mar which, according to this view, would not be able to survive as an institution on its 

own rights (Kislat & Taube 2009). As it was stated that these concerns about the reasons 

for the merger exist at Växjö University, we suspect that considerable doubts towards 

the stated official reasons exists at Växjö University but not at University of Kalmar. 

The following hypothesis will be tested using survey item 9 as well as the membership 

to each individual university.  

Hypothesis 6 

6. H0 = Skepticism towards the reasons for the merger brought forward by the mer-
ger secretariat does not correlate with an employment at a specific location. 
 

H1 = Skepticism towards the reasons for the merger brought forward by the mer-
ger secretariat correlates positively with an employment at specific location. 

 

For the next hypothesis, it has to be mentioned again that Kotter & Schlesinger (1979) 

identified as a reason for resistance the phenomenon that employees often do not see the 

overall benefits of a change initiative or a merger. According to this, this hypothesis 

draws upon the statements that the benefits of the merger are supposed to be higher for 

University of Kalmar than for Växjö University (Kislat & Taube 2009). We therefore 

suspect that if relevant resistance towards the merger occurs, than the resistance is high-

er at Växjö University. Based on the statements from the qualitative interviews we sus-

pect that the employees of University of Kalmar show less resistance because, according 

to this view, they have more to gain from the merger. This hypothesis will be tested us-

ing survey items 12 and 13 as well as the membership to each individual university.  

Hypothesis 7 

7. H0 = Resistance does not correlate with an employment at a specific location.  
 

H1 = Resistance correlates positively with an employment at a specific location.  
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As described above, due to cultural clashes and social identification with the group, em-

ployees in one organization often hold negative views of the employees or the culture in 

the other organization during processes of merger (Bligh 2006; Haunschild et al. 1994). 

This could then, of course, lead to a negative attitude towards the whole merger. The 

next hypothesis addresses these problems. We wanted to find out whether there are dif-

ferences in the relationship between a negative attitude towards the merger and a nega-

tive opinion of the equivalent department in the other university in Växjö University and 

University of Kalmar. This hypothesis will be tested using survey items 8, 10 and 11 as 

well as the membership to each individual university as a controlling variable. 

Hypothesis 8 

8. H0 = A negative assessment of the merger in general does not correlate positive-
ly with a negative opinion of the equivalent department in the other university 
by controlling for the employment at a specific location. 

 

H1 = A negative assessment of the merger in general correlates positively with a 
negative opinion of the equivalent department in the other university by control-
ling for the employment at a specific location. 

 

A reason for resistance towards change projects or mergers is the feeling that the project 

will not yield the promised benefits or that the associated costs might be too high (Kotter 

& Schlesinger 1979). Keeping this in mind, we assumed that employees who value the 

merger negatively will be more likely to resist or to associate themselves with other 

people who resist. Therefore, they are more likely to perceive resistance towards the 

merger. We furthermore wanted to analyze differences in this relationship between the 

two universities. So, the following hypothesis will be tested using survey items 8, 10, 12 

and 13 as well as the membership to each individual university as a controlling variable. 
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Hypothesis 9 

9. H0 = A negative assessment of the merger in general does not correlate positive-
ly with the perception of resistance within the personal environment by control-
ling for the employment at a specific location. 

 

H1 = A negative assessment of the merger in general correlates positively with 
the perception of resistance within the personal environment by controlling for 
the employment at a specific location. 

 

Effective communication should be able to identify resistance, address it properly and 

therefore might even help to overcome it. Resistance at an early stage of the process can 

even be useful to identify weaknesses in the formulation and implementation of a 

change or a merger (Pardo del Val & Martínez Fuentes 2003). So, we can assume that 

when resistance decreased over time, that the communication has been effective in its 

aim to reduce resistance. Therefore, we will compare perceptions of resistance over the 

time of the merger process and differentiate again between the two organizations. This 

hypothesis will be tested using survey items 12 and 13 as well as the membership to 

each individual university as a controlling variable. 

Hypothesis 10 

10. H0 = A perception of resistance at the beginning of the process does not corre-
late positively with a perception of resistance at the current stage of the merger 
process by controlling for the employment at a specific location. 

 

H1 = A perception of resistance at the beginning of the process does not corre-
late positively with a perception of resistance at the current stage of the merger 
process by controlling for the employment at a specific location. 
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5.2 Survey Design  

The constructed online survey contains 13 questions about the opinions towards the 

merger as well as 4 demographic questions for statistical purposes. The question formats 

are mostly closed-ended with some additional open-ended questions which give the par-

ticipants the possibility to illustrate their answers. The measurement of the operationa-

lized variables is discrete meaning that the values do not contain additional values in 

between two values (Nardi 2003). Additionally to the discrete measurement, some va-

riables are measured on a nominal and some are measured on an ordinal level except for 

one question which is measured on an interval level.  

Nominal variables are always discrete measurements that represent a named category of 

classification. They are usually coded with numbers but these numbers are arbitrarily 

assigned to each category. They cannot be added and there is no intended order meaning 

that no category is better, higher or weighs more than another (Nardi 2003). The survey 

items 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16 and 17 are measured on a nominal level.  

Ordinal variables also have two or more named categories of classification. However, 

unlike nominal variables, ordinal variables have an inherent order of measurement. In 

the most common form, like in our survey, they are used as attitudinal or behavioral 

questions in which agreement or regularity is measured. Although ordinal variables have 

a certain inherent order, there is no clear and regular distance between each category 

(Baker 1999). The survey items 3, 4, 6, 8 and 10 are measured on an ordinal level.  

Variables that are measured on an interval level have a clear inherent order and also a 

clear and regular distance between each category (Nardi 2003). The survey item 15 

which asks for the participant’s age is measured on an interval level.  

Finally, the survey items 5, 7 and 9 which give the participant the option to state their 

opinion and to elaborate on their previous answer are open ended. The whole survey 

with all items can be found in the appendix of this thesis.  
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5.3 Survey Process 

After the survey was constructed, it was tested among a few students in order to make 

sure that the questions are comprehensible and that the given answers are complete. The 

length of time for answering the survey was tested as well. Subsequently, an email was 

sent out to every department head at both Växjö University and University of Kalmar 

with the request to distribute the cover letter and the link to our online survey among 

their colleagues. In doing so, we wanted to make sure that our survey is distributed in 

every department of both universities so that every employee would have the chance to 

participate in our survey. A limitation of this method is that we cannot be completely 

sure that every department head distributed the survey to all of his or her colleagues.  

At Växjö University the survey was conducted from the 15th of April to the 8th of May 

and because of the all in all satisfying response rate only one reminder was sent out dur-

ing this period. At University of Kalmar the survey lasted from the 16th of April until the 

13th of May. Already at the beginning, the number of responses was rather low in com-

parison to Växjö University. Therefore, another email was sent out shortly after the first 

one to the heads of the departments in order to find out whether there were any problems 

regarding the survey and its distribution. Furthermore, we distributed a reminder to the 

employees at University of Kalmar as well. The distribution, information and reminder 

email can all be found in the appendix.  

After closing the online surveys we had received 122 responses from Växjö University 

and 61 from University of Kalmar. The response rate at Växjö University lies at approx-

imately 11% while the response rate at University of Kalmar is considerably lower at 

7%.  
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5.4 Composition of Participants 

As stated above, we aimed for a wide distribution in both universities in order to obtain 

empirical material as representative as possible. We are confident that our results show 

quite an accurate picture of the employees in both universities. The composition of the 

participants is relatively diverse which leads to the assumption that no specific group is 

under- or overrepresented.  

In general, the participants in the whole study consist to 58.6% of women and to 41.4% 

of men. The response patterns do not differ significantly between these two groups. A 

detailed overview about the composition of the participants from both universities is 

given in the following figure. Below each of the following figures you can find the 

number (N) of the participants that answered the specific question. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Composition of Participants Concerning Gender 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 
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35 or below. This composition is of no surprise as most university employees enter their 

work life after having graduated from a university themselves in their mid-twenties. This 
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explains why only so few young employees can be found. A detailed overview about the 

age composition of the participants from both universities is given in the following fig-

ure.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Composition of Participants Concerning Age 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 
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figure.  
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Figure 4: Composition of Participants Concerning Employment Field 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 

 

As a last measure of the composition of our participants, we asked whether they are em-

ployed in a leading position with personnel responsibility. Again, we wanted to make 

sure that our response contains an accurate picture of the variety of university em-

ployees. As one would expect in a hierarchical organization, most respondents are not in 

a leading position with personnel responsibility. 81.9% of all respondents do not have 

personnel responsibility while 18.1% are in a leading position with personnel responsi-

bility. A detailed overview is given in the following figure.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Composition of Participants Concerning Personnel Responsibility 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 
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5.5 Descriptive Analysis 

After the short overview about the demographic composition of the participants in our 

online survey, we now turn to the detailed descriptive analysis of the results of the sur-

vey. A table with descriptive statistical measures for all survey items can be found in the 

appendix (Appendix, p. 99). Subsequent to this chapter, a statistical analysis will follow. 

We will present a graphic display of all our survey items and briefly explain the results. 

Additionally, we will provide the reader with the mean, median and standard deviation 

for the ordinal and interval survey items. As the other survey items are not measured on 

an ordinal level, it does not make sense to calculate these statistical measures for the rest 

of the survey items.  

The mean, is the arithmetic average of a specific set of variables. In contrast, the median 

stands for the number of a set of values that separates the upper half of the set from the 

lower half of the set. A median of 4, for example states that half of the variables in a 

specific set fall above 4 and half fall below 4. The standard deviation measures the dis-

persion of a set of value and is based on the mean. A low standard deviation indicates 

that the data numbers tend to be close to the mean, while a high standard deviation indi-

cates that the data numbers tend to be more dispersed from the mean.  

In the first question it was asked through which information source the employees of 

Växjö University and University of Kalmar first heard about the decision to work to-

wards a merger. It is remarkable that 65.6% of the employees in Växjö and 63.9% in 

Kalmar claim that they heard about the merger process from their colleagues in the first 

place. In our qualitative study prior to this one, it was stated several times that extensive 

rumors about the merger circulated in the organization long before an official statement 

about the merger was released. Feelings of uneasiness were associated with these rumors 

as people claimed that they did not know which information was true and which was not 

(Kislat & Taube 2009). We see these statements from our prior study confirmed. Almost 



 46 

two thirds in both universities claim that they first heard of the merger process through 

their colleagues and not through official statements from the university management. 

Official information channels like the homepages of the universities, newsletters or other 

information material get considerably lower mentioning as first information source. 

As a sixth answer category, we offered our respondents the possibility to state other in-

formation sources in case the already mentioned categories did not cover all sources 

exhaustively. Participants who named other information sources mainly stated that they 

were actively involved in the decision process toward the merger and therefore got all 

the information about it at first hand. Furthermore, personal and unofficial conversation 

with direct supervisors was also named several times. All in all, when it comes to first 

hearing about the merger, unofficial information sources prevail dominantly.  

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Information about the Merger Process in the First Place 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 
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Striking in comparison to the results from the first question is the fact that most partici-

pants of the study considered the information about the merger process to be given in 

due time enough. When asked whether they considered the information to be given early 

enough, 60.7% of the employees in Växjö and 75.0% of the employees in Kalmar ans-

wered with yes. Even though, most employees had already heard about the merger 

through different sources, the majority still thinks that the official information was given 

to them early enough. A possible explanation for this is that many employees maybe 

acknowledge that the university management decided to only give official information 

after clear-cut decisions were made even though the fact that a possible merger was 

planed had already leaked out into the organization.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Did You Consider the Information to be Given Early Enough? 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 
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litative interviews it was stated that many employees lack specific information about the 

merger especially in regard to their direct work environment and the changes that will 

have to be made therein (Kislat & Taube 2009). We therefore suspected that a larger 

portion of the employees in both universities would feel that they do not get enough in-

formation about the merger. The findings of our previous study could not be confirmed 

in this case.  

However, it has to be pointed out that still 24.6% of the employees in Växjö think that 

they are not enough informed or not informed at all. 16.4% of the employees in Kalmar 

think the same. Even though these people are the minority it should still be taken into 

account that this is a great potential for dissent and turmoil. Employees feeling that they 

are lacking crucial information might fill this lack with rumors, skepticism, cynicism or 

resistance.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8: Extent to which Employees Feel Sufficiently Informed 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 
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 Växjö University University of Kalmar 
N   Valid            
   Missing 

122 
0 

61 
0 

Mean 2.25 2.08 
Median 2.00 2.00 
Standard Deviation 0.877 0.843 

Table 1: Statistical Description Survey Item 3 Employees Feel Sufficiently Informed  

 

Furthermore, the participants were asked about their usages of the information material 

that is offered by the merger secretariat, in particular about their visits to the information 

homepage “Nyttuniversitet” and their attendance to the information meetings “Fusions-

kaféer”. During our previous studies it has been stated from representatives of the mer-

ger secretariat that usage of these information offers is rather limited. Hence, we wanted 

to confirm these statements through our survey. Additionally, participants of the survey 

were given the possibility to elaborate on the reasons if they do not make regular usage 

of the information media.  

It can be noted that the information homepage is used frequently from both employees 

of Växjö University and University of Kalmar according to our survey. In both universi-

ties more than two third of the participants of the study visit the information homepage 

at least once a month, most of them do so even more often. Having said that, still 8.2% 

in Växjö University and even 18.0% in University of Kalmar state that they never visit 

the homepage at all. The reasons given for that vary but most of the respondents claim 

that it is either a lack of time or a lack of interest that leads them to hardly ever visit the 

homepage. Additionally, a large amount states that they get the information listed on the 

homepage already through other channels like newsletters or colleagues.  
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Figure 9: Visits to the Information Homepage “Nyttuniversitet” 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 

 

 Växjö University University of Kalmar 
N   Valid            
   Missing 

122 
0 

61 
0 

Mean 2.70 2.87 
Median 2.00 2.00 
Standard Deviation 1.155 1.310 

Table 2: Statistical Description Survey Item 4 Visits to Informationhomepage 

 

Results look remarkably different concerning the information meetings “Fusionskaféer”. 

Here, 47.5% of the participants from Kalmar and still 26.4% of the participants from 

Växjö declare that they never visit the information meetings. All in all, more than 50% 

in Växjö and more than 67% in Kalmar appear to not have any great interest in these 

meetings which is largely congruent with the statements made from the merger secreta-

riat in our previous study. It is also striking that the interest in these meetings shown 

through attendance is far lower in University of Kalmar than in Växjö University. For 
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example, none of the participants from Kalmar states that he or she attends the informa-

tion meetings almost every time compared to at least 9.1% in Växjö.  

As in the previous question, the possibility was given to explain the reasons for not at-

tending to the meeting. The majority simply claims that it is due to a lack of time. Addi-

tionally, the second largest group claims that the information given on the information 

meetings is not special or new in any way and can be obtained through various other 

channels. However, a considerably large amount of participants also states that they do 

not see a need in these kind of meetings as there is supposed to be no room for open dis-

cussion and because these meetings are perceived to be a top-down communication ve-

hicle where only pre-decided information is given.  

These concerns should be taken seriously as they show that a big potential of these in-

formation meetings might be missed. In theory, communication meetings between man-

agement and employees should be held on an equal level with the possibility for open, 

critical and constructive discussion. This could lead to the feeling among employees of 

being involved in the change or merger process (Lewis et al. 2006; Sillince 1999).  
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Figure 10: Attendance to the Information Meetings “Fusionskaféer” 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 

 

 Växjö University University of Kalmar 
N   Valid            
   Missing 

121 
1 

61 
0 

Mean 3.49 4.05 
Median 4.00 4.00 
Standard Deviation 1.272 1.056 

Table 3: Statistical Description Survey Item 6 Attendance to Information Meetings 

 

The following questions asked in the survey were concerned with the general attitude of 

the participants towards the merger. Generally speaking, the results indicate an overall 

positive attitude toward the merger process both at Växjö University as well as at Uni-

versity of Kalmar. The respondents from Växjö University are to 47.5% in support or 

even in full support of the merger while yet even 67.8% of the respondents from Univer-
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against the merger. At University of Kalmar this attitudes appear to be a little less perva-

sive with 17%. However, up to 32.8% from the employees at Växjö University and 

15.3% at University of Kalmar indicate an indifferent opinion about the merger.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11: Support toward the Idea of Merging the two Universities 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 

 

 Växjö University University of Kalmar 
N   Valid            
   Missing 

122 
0 

59 
2 

Mean 2.61 2.31 
Median 3.00 2.00 
Standard Deviation 1.094 1.163 

Table 4: Statistical Description Survey Item 8 Support toward the Idea of Merging 

 

During our previous study we received several statements that a variety of employees at 

Växjö University doubt the official reasons for the merger. Instead it was suspected that 
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merger. Due to the open-ended, qualitative nature of the question, we categorized the 

answers afterwards in order to get a comparable result.  

Most of the stated reasons for the merger from the respondents are largely congruent 

with the official reasons for the merger provided by the merger secretariat. The single 

most frequently named reasons for the merger both in Växjö and in Kalmar was “Better 

Competitiveness” for the new joint university followed by “Enhanced Quality in Re-

search and Education”. Also, many people at both universities named “Better Possibili-

ties for Research Funding” as a major reason. The results indicate that most employees 

at both universities do believe in the official reasons for the merger.  

In fact, only a minority of 11.4% at Växjö University and of 6.3% at University of Kal-

mar perceive that there are mainly political reasons for the merger. These respondents 

claim that the decision to work towards a merger was mainly influenced by the Swedish 

government’s higher education policy. Furthermore, during our previous interviews it 

had been stated that the merger could be a saving project for the University of Kalmar as 

it would not be able to survive as an independent institution otherwise. However, only 

5.5% of the respondents from Växjö University and 9.0% from University of Kalmar 

have given answers that show agreement to this believe. As stated before, all in all, most 

employees of the two universities consider the official reasons for the merger to be true 

which indicates that the communication efforts have been mostly effective.  

The following question is intended to give a picture of the attitudes of the respondents 

towards the necessity of the merger and the consequences of its accompanying changes. 

Again, the majority of respondents from both universities have a strong positive opinion 

toward the merger. 46.6% of the respondents from Växjö University think that the mer-

ger is a necessary decision that will have positive effects on the university. In Kalmar, 

even 66.1% of the respondents share this opinion.  
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Like in the previous questions, the negative attitudes toward the merger show a stronger 

impact in Växjö University where 22.9% of the respondents think that the merger is an 

unnecessary decision that will have negative effects on the university. In Kalmar, only 

18.6% hold the same view.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12: Necessity of the Decision and the Consequences of the Merger 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 

 

 Växjö University University of Kalmar 
N   Valid            
   Missing 

118 
4 

59 
2 

Mean 2.08 1.69 
Median 2.00 1.00 
Standard Deviation 1.159 1.055 

Table 5: Statistical Description Survey Item 10 Necessity of the Decision 
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lent departments in the other organization are crucial. If people have a low opinion of 

each other, it is likely that they will not work together smoothly. In the interviews of our 

previous study, we have been told that several employees at Växjö University do not 

think positively about their colleagues in University of Kalmar.  

The results of our survey indicate something different. Generally speaking, most res-

pondents from both universities seem to think positively about their colleagues in the 

other organization. Striking is that even though the participants of the study from Kal-

mar have a more positive opinion about the merger in general, they seem to think less 

positive about their colleagues in Växjö. 23.0% of the respondents from Kalmar have no 

positive opinion about the equivalent department in Växjö, while the same only holds 

true for 15.7% from the participants from Växjö. Also, the positive attitudes toward the 

equivalent department are less frequent in Kalmar than in Växjö.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13: Opinions about Equivalent Department in the other Institution 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 
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The last two questions of the survey were directly pointed toward resistance against the 

merger. The results indicate that at both points in time, in the beginning of the merger 

process and at the current state of the process, there was a considerable amount of resis-

tance. Though it is clearly shown that most resistance seems to take a rather limited 

form, more than 50% in both universities encountered resistance in their personnel envi-

ronment in the past and do so also in the present.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 14: Resistance toward the Merger in the Beginning of the Process 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 
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Figure 15: Resistance toward the Merger in the Current Stage of the Process 

Source: Own representation based on online survey 
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6. Analysis and Interpretation 

6.1 Statistical Results of the Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 

1. H0 = The impression that the initial decision to work towards a merger was not 
communicated early enough does not correlate with a lack of interest in the mer-
ger. 
 

H1 = The impression that the initial decision to work towards a merger was not 
communicated early enough positively correlates with a lack of interest in the 
merger. 

 

The first hypothesis was tested with the survey items 2, 4 and 6. In order to be able to 

calculate the chi-square-value and Cramér’s V, we deleted the “I do not know” res-

ponses of question 2 because they cannot be employed for the calculation. Moreover, the 

answers of questions 4 were transformed into three categories. The first two possible 

answers (“several times a week” and “several times a month”) constitute the first catego-

ry that expresses a general interest in the merger. The second category consists of the 

third possible answer (“once in a month”) and represents a neutral attitude in regard to 

the interest in the merger. The last two possible answers (“less than once a month” and 

“never”) demonstrate the third category that expresses a lack of interest. The answers of 

question 6 were transformed in the same manner. Subsequently, a contingency table was 

constructed and the chi-square-value and Cramér’s V for the items 2 and 4 as well as for 

the items 2 and 6 were calculated with SPSS. The SPSS output of all calculations for all 

tested variables can be found in the appendix. In this chapter, we will only present the 

results of the chi-square-test and Cramér’s V or respectively the results of Spearman’s 

Rho and their interpretation. 

The following table shows the results of the chi-square (χ2) test and Cramér’s V for the 

first hypothesis of Växjö University: 
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Växjö University: 

 
variable 2 (information early 

enough) and variable 4 (interest 
in the merger “homepage”) 

variable 2 (information early 
enough) and variable 6 (interest 

in the merger “fusionscafé”) 
χ

2
crit 5.990 5.990 

χ
2

obs 2.513 2.372 
Cramér’s V 0.156 0.152 

N of Valid Cases 103 102 
 

Table 6: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 1 (Växjö) 

 

In order to interpret the statistic results the two values, the critical chi-square value 

(χ2
crit) and the observed chi-square value (χ2

obs), have to be compared. In order to be able 

to reject the null hypothesis, the observed value needs to be higher than the critical value 

of chi-square. With a level of significance of 0.05 and 2 degrees of freedom the critical 

chi-square value is 5.990 (see second row second column of Table 6). In comparison to 

that, the observed value of chi-square is only 2.513 for the variables 2 and 4. The ob-

served chi-square value of the variables 2 and 6 is also lower than 5.990, namely 2.372. 

Thus, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected but assumed.  

The values of Cramér’s V of Växjö University confirm this result. The values are 0.156 

and 0.152 respectively and therefore express a very low correlation. But it has to be kept 

in mind that Cramér’s V gives no indication of the direction of the relationship. Fur-

thermore, by consulting the contingency table this very low correlation is even negative. 

Summarizing, the results of the calculation for Växjö University indicate that there is no 

correlation between the impression that the initial decision to work towards a merger 

was not communicated early enough and a lack of interest in the merger. 

The following table presents the calculated results of the first hypothesis for University 

of Kalmar: 
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University of Kalmar: 

 
variable 2 (information early 

enough) and variable 4 (interest in 
the merger “homepage”) 

variable 2 (early information) and 
variable 6 (interest in the merger 

“fusionscafé”) 
χ

2
crit 5.990 5.990 

χ
2

obs 5.041 1.936 

Cramér’s V 0.311 0.193 

N of Valid Cases 52 52 
 

Table 7: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 1 (Kalmar) 

 

The observed chi-square value for the variables 2 and 4 is 5.041 which points out that 

the null hypothesis cannot be rejected in this case as well. By contrast, Cramér’s V has a 

value of 0.311 which shows a middle correlation. But, by consulting the contingency 

table of variable 2 and 4, SPSS comments that “3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less 

than 5” (Appendix, p. 101). Usually you should try to avoid a number of expected 

counts less than 5 in a contingency table by combining categories because it weakens the 

evidence of the result (SPSS-Tutorials 2009). The result of the other variables 2 and 6, 

which has an observed chi-square value of 1.936 and a Cramér’s V of 0.193, and the 

results from Växjö University also confirm that the null hypothesis will not be rejected. 

Thus, in both universities, there seems to be no correlation between the impression that 

the initial decision to work towards a merger was not communicated early enough and a 

lack of interest in the merger. 

 

 Hypothesis 2 

2. H0 = The impression that the initial decision to work towards a merger was not 
communicated early enough does not correlate with a negative attitude towards 
the merger. 
 

H1 = The impression that the initial decision to work towards a merger was not 
communicated early enough positively correlates with a negative attitude to-
wards the merger. 
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The second hypothesis was tested with the questions 2, 8 and 10. The responses of ques-

tion 8 were transformed in the same manner like the responses of question 4 and 6 with-

in the tests of hypothesis 1. The categories consist of positive attitude, neutral attitude 

and negative attitude towards the merger. The answers of question 10 were handled dif-

ferently. The first category constitutes the first answer (“It is a necessary decision that 

will have positive effects”) and represents a positive opinion towards the merger. The 

second category presents a neutral opinion towards the merger and consists of the fourth 

answer (“I do not have any opinion about the merger”). A negative opinion about the 

merger is shown in category three and implies the second and third answer (“It is an 

unnecessary decision that will have no negative effects” and “It is an unnecessary deci-

sion that will have negative effects”).  

 

Växjö University: 

 
variable 2 (early information) and 

variable 8 (attitude towards the 
merger) 

variable 2 (early information) and 
variable 10 (opinion about the 

 merger) 
χ

2
crit 5.990 5.990 

χ
2

obs 22.889 15.312 

Cramér’s V 0.471 0.391 

N of Valid Cases 103 100 
 

Table 8: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 2 (Växjö) 

 

University of Kalmar: 

 
variable 2 (early information) and 

variable 8 (attitude towards the 
merger) 

variable 2 (early information) and 
variable 10 (opinion about the  

merger) 
χ

2
crit 5.990 5.990 

χ
2

obs 4.245 5.011 

Cramér’s V 0.286 0.317 

N of Valid Cases 52 50 
 

Table 9: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 2 (Kalmar) 
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The observed chi-square values within the results of Växjö University are by far higher 

than the critical value of chi-square which indicates that the null hypothesis can be re-

jected, even with a level of significance of 0.01 (χ2
crit = 9.21). Cramér’s V confirms this 

assumption and shows that the strength of the correlation is middle-sized. However, the 

results of University of Kalmar do not follow this assumption. Even on a level of signi-

ficance of 0.1 (χ2
crit = 4.61) only the result of the variables 6 and 8 argue for rejecting the 

null hypothesis. Thus, the results suggest that there is a positive correlation between the 

impression that the initial decision to work towards a merger was not communicated 

early enough and a negative attitude towards the merger in Växjö University but there 

seems to be no correlation in University of Kalmar. 

 

Hypothesis 3 

3. H0 = A low attention paid to the communication devices used by the merger secre-
tariat does not correlate with a negative attitude towards the merger in general. 
 

H1 = A low attention paid to the communication devices used by the merger se-
cretariat correlates positively with a negative attitude towards the merger in gen-
eral. 

 

This hypothesis was tested with the variables 4, 6, 8 and 10. All of these variables are 

ordinal thus Spearman’s Rho will be calculated instead of chi-square and Cramér’s V.  

 
Växjö University: 

 
variables 4 (interest in the merger 
“homepage”) and variable 8 (atti-

tude towards the merger) 

variables 4 (interest in the merger 
“homepage”) and variable 10 (opi-

nion about the merger) 
Spearman’s Rho 0.079 0.046 

N of Valid Cases 122 118 
 

 
variables 6 (interest in the merger 

“fusionscafé”) and variable 8 
(attitude towards the merger) 

variables 6 (interest in the merger 
“fusionscafé”) and variable 10 (opi-

nion about the merger) 
Spearman’s Rho 0.065 -0.029 

N of Valid Cases 121 117 
 

Table 10: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 3 (Växjö) 
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University of Kalmar: 

 
variables 4 (interest in the merger 
“homepage”) and variable 8 (atti-

tude towards the merger) 

variables 4 (interest in the merger 
“homepage”) and variable 10 (opi-

nion about the merger) 
Spearman’s Rho 0.239 0.263 

N of Valid Cases 59 59 
 

 
variables 6 (interest in the merger 

“fusionscafé”) and variable 8 
(attitude towards the merger) 

variables 6 (interest in the merger 
“fusionscafé”) and variable 10 (opi-

nion about the merger) 
Spearman’s Rho 0.108 0.288 

N of Valid Cases 59 59 
 

Table 11: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 3 (Kalmar) 

 

Regarding the hypothesis 3, the results of both universities show a contradictory picture. 

The results of Växjö University assume the null hypothesis in all cases and the results of 

University of Kalmar indicate the opposite; the null hypothesis can be rejected in three 

of four cases. But all of the values of Spearman’s Rho are rather low; not higher than 0.3 

so the strength of the correlation is relatively low. Therefore, we decided to not reject 

the null hypothesis and indicate that there is no correlation between a low attention paid 

to the communication devices and a negative attitude towards the merger in general. 

 

Hypothesis 4 

4. H0 = A negative assessment of the benefits of the merger does not correlate with 
an employment at a specific location.  
 

H1 = A negative assessment of the benefits of the merger correlates positively 
with an employment at a specific location. 

 

Hypothesis 4 was tested with the survey items 8 and 10 as well as the created dummy 

variable “location” which specifies the membership of the employees to Växjö Universi-

ty or University of Kalmar.  
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 Variable 8 (attitude towards the 
merger) and “location” 

Variable 10 (opinion about the 
merger) and “location” 

χ
2

crit 5.990 5.990 
χ

2
obs 7.686 6.162 

Cramér’s V 0.206 0.187 

N of Valid Cases 181 177 
 

Table 12: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 4 (Växjö and Kalmar) 

 

The observed chi-square values argue for rejecting the null hypothesis. The values of 

Cramér’s V express a rather low strength of correlation between the separate variables 

which slightly supports the results of the chi-square-values. Thus, the null hypothesis 

will be rejected. Furthermore, the correlation is observable within the contingency tables 

(Appendix, pp. 116-117) which also show the direction of the correlation. In this case 

the correlation is negative; therefore, a negative assessment of the benefits of the merger 

seems to positively correlate with an employment at Växjö University and negatively 

with an employment at University of Kalmar. 

 

Hypothesis 5 

5. H0 = A negative assessment of the merger in general does not correlate with a 
negative assessment of the equivalent department in the other university.  
 

H1 = A negative assessment of the merger in general correlates positively with a 
negative assessment of the equivalent department in the other university. 

 

The variables 8, 10 and 11 were used in order to test the assumption or rejection of the 

null hypothesis 5. The responses of question 11 were again transformed into three cate-

gories. The first category includes the first possible answer (“I have a positive opinion 

about the equivalent department”) and represents a positive opinion. The second catego-

ry is again a neutral attitude and consists in this case of the fourth possible answer (“I do 

not know”). Thirdly, the second possible answer (“I do not have a positive opinion about 

the equivalent department”) presents a negative opinion. The responses of the third poss-
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ible answer (“There is no equivalent department”) were deleted because they reflect no 

opinion about the equivalent department.  

 

Växjö University: 

 
variable 11 (opinion about equiva-

lent department) and variable 8 
(attitude towards the merger) 

variable 11 (opinion about equiva-
lent department) and variable 10 

(opinion about the merger) 
χ

2
crit 9.490 9.490 

χ
2

obs 6.257 14.119 

Cramér’s V 0.169 0.259 

N of Valid Cases 109 105 
 

Table 13: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 5 (Växjö) 

 

University of Kalmar: 

 
variable 11 (opinion about equiva-

lent department) and variable 8 
(attitude towards the merger) 

variable 11 (opinion about equiva-
lent department) and variable 10 

(opinion about the merger) 
χ

2
crit 9.490 9.490 

χ
2

obs 11.191 5.184 

Cramér’s V 0.335 0.230 

N of Valid Cases 50 49 
 

Table 14: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 5 (Kalmar) 

 

The results of both universities show an inconsistent picture. In the case of Växjö Uni-

versity, the observed chi-square value of 14.119 argues for rejecting the null hypothesis 

regarding the variables 11 and 10 but for assuming it regarding the variables 11 and 8. 

University of Kalmar shows the contrary. The result of the variables 11 and 8 imply re-

jecting the null hypothesis with even a middle correlation and the variables 11 and 10 

argue for assuming the null hypothesis. So, the null hypothesis can neither be assumed 

nor be rejected.  
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Hypothesis 6 

6. H0 = Skepticism towards the reasons for the merger brought forward by the mer-
ger secretariat does not correlate with an employment at a specific location. 
 

H1 = Skepticism towards the reasons for the merger brought forward by the mer-
ger secretariat correlates positively with an employment at a specific location. 

 

The survey item 9 and the dummy variable “location” were used to decide about assum-

ing or rejecting the hypothesis 6. The responses of question 9 were revised according to 

whether the participants agree with the reasons for the merger brought forward by the 

merger secretariat or not. Thus, we divided the responses again into three categories. 

The first category consists of the responses that express agreement with the communi-

cated reasons. The second one is again the neutral category that includes all responses 

that showed both agreement and disagreement towards the reasons for the merger. The 

third category implies disagreement with the communicated reasons.  

 variables 9 (main reason for the 
merger) and “location” 

χ
2

crit 5.990 
χ

2
obs 2.240 

Cramér’s V 0.121 
N of Valid Cases 152 

 

Table 15: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 6 (Växjö and Kalmar) 

 

The results presented in table 10 show that the null hypothesis 6 cannot be rejected. 

They suggest that skepticism towards the communicated reasons for the merger does not 

correlate positively with an employment at Växjö University or an employment at Uni-

versity of Kalmar.  

 

Hypothesis 7 

7. H0 = Resistance does not correlate with an employment at a specific location.  
 

H1 = Resistance correlates positively with an employment at a specific location.  
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This hypothesis was tested with the survey items 12, 13 and the dummy variable “loca-

tion”. The questions 12 and 13 were also transformed into three categories. The first 

category, which contains the perception that there was or is resistance, consists of the 

first and second possible answers (“Yes, there was/is resistance” and “Yes, but the resis-

tance was/is limited”). The second category represents a neutral perception and includes 

the fourth possible answer (“I do not know”). The third category constitutes the percep-

tion that there was or is no resistance and includes the third possible answer (“No, there 

was/is no resistance”).  

 

 variable 12 (resistance at the begin-
ning) and “location” 

variables 13 (resistance at the cur-
rent stage) and “location” 

χ
2

crit 5.990 5.990 
χ

2
obs 18.390 10.448 

Cramér’s V 0.318 0.239 

N of Valid Cases 182 183 
 

Table 16: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 7 (Växjö and Kalmar) 

 

Both tests, the one with variable 12 and the dummy variable as well as the one with the 

variable 13 and the dummy variable, argue for rejecting the null hypothesis and the 

strength of the correlation is rather middle-size. Hence, it is indicated that there is a posi-

tive correlation between employees who encounter resistance and an employment at 

Växjö University as well as a negative correlation between employees who encounter 

resistance and an employment at University of Kalmar.  

 

Hypothesis 8 

11. H0 = A negative assessment of the merger in general does not correlate positive-
ly with a negative opinion of the equivalent department in the other university 
by controlling for the employment at a specific location. 

 

H1 = A negative assessment of the merger in general correlates positively with a 
negative opinion of the equivalent department in the other university by control-
ling for the employment at a specific location. 
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This hypothesis was tested with the survey items 8, 10, 11 and the dummy variable “lo-

cation”. A partial correlation analysis was chosen as an appropriate way to test the corre-

lation between the variables 8 and 11 as well as 10 and 11, while controlling these rela-

tionships with the “location” variable. The partial correlation analysis will show whether 

the correlation between the items is only caused by their dependence on the location and 

is therefore only a fictitious correlation. The following table presents parts of the SPSS 

output of the partial correlation analysis for the items 8 and 11 in order to show what 

information can be gathered from the tables. All further tables of the partial correlation 

analysis will be found in the appendix. We will only present the proposition of the re-

sults in this chapter. 

 

 attitude to-
wards the 

merger 

opinion about 
equivalent 
department 

location 

No  
Control 
Variable 

attitude to-
wards the 
merger 
 

Correlation 

 
0.216 -0.116 

Significance 0.003 0.073 

opinion about 
equivalent 
department 

Correlation 0.216 
 

0.081 

Significance 0.003 0.154 

Control 
Variable: 
location 

attitude to-
wards the 
merger 

Correlation 

 

0.228 

 Significance 0.002 

  

Table 17: Statistical Results of Hypothesis 8 (Växjö and Kalmar) 

 

The first half of the table shows the correlations between all three variables (8, 11, “loca-

tion”) without a control variable. The results demonstrate that there is barely any corre-

lation (p = 0.073) between the attitude toward the merger and an employment at a spe-

cific location and also no correlation (p = 0.154) between the opinion about the equiva-

lent department and an employment at a specific location. But there is a correlation be-
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tween the attitude towards the merger and the opinion about the equivalent department 

(p = 0.003) even though it is rather low (correlation coefficient = 0.216).  

In the second half of the table, “location” was used as the control variable and the results 

point out that the relationship between the items 8 and 11 is not fictitious because the 

correlation coefficient is higher (0.228) and the level of significance is lower (0.002) 

than the values of the calculation before. Thus, the null hypothesis can be rejected.  

The results of the partial correlation analysis of the variables 10, 11 and “location” con-

firm this assumption. Again, the correlation between the items “opinion about the mer-

ger” and “opinion about the equivalent department” is higher within the calculation for 

the control variable “location” than the calculation with the “location” variable included; 

0.221 > 0.202 (Appendix, p. 125). Hence, the results indicate that there is a low positive 

correlation between a negative assessment of the merger in general and a negative opi-

nion of the equivalent department in the other university with no dependency on the lo-

cation of the employees. 

 

Hypothesis 9 

12. H0 = A negative assessment of the merger in general does not correlate positive-
ly with the perception of resistance within the personal environment by control-
ling for the employment at a specific location. 

 

H1 = A negative assessment of the merger in general correlates positively with 
the perception of resistance within the personal environment by controlling for 
the employment at a specific location. 

 

In order to test this hypothesis the survey items 8, 10, 12 and 13 as well as the dummy 

variable “location” were used. The partial correlation analyses of all variables show the 

same picture. There is a low correlation between a negative assessment of the merger in 

general and the perception of resistance within the personal environment. Moreover, 

there is a low positive correlation between a negative assessment of the merger and an 
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employment at Växjö University and a low positive correlation between the perception 

of resistance within the personal environment and an employment at Växjö University 

(Appendix, pp. 126-127). The calculation with the control variable points out that even 

though there is a dependence of the employment at a specific location on the correlation 

of the other variables the dependence is rather low. Therefore, the null hypothesis can be 

rejected and the correlation between a negative assessment of the merger in general and 

the perception of resistance seems to be not fictitious, but rather low. 

 

Hypothesis 10 

13. H0 = A perception of resistance at the beginning of the process does not corre-
late positively with a perception of resistance at the current stage of the merger 
process by controlling for the employment at a specific location. 

 

H1 = A perception of resistance at the beginning of the process does not corre-
late positively with a perception of resistance at the current stage of the merger 
process by controlling for the employment at a specific location. 

 

The questions 12, 13 and the dummy variable “location” were used for the calculation of 

the partial correlation of this hypothesis. The results state that there is a middle correla-

tion between the perception of resistance at the beginning of the process and the percep-

tion of resistance at the current stage. Furthermore, there are low correlations between 

the employment at a specific location and the perception of resistance both at the begin-

ning as well as at the current stage of the process. This relatively low correlation be-

tween the control variable “location” and the two others has only a small influence on 

the correlation of variable 12 and variable 13 (Appendix, p. 128). Thus, the null hypo-

thesis can be rejected and the results suggest a middle positive correlation between the 

perception of resistance at the beginning of the process and the perception of resistance 

at the current stage of the process regardless of the employment at a specific location.  
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6.2 Discussion of Results 

First and foremost, the outcomes of this study are in part in contrast to our previous stu-

dies. The results of our online survey generally state a more positive attitude of the em-

ployees of both universities towards the merger than initially expected. The preliminary 

qualitative study assessed a more critical attitude as well as more dissatisfaction towards 

the merger and its progress within the organization than the present quantitative study.    

Secondly, the statistical results show mainly only a low or middle correlation between 

the tested variables which indicates that we can only give presumptions about the actual 

assessments and attitudes of the employees. Considering the low response rate especially 

of University of Kalmar as well, in cases the null hypothesis is rejected we can only say 

that the results point in a certain direction or give a tendency. It is definitely not possible 

to say that the counter-hypothesis is incontrovertibly right.  

Subsequently, we will start with the discussion of the results of the separate hypotheses. 

Like already mentioned, the results of question 2 are more positive than expected consi-

dering the impression of the interviews that were conducted within the fieldwork report. 

Moreover, even the small numbers of respondents who consider the information as not 

given early enough still show interest in the merger by using the homepage “nyttuniver-

sitet” and by participating in the “fusionscaféer”. Thus, we could not verify the counter-

hypothesis 1 that there is a correlation between the impression that the initial decision to 

work towards the merger was not communicated early enough and a lack of interest in 

the merger. So, the results suggest that the point of time of publishing information has 

no direct influence on the interest in a merger. In the literature about communication, the 

importance of giving information as early as possible is often proclaimed (Lewis et al. 

2006; Schraeder 2001) but our statistical results give no hint for a correlation between an 

early communication and a general interest in the merger. An explanation might be that 

employees still see a need to obtain information and maintain a general interest even 
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when they believe that information is not given early to them and thus do not fell in-

volved or included in the project.  

In contrast to hypothesis 1 the results of hypothesis 2 of Växjö University indicate that 

the point of time of publishing information has an influence on the general attitude to-

wards a merger. Unfortunately, the results of University of Kalmar do only support this 

presumption to a rather low extent. Thus, the attitude towards the merger of the em-

ployees in Växjö seems to be dependent on the impression that the initial decision was 

communicated early enough. The attitude of the employees in Kalmar might also be 

dependent on the impression that the information were given early enough but probably 

only to a rather low extent. This could be explained by the presumption that an em-

ployee who thinks information is given early feels included and therefore values the 

merger process better in general. The importance of a wide dissemination as well as an 

open and early communication in order to create commitment and participation is stated 

by several authors (Kotter & Schlesinger 1979; Lewis et al. 2006; Schraeder 2001). 

Moreover, employees who feel committed to the process have a more positive attitude 

and opinion about the merger because they feel responsible for the success of change 

(Kotter & Schlesinger 1979). It is furthermore comprehensible that this result does not 

need to be in sharp contrast to hypothesis 1. It is possible that the point of time of in-

formation might have an influence on the general attitude but not on the amount of in-

terest. It indicates that employees who have a negative attitude still seek lots of informa-

tion about a merger.  

Furthermore, considering the results of hypothesis 3 the attention of the employees of 

both universities paid to communication about the merger seems to be independent from 

the general attitude towards a merger. Regardless of a positive, neutral or negative atti-

tude towards the merger there seems to be no correlation to the frequency of visiting the 

homepage or attending the information meetings. This should be kept in mind because 
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persons who are responsible of communication about mergers are therefore able to reach 

the employees with a more negative attitude towards the merger with their communica-

tion devices as well. Nevertheless, the relatively low participation to the communication 

meetings in general could not be explained with the hypothesis test. So, the attention 

towards communication possibly depends on other variables. The main reasons stated in 

the open questions 5 and 7 are mainly a lack of time or that the given information is not 

needed or very useful. Moreover, informal information channels like talking to col-

leagues were seen as sufficient enough from some of the employees. This is on the other 

hand a danger regarding effective merger communication because the circulating infor-

mation cannot be controlled by the responsible management this way.  

The statistical results of hypothesis 4 confirm the results of our qualitative fieldwork. 

Like expected, the employees of Växjö University tend to perceive the merger rather 

negatively and the employees of University of Kalmar tend to perceive the merger more 

positively. The reason is most likely that the employees of both universities suppose that 

University of Kalmar has to gain more from the merger than Växjö University. Firstly, 

they will get the status of a university instead of remaining a Swedish högskola. Second-

ly, the future of Kalmar on its own would be rather uncertain that is why the merger is 

assessed as a saving project for Kalmar from some employees. In Addition, the results of 

hypothesis 7 are probably related to the same reasons. They show that perceptions of 

resistance are more encountered in Växjö University and less encountered in University 

of Kalmar. Feelings of resistance occur when the employees do not see the need for 

changes, when they mistrust the actual reasons for a merger or when they think that the 

organization will not gain from the changes (Kotter & Schlesinger 1979). Hence, the 

employees of Växjö University who sense more benefits for University of Kalmar than 

for their own organization perceive more resistance within their personal working envi-

ronment than the employees in Kalmar. This seems to prove notions within the relevant 



 75 

change management and merger literature that state that employees very well assess the 

benefits of mergers for themselves and their organizations and might start to resist when 

they do not perceive the benefits to be higher than the costs (Kotter & Schlesinger 

1979).  

Moreover, we investigated whether there is a correlation between a negative assessment 

of the merger in general and a negative assessment of the equivalent department in the 

other university. Unfortunately, the statistical results of hypothesis 5 show such a con-

tradicting picture that we are neither able to confirm or to negate such a relationship. 

However, considering the results of hypothesis 8, there is a small tendency towards a 

positive correlation between a negative assessment of the merger and a negative assess-

ment of the equivalent department. But the correlation is very low. Even though, the 

equivalent departments already collaborate with each other in order to design their new 

structure it could be helpful to intensify the communication and cooperation between the 

equivalent departments to overcome doubts or prejudices and simultaneously improve 

the opinion about the merger in general. Additionally, differences between the equiva-

lent departments and their particular culture need to be considered in order to successful-

ly unite the departments (Harman 2002; Haunschild et al. 1994).  

The reasons for the merger given by the employees are basically congruent with the rea-

sons given by the merger secretariat which is pointed out by the statistical results of hy-

pothesis 6. Hence, the communication of the reasons for the merger can be considered as 

successful. Even though skepticism can be found to limited amount in both universities, 

the majority of the employees seem to be persuaded of the reasons given by the merger 

secretariat like becoming a larger and more attractive organization, the enhancement of 

education and research as well as better competitiveness in Sweden and on an interna-

tional scale. It is striking that even though many employees believe that University of 

Kalmar benefits more from the merger, there seems to be wide agreement to the other 
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reasons. This suggests that the communication strategy achieved its aims and could 

serve as a role-model solution to other merging organizations. Bringing forward positive 

reasons such as quality enhancement, international competitiveness and better overall 

conditions appears to have a positive impact on employees. 

Nevertheless, skepticism, doubts or discontentedness should not rest unconsidered in the 

present case because they are likely to be the source of resistance (Dean et al. 1998; 

Stanley et al. 2005). The statistical results of hypotheses 10 show that there is a middle 

correlation between resistance at the beginning of the process and resistance at the cur-

rent stage of the process. Furthermore, the figures 15 and 16 claim that the percentages 

of perceived resistance remained nearly the same when one compares the results of the 

beginning of the process with the current stage. Thus, communication efforts seem not 

to be overly successful to overcome or reduce existing resistance, even though, commu-

nication is claimed in the literature as one of the most important ways to overcome re-

sisting behavior (Kotter & Schlesinger 1979).   

Finally coming to hypothesis 9, we obtain the picture that a relation between a negative 

assessment of the merger and the perception of resistance seems to exist. Furthermore, 

results indicate that this relationship is not fictitious as it seems to be not dependent on 

the location of employment. Basically, these results make intuitively sense as they are 

generally in line with relevant theoretical considerations in the literature. According to 

Kotter & Schlesinger (1979) resistance is based on negative feelings and perceptions so 

it is only logical that employees with a negative attitude towards a merger perceive more 

resistance. It is likely that they associate more with like-minded other employees and 

therefore come in touch more with resisting behaviors. This observation is crucial in that 

sense that it implies that resisting employees contact and socialize with other resisting 

employees. If an organization can identify one or several resisting employees it can be 

easier to identify even further. This way, the concerns and doubts of the resisting group 
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can be addressed and included into the discussion as a whole. This might save crucial 

time during merger projects as well turn out to be more effective.  

Moreover, the importance of including employees and their concerns in the merger 

process is pointed out once again because employee support is crucial for the success of 

change (Piderit 2000).  
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7. Conclusion 

7.1 Results of the Study 

The purpose of the present thesis was to investigate communication about mergers espe-

cially in regard to its perception form the employees as well as in regard to resistance 

towards change. This purpose was exemplified by the merger between Växjö University 

and University of Kalmar. Hence, a core research question was formulated:  

How do employees assess and perceive communication within a merger process?  

This overall research question was supported by the following accompanying sub-

research question: 

How can centrally formulated communication influence resisting behavior 

among employees? 

The research problem of this thesis was therefore concerned with further developing the 

explanation of the relationship between communication and employee perceptions dur-

ing organizational mergers. Thus, a deductive and quantitative approach was chosen. It 

allowed dealing with a large number of instances, testing a variety of prior determined 

hypotheses and producing general and reliable results. A comparative study served as a 

general research orientation. The empirical material was gathered through a quantitative 

online survey consisting of 17 survey items. The survey was distributed among em-

ployees of both Växjö University and University of Kalmar. 122 employees at Växjö 

University completed the survey as well as 61 from University of Kalmar.  

Our aim was to provide valuable insights into the functioning and the perception of 

communication during the eventful processes of organizational mergers. We believe that 

this aim has been fulfilled and we will now summarize our results in light of our re-

search questions.  

As stated previously throughout our analysis, the answers from our respondents were 

overly more positive than initially expected. As a theoretical recommendation, it is 
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usually stated that early information and communication are valuable during organiza-

tional mergers. This notion seems to be supported by our empirical material as em-

ployees who think information was given early enough tend to value a merger more fa-

vorable. However, point of time of communication and general attitude seem to not have 

effects on an interest in information about a merger. Communication and information 

seems to be assessed as important regardless of the point of time and general attitudes. 

Employees want and seek information and this holds also true when they appear to have 

negative attitudes towards the merger generally. The statements about the importance of 

communication in the literature appear to be correct.  

Our results also suggest that employees highly estimate the quality of the offered com-

munication and information. Offering only a high amount of communication with reoc-

curring contents will likely not yield positive results. Employees seem then to turn to 

other information sources, mainly informal ones such as colleagues, or to simply ignore 

or rarely use the communication media.  

Furthermore, it is indicated that employees assess and perceive it positively when a mer-

ger is based on reasons that surpass financial and economic benefit. Reasons such as 

enhancements in quality, working conditions and offered products appear to be valued 

highly by employees. This seems to confirm statements in the literature that a merger 

needs an appealing vision and legitimacy. Even though our results additionally suggest 

that employees question the reasons brought forward to justify mergers and that they 

might well be aware of hidden unstated reasons, a focus on qualitative goals for mergers 

instead of financial ones seems to yield positive effects. 

Concerning our second sub-research question about the relationship between communi-

cation and resistance, our results suggest that communication has an effect on the emer-

gence of resistance but not too much on the reduction of resistance. Assuming that posi-

tive opinions about a merger are at least in part due to effective communication and 
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based on our results that a negative opinion about a merger seems to be correlated with 

resistance, it is possible to argue that communication is able to prevent the emergence of 

resistance. A well-grounded communication strategy based on positive quality-focused 

arguments seems to create more positive feelings in employees. These employees, argu-

ably, might not see the need to resist a merger project in the first place. However, our 

empirical material indicates that levels of resistance have stayed the same throughout the 

process of merging. This indicates that the communication efforts in this special case 

were not able to reduce already existing resistance. It is unfortunately impossible for us 

to draw any conclusion about an influence of communication on resistance in the long-

run.  

 

7.2 Recommendations and Future Prospects 

Throughout the present thesis, there have been quotes from the relevant literature as well 

as hints from our side on how to effectively communicate during organizational mer-

gers. These are in essence concerned with several pitfalls which an organization should 

avoid during a merger. We will now elaborate on these pitfalls, give recommendations 

on how to circumvent these and provide some prospects for future research. 

Mergers happen for a lot of reasons and usually a real-life merger will be grounded on 

several to many of these reasons. A difficult situation arises when employees sense that 

not all reasons are communicated to them. Rumors about hidden reasons for mergers 

that are not openly addressed may become harmful to the whole process as they even-

tually lead into mistrust, skepticism or resistance. It is obvious that employees will ask 

the question why not all reasons are communicated to them. 

Furthermore as we have seen during this research, employees seem to have a somehow 

natural interest in information about mergers irregardless of their own opinion about the 

merger. This means that employees seek information without external stimulation as 
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they are concerned about their future and about what will happen to their organization. 

Wasting or not making sufficient use of this natural internal desire for information 

seems to be another big pitfall during mergers.  

Additionally, it can have severe backslashes on the success of a merger if critical and 

constructive opinions from the employees are not considered. Including more perspec-

tives into a problem or strategy formulation always enriches the situation. Employees 

naturally are concerned about their jobs and the future of their organization; thus, not 

regarding constructive criticism and opinions may lead to less favorable outcomes of 

organizational mergers.  

The first recommendation for organizations on how to avoid these pitfalls would be to 

rely on positive quality-focused reasons for mergers but still officially addressing and 

discussing all possible motivations for a merger. The focus should still heavily lie on 

positive quality reasons but acknowledging also financial or other political reasons will 

most likely prevent harmful rumors. In our particular case, it could have been at least 

officially acknowledged that University of Kalmar has a lot of status to gain from the 

merger. Still, both universities will likely profit from the merger, but also recognizing 

other reasons would have provided a clear sign of honesty.  

Secondly, the focal point of every communication strategy should rely on quality infor-

mation in contrast to focusing on quantity. As stated, employees seek information and 

providing them with detailed and high quality information will certainly be valued posi-

tively. Releasing a high amount of information and communication devices that heavily 

repeat certain information will likewise turn employees away from official communica-

tion channels. Granted, certain aspects like the overall aim of merging can be repeated 

heavily during communication. But when meetings, newsletters and other communica-

tion tools do not provide new and valuable information, it takes away the legitimacy of 

each communication tool. Employees will regard them as useless.  
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Last but not least, an organization should provide for a mutual and open discussion be-

tween management and employees about a merger. Critic and constructive feedback 

may be fruitful in redefining and enhancing the strategy of a merger. It may very well 

point out weaknesses in the initial planning and communication and may turn out very 

valuable. In the case of Växjö University and University of Kalmar, it has been pointed 

out by employees that the information meetings do not leave much room for mutual dis-

cussion but that they are rather one-way presentations. Here opens a vast arena for leve-

raging the possibilities of effective communication. Providing possibilities of equal dis-

cussion will inspire positive feelings of participation, involvement and appreciation 

among employees.   

Possibilities for future research arise from the limited nature of the present research as a 

one-time study. Longitudinal studies might further develop the understanding and ex-

planation of the relationship between communication and resistance in the long-run. 

Measures of resistance can be taken before and after communication initiatives in order 

to reveal influences on the resisting behaviors of employees. Further longitudinal studies 

might enhance the understanding and explanation of the development of attitudes and 

perceptions of employees over time. Assessments from employees towards their organi-

zation could be measured before the announcement of a merger, during the time of a 

merger and in the post-merger period. Concerning the particular merger between Växjö 

University and University of Kalmar, including the student’s perspective on the merger 

could even shed more light on its perceptions. The students at both universities are to 

large amount affected by the merger, so including their opinions, fears and hopes can 

yield valuable insights on how to further enhance the success of this particular merger.  
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Appendix 

Appendix 1: Distribution Mail 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Dear …, 

 

We are two exchange students from Germany and are currently studying the master 
programme "Management in Dynamic Organizations" at Växjö University. During this 
semester we are writing our Master Thesis. We have decided to analyze the merger 
between Växjö University and University of Kalmar.  
 
In the beginning of this semester, we conducted a qualitative fieldwork project about this 
topic. We did several semi-structured interviews about the merger communication and 
its perception through the employees. Now, we want to continue this work and validate 
our results through a quantitative study. Therefore, we developed a short survey that we 
want to distribute among the employees of Växjö University and University of Kalmar. 
 
We would like to kindly ask you to distribute the attached email that includes the link to 
the survey via your departmental email list. Could you please copy the text from the 
attached document and send it as an email to the members of your department?  
Of course, we want you to participate in the survey as well.  
 
Thank you very much for your kind support! 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Maren Taube & Steffen Kislat 
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Appendix 2: Information Mail Swedish 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Hej, 
 
Vi är två utbytesstudenter från Tyskland som för närvarande studerar på 
magisterprogrammet ”Management in Dynamic Organisations” vid Växjö universitet. 
Under den här terminen skriver vi vår magisteruppsats och har bestämt oss för analysera 
fusionsprocessen av Växjö universitet och Högskolan i Kalmar.  
 
I början av denna termin utförde vi en kvalitativ fältstudie i detta ämne. Vi gjorde flera 
semi-strukturerade intervjuer om hur informationen rörande fusionen har kommunicerats 
och dess uppfattning bland personalen. Nu vill vi fortsätta detta arbete och verifiera våra 
resultat genom en kvantitativ studie. Vi har därför gjort ett kort nätbaserat 
undersökningsformulär som vi distribuerar till de anställda på vid Växjö universitet och 
Högskolan i Kalmar.  
 
Vi skulle bli väldigt glada om ni deltar i vår undersökning. Formuläret består av sjutton 
frågor som tar cirka 10 minuter att besvara. Alla svar kommer naturligtvis att vara 
anonyma och behandlas konfidentiellt. Analysen kommer bara att göras av oss två och 
kommer att presenteras i samlad form i vår magisteruppsats. Det kommer att vara 
omöjligt för oss eller någon annan att spåra enskilda enkätsvar.  
 
Du kan genomföra undersökningen genom att klicka på följande länk:  
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=2_2bYW7du9HOZ3CumC9SasIg_3d_3d 
(om länken inte fungerar kan ni kopiera den och klistra in i adressfältet i din webläsare) 
 
 
Om ni har några frågor så tveka inte att kontakta oss på följande e-mailadress: 
mtaet08@student.vxu.se 
 
Tusen tack för er medverkan! 
 
Med vänliga hälsningar 
Maren Taube & Steffen Kislat 
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Appendix 3: Information Mail English 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
We are two exchange students from Germany and are currently studying the master 
programme "Management in Dynamic Organizations" at Växjö University. During this 
semester we are writing our Master Thesis. We have decided to analyze the merger 
between Växjö University and University of Kalmar. 
 
In the beginning of this semester, we conducted a qualitative fieldwork project about this 
topic. We did several semi-structured interviews about the merger communication and 
its perception through the employees. Now, we want to continue this work and validate 
our results through a quantitative study. Therefore, we developed a short survey that we 
want to distribute among the employees of Växjö University and University of Kalmar. 
 
We would like to kindly ask you to participate in this survey. The survey consists of 17 
questions and will take about 10 minutes. Of course, all information will be handled 
completely anonymously. The analysis will be done by the two of us and the results will 
only be presented in aggregate form in our Master Thesis. It will be impossible for us 
and for anybody else to trace down single answers.  
 
You can conduct the survey simply by clicking on the following link: 
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=2_2bYW7du9HOZ3CumC9SasIg_3d_3d 
(If the link does not open, please copy it and paste into the address line of your web 
browser) 
 
 
In case you have any question, do not hesitate to contact us via the following email 
address: mtaet08@student.vxu.se 
 
Thank you very much for your kind support! 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Maren Taube & Steffen Kislat 
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Appendix 4: Reminder Mail Swedish 
 
 

 

Hej, 
 
Till dig som redan har svarat: Tusen tack! Vi är verkligen glada över ditt intresse och att 
du tog dig tid att svara på vår enkät.    
 
Till dig som inte hunnit svara än: Vi vill gärna påminna dig om vår undersökning 
angående fusionen av Växjö universitet och Högskolan i Kalmar.  
 
Vi skulle vilja påminna alla dig som ännu inte har fyllt i enkäten att vi värdesätter ditt 
deltagande, då ju fler anställda som deltar i unfrågningen, desto mer korrekt blir vår 
estimering av den fullständiga bilden av allas uppfattningar och erfarenheter om 
fusionsprocessen. Vi skulle vara oerhört tacksamma om du kunde svara 
undersökningsformuläret innan 10 maj - det tar bara 10 minuter! 
 
 
Du kan genomföra undersökningen genom att klicka på följande länk:  
  
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=2_2bYW7du9HOZ3CumC9SasIg_3d_3d 
(om länken inte fungerar kan ni kopiera den och klistra in i adressfältet i din webläsare) 
 
 
Om du har några frågor så tveka inte att kontakta oss på följande e-mailadress: 
mtaet08@student.vxu.se 
 
Återigen – Tusen tack för din medverkan! 
 
Med vänliga hälsningar 
Maren Taube & Steffen Kislat 
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Appendix 5: Reminder Mail English 
 
 

 

 

Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
We would like to remind you of the survey about the merger process we are currently 
conducting. 
 
Thank you very much to those who participated already. We appreciate your interest and 
are glad that you found the time to answer the questions. 
 
Furthermore, we would like to kindly remind the others who did not participate so far of 
the importance of the survey. The more employees participate in the survey the more 
complete is the picture we are getting about the perceptions and experiences of the 
merger process. We would be very pleased if you could find the time to answer the 
questions which will not take more than 10 minutes. The answers will be collected until 
the 10th of May. 
 

You can conduct the survey simply by clicking on the following link: 
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=2_2bYW7du9HOZ3CumC9SasIg_3d_3d 
(If the link does not open, please copy it and paste into the address line of your web 
browser) 
 
In case you have any question, do not hesitate to contact us via the following email 
address: mtaet08@student.vxu.se 
 
 
Thank you very much for your kind support! 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Maren Taube & Steffen Kislat 
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Appendix 6: Online Survey Växjö University 
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Appendix 7: Online Survey University of Kalmar 
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Appendix 8: Descriptive Statistics 

  

Växjö University 

 

 

 

 

University of Kalmar 

 

 Descriptive Statistics

104 4 1 5 3,58 ,097 ,992 ,984

122 2 1 3 1,55 ,068 ,751 ,564

122 4 1 5 2,25 ,079 ,877 ,770

122 4 1 5 2,70 ,105 1,155 1,334

121 4 1 5 3,49 ,116 1,272 1,619

122 4 1 5 2,61 ,099 1,094 1,197

118 3 1 4 2,08 ,107 1,159 1,343

121 3 1 4 2,15 ,116 1,276 1,628

121 3 1 4 2,08 ,093 1,021 1,043

122 3 1 4 2,09 ,083 ,918 ,843

122 1 1 2 1,36 ,044 ,482 ,232

122 4 1 5 3,72 ,097 1,070 1,145

121 1 1 2 1,34 ,043 ,475 ,226

121 1 1 2 1,80 ,036 ,400 ,160

96

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q6

Q8

Q10

Q11

Q12

Q13

Q14

Q15

Q16

Q17

Valid N (listwise)

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic

N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std.

Deviation
Variance

 Descriptive Statistics

46 4 1 5 3,85 ,082 ,556 ,310

60 2 1 3 1,38 ,092 ,715 ,512

61 4 1 5 2,08 ,108 ,843 ,710

61 4 1 5 2,82 ,168 1,310 1,717

61 3 2 5 4,05 ,135 1,056 1,114

59 4 1 5 2,31 ,151 1,163 1,354

59 3 1 4 1,69 ,137 1,055 1,112

61 3 1 4 2,20 ,151 1,181 1,394

61 3 1 4 2,21 ,110 ,859 ,737

61 3 1 4 2,15 ,109 ,853 ,728

59 1 1 2 1,53 ,066 ,504 ,254

60 4 1 5 3,62 ,139 1,075 1,156

61 1 1 2 1,41 ,063 ,496 ,246

61 1 1 2 1,85 ,046 ,358 ,128

40

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q6

Q8

Q10

Q11

Q12

Q13

Q14

Q15

Q16

Q17

Valid N (listwise)

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic

N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std.

Deviation
Variance
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Appendix 9: Hypotheses Test SPSS Output 

 

 

Hypothesis 1 (variable 2 and 4) Växjö University: 
 

Case Processing Summary

103 84,4% 19 15,6% 122 100,0%

interest in the merger

(homepage) *

information early enough

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

interest in the merger (homepage) * information early enough Crosstabulation

37 17 54

38,8 15,2 54,0

50,0% 58,6% 52,4%

19 9 28

20,1 7,9 28,0

25,7% 31,0% 27,2%

18 3 21

15,1 5,9 21,0

24,3% 10,3% 20,4%

74 29 103

74,0 29,0 103,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

interest

neutral

lack of interest

interest in the

merger (homepage)

Total

yes no

information early

enough

Total

 
 
 
 Chi-Square Tests  
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 2,513(a) 2 ,285 

N of Valid Cases 103   

a  0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5,91. 

    
 
 
 Symmetric Measures 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

 Nominal Cramer's V ,156 ,285 

N of Valid Cases 103  
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Hypothesis 1 (variable 2 and 4) University of Kalmar: 
 

Case Processing Summary

52 85,2% 9 14,8% 61 100,0%

interest in the merger

(homepage) *

information early enough

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

interest in the merger (homepage) * information early enough Crosstabulation

27 2 29

25,1 3,9 29,0

60,0% 28,6% 55,8%

5 3 8

6,9 1,1 8,0

11,1% 42,9% 15,4%

13 2 15

13,0 2,0 15,0

28,9% 28,6% 28,8%

45 7 52

45,0 7,0 52,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

interest

neutral

lack of interest

interest in the

merger (homepage)

Total

yes no

information early

enough

Total

 
  
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5,041(a) 2 ,080 

N of Valid Cases 
52   

a  3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,08. 

 
  
 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

Nominal  Cramer's V ,311 ,080 

N of Valid Cases 52  
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Hypothesis 1 (variable 2 and 6) Växjö University: 
 

Case Processing Summary

102 83,6% 20 16,4% 122 100,0%

interest in the merger

(fusionskafé) *

information early enough

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

interest in the merger (fusionskafé) * information early enough Crosstabulation

18 8 26

18,6 7,4 26,0

24,7% 27,6% 25,5%

16 10 26

18,6 7,4 26,0

21,9% 34,5% 25,5%

39 11 50

35,8 14,2 50,0

53,4% 37,9% 49,0%

73 29 102

73,0 29,0 102,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

interest

neutral

lack of interest

interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Total

yes no

information early

enough

Total

 
  
 
  
 Chi-Square Tests and Symmetric Measures  
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 2,372(a) 2 ,305 

N of Valid Cases 
102   

a  0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7,39. 
 
  
 
  Symmetric Measures  
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

 Nominal Cramer's V ,152 ,305 

N of Valid Cases 102  
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Hypothesis 1 (variable 2 and 6) University of Kalmar: 
 

Case Processing Summary

52 85,2% 9 14,8% 61 100,0%

interest in the merger

(fusionskafé) *

information early enough

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

interest in the merger (fusionskafé) * information early enough Crosstabulation

6 0 6

5,2 ,8 6,0

13,3% ,0% 11,5%

12 1 13

11,3 1,8 13,0

26,7% 14,3% 25,0%

27 6 33

28,6 4,4 33,0

60,0% 85,7% 63,5%

45 7 52

45,0 7,0 52,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

interest

neutral

lack of interest

interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Total

yes no

information early

enough

Total

 
 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1,936(a) 2 ,380 

N of Valid Cases 
52   

a  3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,81. 

 
 
 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

 Nominal Cramer's V ,193 ,380 

N of Valid Cases 52  
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Hypothesis 2 (variable 2 and 8) Växjö University: 
 

Case Processing Summary

103 84,4% 19 15,6% 122 100,0%

attitude towards the

merger * information

early enough

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

attitude towards the merger * information early enough Crosstabulation

47 4 51

36,6 14,4 51,0

63,5% 13,8% 49,5%

19 13 32

23,0 9,0 32,0

25,7% 44,8% 31,1%

8 12 20

14,4 5,6 20,0

10,8% 41,4% 19,4%

74 29 103

74,0 29,0 103,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

supportive

neutral

against it

attitude towards

the merger

Total

yes no

information early

enough

Total

 
  
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 22,889(a) 2 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 
103   

a  0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5,63. 
 
  
 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

 Nominal Cramer's V ,471 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 103  
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Hypothesis 2 (variable 2 and 8) University of Kalmar: 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

52 85,2% 9 14,8% 61 100,0%

attitude towards the

merger * information

early enough

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

attitude towards the merger * information early enough Crosstabulation

35 3 38

32,9 5,1 38,0

77,8% 42,9% 73,1%

4 1 5

4,3 ,7 5,0

8,9% 14,3% 9,6%

6 3 9

7,8 1,2 9,0

13,3% 42,9% 17,3%

45 7 52

45,0 7,0 52,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

supportive

neutral

against it

attitude towards

the merger

Total

yes no

information early

enough

Total

 
 
  
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4,245(a) 2 ,120 

N of Valid Cases 
52   

a  3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,67. 
 
 
 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

  Cramer's V ,286 ,120 

N of Valid Cases 52  

 
 



 106 

 

 

Hypothesis 2 (variable 2 and 10) Växjö University: 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

100 82,0% 22 18,0% 122 100,0%

opinion about the

merger * information

early enough

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

opinion about the merger * information early enough Crosstabulation

41 6 47

34,3 12,7 47,0

56,2% 22,2% 47,0%

12 2 14

10,2 3,8 14,0

16,4% 7,4% 14,0%

20 19 39

28,5 10,5 39,0

27,4% 70,4% 39,0%

73 27 100

73,0 27,0 100,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

positive

neutral

negative

opinion about

the merger

Total

yes no

information early

enough

Total

 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 15,312(a) 2 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 
100   

a  1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3,78. 
 
 
 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

Nominal  Cramer's V ,391 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 100  
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Hypothesis 2 (variable 2 and 10) University of Kalmar: 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

50 82,0% 11 18,0% 61 100,0%

opinion about the

merger * information

early enough

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

opinion about the merger * information early enough Crosstabulation

33 3 36

31,0 5,0 36,0

76,7% 42,9% 72,0%

2 0 2

1,7 ,3 2,0

4,7% ,0% 4,0%

8 4 12

10,3 1,7 12,0

18,6% 57,1% 24,0%

43 7 50

43,0 7,0 50,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

Count

Expected Count

% within information

early enough

positive

neutral

negative

opinion about

the merger

Total

yes no

information early

enough

Total

 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5,011(a) 2 ,082 

N of Valid Cases 
50   

a  3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,28. 
 

 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

Nominal  Cramer's V ,317 ,082 

N of Valid Cases 50  
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Hypothesis 3 (variable 4 and 8) Växjö University: 
 

Case Processing Summary

122 100,0% 0 ,0% 122 100,0%

attitude towards the

merger * interest in the

merger (homepage)

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

attitude towards the merger * interest in the merger (homepage) Crosstabulation

29 20 9 58

27,6 16,2 14,3 58,0

50,0% 58,8% 30,0% 47,5%

16 10 14 40

19,0 11,1 9,8 40,0

27,6% 29,4% 46,7% 32,8%

13 4 7 24

11,4 6,7 5,9 24,0

22,4% 11,8% 23,3% 19,7%

58 34 30 122

58,0 34,0 30,0 122,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

supportive

neutral

against it

attitude towards

the merger

Total

interest neutral

lack of

interest

interest in the merger (homepage)

Total

 
 
 

Correlations

1,000 ,079

. ,192

122 122

,079 1,000

,192 .

122 122

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

interest in the

merger (homepage)

attitude towards the

merger

Spearman's rho

interest in the

merger

(homepage)

attitude

towards

the merger
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Hypothesis 3 (variable 4 and 8) University of Kalmar: 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

59 96,7% 2 3,3% 61 100,0%

attitude towards the

merger * interest in the

merger (homepage)

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

attitude towards the merger * interest in the merger (homepage) Crosstabulation

24 7 9 40

21,7 6,8 11,5 40,0

75,0% 70,0% 52,9% 67,8%

5 3 1 9

4,9 1,5 2,6 9,0

15,6% 30,0% 5,9% 15,3%

3 0 7 10

5,4 1,7 2,9 10,0

9,4% ,0% 41,2% 16,9%

32 10 17 59

32,0 10,0 17,0 59,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

supportive

neutral

against it

attitude towards

the merger

Total

interest neutral

lack of

interest

interest in the merger (homepage)

Total

 
 

Correlations

1,000 ,239*

. ,034

61 59

,239* 1,000

,034 .

59 59

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

interest in the

merger (homepage)

attitude towards the

merger

Spearman's rho

interest in the

merger

(homepage)

attitude

towards

the merger

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).*. 
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Hypothesis 3 (variable 4 and 10) Växjö University: 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

118 96,7% 4 3,3% 122 100,0%

opinion about the

merger * interest in the

merger (homepage)

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

opinion about the merger * interest in the merger (homepage) Crosstabulation

29 15 11 55

26,1 15,4 13,5 55,0

51,8% 45,5% 37,9% 46,6%

5 6 8 19

9,0 5,3 4,7 19,0

8,9% 18,2% 27,6% 16,1%

22 12 10 44

20,9 12,3 10,8 44,0

39,3% 36,4% 34,5% 37,3%

56 33 29 118

56,0 33,0 29,0 118,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

positive

neutral

negative

opinion about

the merger

Total

interest neutral

lack of

interest

interest in the merger (homepage)

Total

 
 

Correlations

1,000 ,046

. ,312

122 118

,046 1,000

,312 .

118 118

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

interest in the merger

(homepage)

opinion about the merger

Spearman's rho

interest in the

merger

(homepage)

opinion about

the merger
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Hypothesis 3 (variable 4 and 10) University of Kalmar: 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

59 96,7% 2 3,3% 61 100,0%

opinion about the

merger * interest in the

merger (homepage)

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

opinion about the merger * interest in the merger (homepage) Crosstabulation

23 8 8 39

20,5 6,6 11,9 39,0

74,2% 80,0% 44,4% 66,1%

3 0 2 5

2,6 ,8 1,5 5,0

9,7% ,0% 11,1% 8,5%

5 2 8 15

7,9 2,5 4,6 15,0

16,1% 20,0% 44,4% 25,4%

31 10 18 59

31,0 10,0 18,0 59,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (homepage)

positive

neutral

negative

opinion about

the merger

Total

interest neutral

lack of

interest

interest in the merger (homepage)

Total

 
 

Correlations

1,000 ,263*

. ,022

61 59

,263* 1,000

,022 .

59 59

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

interest in the merger

(homepage)

opinion about the merger

Spearman's rho

interest in the

merger

(homepage)

opinion about

the merger

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).*. 
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Hypothesis 3 (variable 6 and 8) Växjö University: 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

121 99,2% 1 ,8% 122 100,0%

attitude towards the

merger * interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

attitude towards the merger * interest in the merger (fusionskafé) Crosstabulation

16 12 29 57

13,2 12,7 31,1 57,0

57,1% 44,4% 43,9% 47,1%

6 10 24 40

9,3 8,9 21,8 40,0

21,4% 37,0% 36,4% 33,1%

6 5 13 24

5,6 5,4 13,1 24,0

21,4% 18,5% 19,7% 19,8%

28 27 66 121

28,0 27,0 66,0 121,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

supportive

neutral

against it

attitude towards

the merger

Total

interest neutral

lack of

interest

interest in the merger (fusionskafé)

Total

 
 

Correlations

1,000 ,065

. ,241

121 121

,065 1,000

,241 .

121 122

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

attitude towards the

merger

Spearman's rho

interest in the

merger

(fusionskafé)

attitude

towards

the merger
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Hypothesis 3 (variable 6 and 8) University of Kalmar: 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

59 96,7% 2 3,3% 61 100,0%

attitude towards the

merger * interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

attitude towards the merger * interest in the merger (fusionskafé) Crosstabulation

4 11 25 40

4,1 9,5 26,4 40,0

66,7% 78,6% 64,1% 67,8%

1 2 6 9

,9 2,1 5,9 9,0

16,7% 14,3% 15,4% 15,3%

1 1 8 10

1,0 2,4 6,6 10,0

16,7% 7,1% 20,5% 16,9%

6 14 39 59

6,0 14,0 39,0 59,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

supportive

neutral

against it

attitude towards

the merger

Total

interest neutral

lack of

interest

interest in the merger (fusionskafé)

Total

 
 
 

Correlations

1,000 ,108

. ,208

61 59

,108 1,000

,208 .

59 59

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

attitude towards the

merger

Spearman's rho

interest in the

merger

(fusionskafé)

attitude

towards

the merger
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Hypothesis 3 (variable 6 and 10) Växjö University: 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

117 95,9% 5 4,1% 122 100,0%

opinion about the

merger * interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

opinion about the merger * interest in the merger (fusionskafé) Crosstabulation

13 11 30 54

12,5 12,5 29,1 54,0

48,1% 40,7% 47,6% 46,2%

4 4 11 19

4,4 4,4 10,2 19,0

14,8% 14,8% 17,5% 16,2%

10 12 22 44

10,2 10,2 23,7 44,0

37,0% 44,4% 34,9% 37,6%

27 27 63 117

27,0 27,0 63,0 117,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

positive

neutral

negative

opinion about

the merger

Total

interest neutral

lack of

interest

interest in the merger (fusionskafé)

Total

 
 

Correlations

1,000 -,029

. ,377

121 117

-,029 1,000

,377 .

117 118

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

interest in the merger

(fusionskafé)

opinion about the merger

Spearman's rho

interest in the

merger

(fusionskafé)

opinion about

the merger
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Hypothesis 3 (variable 6 and 10) University of Kalmar: 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

59 96,7% 2 3,3% 61 100,0%

opinion about the

merger * interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

opinion about the merger * interest in the merger (fusionskafé) Crosstabulation

5 11 23 39

4,0 7,9 27,1 39,0

83,3% 91,7% 56,1% 66,1%

0 0 5 5

,5 1,0 3,5 5,0

,0% ,0% 12,2% 8,5%

1 1 13 15

1,5 3,1 10,4 15,0

16,7% 8,3% 31,7% 25,4%

6 12 41 59

6,0 12,0 41,0 59,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

Count

Expected Count

% within interest in the

merger (fusionskafé)

positive

neutral

negative

opinion about

the merger

Total

interest neutral

lack of

interest

interest in the merger (fusionskafé)

Total

 
 

Correlations

1,000 ,288*

. ,013

61 59

,288* 1,000

,013 .

59 59

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

interest in the merger

(fusionskafé)

opinion about the merger

Spearman's rho

interest in the

merger

(fusionskafé)

opinion about

the merger

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).*. 
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Hypothesis 4 (variable 8 and “location”): 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

181 72,7% 68 27,3% 249 100,0%
attitude towards the

merger * location

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

attitude towards the merger * location Crosstabulation

58 40 98

66,1 31,9 98,0

47,5% 67,8% 54,1%

40 9 49

33,0 16,0 49,0

32,8% 15,3% 27,1%

24 10 34

22,9 11,1 34,0

19,7% 16,9% 18,8%

122 59 181

122,0 59,0 181,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

supportive

neutral

against it

attitude towards

the merger

Total

Växjö Kalmar

location

Total

 
 
 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 7,686(a) 2 ,021 

N of Valid Cases 181   

a  0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11,08. 
 
 
 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

Nominal  Cramer's V ,206 ,021 

N of Valid Cases 181  
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Hypothesis 4 (variable 10 and “location”): 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

177 71,1% 72 28,9% 249 100,0%
opinion about the

merger * location

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

opinion about the merger * location Crosstabulation

55 39 94

62,7 31,3 94,0

46,6% 66,1% 53,1%

19 5 24

16,0 8,0 24,0

16,1% 8,5% 13,6%

44 15 59

39,3 19,7 59,0

37,3% 25,4% 33,3%

118 59 177

118,0 59,0 177,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

positive

neutral

negative

opinion about

the merger

Total

Växjö Kalmar

location

Total

 
 
 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6,162(a) 2 ,046 

N of Valid Cases 177   

a  0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8,00. 
 

 
 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

Nominal  Cramer's V ,187 ,046 

N of Valid Cases 177  
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Hypothesis 5 (variable 8 and 11) Växjö University: 
 

Case Processing Summary

109 89,3% 13 10,7% 122 100,0%

attitude towards the

merger * opinion about

equivalent departement

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

attitude towards the merger * opinion about equivalent departement Crosstabulation

35 13 6 54

28,7 15,9 9,4 54,0

60,3% 40,6% 31,6% 49,5%

15 13 9 37

19,7 10,9 6,4 37,0

25,9% 40,6% 47,4% 33,9%

8 6 4 18

9,6 5,3 3,1 18,0

13,8% 18,8% 21,1% 16,5%

58 32 19 109

58,0 32,0 19,0 109,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent departement

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent departement

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent departement

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent departement

supportive

neutral

against it

attitude towards

the merger

Total

positive neutral negative

opinion about equivalent

departement

Total

 
  
 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6,257(a) 4 ,181 

N of Valid Cases 
109   

a  1 cells (11,1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3,14. 
 

 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

Nominal  Cramer's V ,169 ,181 

N of Valid Cases 109  
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Hypothesis 5 (variable 10 and 11) University of Kalmar: 
 

Case Processing Summary

50 82,0% 11 18,0% 61 100,0%

attitude towards the

merger * opinion about

equivalent department

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

attitude towards the merger * opinion about equivalent department Crosstabulation

20 7 8 35

16,8 9,1 9,1 35,0

83,3% 53,8% 61,5% 70,0%

2 4 0 6

2,9 1,6 1,6 6,0

8,3% 30,8% ,0% 12,0%

2 2 5 9

4,3 2,3 2,3 9,0

8,3% 15,4% 38,5% 18,0%

24 13 13 50

24,0 13,0 13,0 50,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent department

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent department

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent department

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent department

supportive

neutral

against it

attitude towards

the merger

Total

positive neutral negative

opinion about equivalent

department

Total

 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 11,191(a) 4 ,024 

N of Valid Cases 
50   

a  6 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,56. 
 

 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

Nominal Cramer's V ,335 ,024 

N of Valid Cases 50  
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Hypothesis 5 (variable 10 and 11) Växjö University: 
 

Case Processing Summary

105 86,1% 17 13,9% 122 100,0%

opinion about the

merger * opinion about

equivalent departement

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

opinion about the merger * opinion about equivalent departement Crosstabulation

33 13 6 52

27,2 15,8 8,9 52,0

60,0% 40,6% 33,3% 49,5%

5 11 2 18

9,4 5,5 3,1 18,0

9,1% 34,4% 11,1% 17,1%

17 8 10 35

18,3 10,7 6,0 35,0

30,9% 25,0% 55,6% 33,3%

55 32 18 105

55,0 32,0 18,0 105,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent departement

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent departement

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent departement

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent departement

positive

neutral

negative

opinion about

the merger

Total

positive neutral negative

opinion about equivalent

departement

Total

 
 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 14,119(a) 4 ,007 

N of Valid Cases 
105   

a  1 cells (11,1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3,09. 
 
 

 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

Nominal  Cramer's V ,259 ,007 

N of Valid Cases 105  
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Hypothesis 5 (variable 10 and 11) University of Kalmar: 
 

Case Processing Summary

49 80,3% 12 19,7% 61 100,0%

opinion about the

merger * opinion about

equivalent department

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

opinion about the merger * opinion about equivalent department Crosstabulation

18 7 8 33

14,8 8,8 9,4 33,0

81,8% 53,8% 57,1% 67,3%

2 1 1 4

1,8 1,1 1,1 4,0

9,1% 7,7% 7,1% 8,2%

2 5 5 12

5,4 3,2 3,4 12,0

9,1% 38,5% 35,7% 24,5%

22 13 14 49

22,0 13,0 14,0 49,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent department

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent department

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent department

Count

Expected Count

% within opinion about

equivalent department

positive

neutral

negative

opinion about

the merger

Total

positive neutral negative

opinion about equivalent

department

Total

 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5,184(a) 4 ,269 

N of Valid Cases 
49   

a  5 cells (55,6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,06. 
 
 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

Nominal  Cramer's V ,230 ,269 

N of Valid Cases 49  
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Hypothesis 6 (variable 9 and “location”): 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

152 61,0% 97 39,0% 249 100,0%
reasons of the

merger * location

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

reasons of the merger * location Crosstabulation

47 33 80

50,5 29,5 80,0

49,0% 58,9% 52,6%

25 9 34

21,5 12,5 34,0

26,0% 16,1% 22,4%

24 14 38

24,0 14,0 38,0

25,0% 25,0% 25,0%

96 56 152

96,0 56,0 152,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

agreement

neutral

disagreement

reasons of

the merger

Total

Växjö Kalmar

location

Total

 
 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 2,240(a) 2 ,326 

N of Valid Cases 
152   

a  0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12,53. 
 

 
  
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

Nominal  Cramer's V ,121 ,326 

N of Valid Cases 152  
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Hypothesis 7 (variable 12 and “location”): 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

182 73,1% 67 26,9% 249 100,0%
resistance at the

beginning * location

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

resistance at the beginning * location Crosstabulation

107 39 146

97,1 48,9 146,0

88,4% 63,9% 80,2%

0 4 4

2,7 1,3 4,0

,0% 6,6% 2,2%

14 18 32

21,3 10,7 32,0

11,6% 29,5% 17,6%

121 61 182

121,0 61,0 182,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

resistance

neutral

no resistance

resistance at

the beginning

Total

Växjö Kalmar

location

Total

 
 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 18,390(a) 2 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 
182   

a  2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,34. 
 
 

 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

 Nominal Cramer's V ,318 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 182  
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Hypothesis 7 (variable 13 and “location”): 
 
 

Case Processing Summary

183 73,5% 66 26,5% 249 100,0%
resistance at the

current state * location

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Valid Missing Total

Cases

 
 
 
Contingency Table: 

resistance at the current state * location Crosstabulation

101 40 141

94,0 47,0 141,0

82,8% 65,6% 77,0%

0 3 3

2,0 1,0 3,0

,0% 4,9% 1,6%

21 18 39

26,0 13,0 39,0

17,2% 29,5% 21,3%

122 61 183

122,0 61,0 183,0

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

Count

Expected Count

% within location

resistance

neutral

no resistance

resistance at

the current

state

Total

Växjö Kalmar

location

Total

 
 
 
 Chi-Square Tests 
 

  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 10,448(a) 2 ,005 

N of Valid Cases 
183   

a  2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,00. 
 

 
 
 Symmetric Measures 
 

  Value 
Approx. 

Sig. 

 Nominal Cramer's V ,239 ,005 

N of Valid Cases 183  
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Hypothesis 8 (variable 8, 11 and “location”): 
 
 

Correlations

1,000 ,216 -,116

. ,003 ,073

0 157 157

,216 1,000 ,081

,003 . ,154

157 0 157

-,116 ,081 1,000

,073 ,154 .

157 157 0

1,000 ,228

. ,002

0 156

,228 1,000

,002 .

156 0

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

attitude towards the

merger

opinion about

equivalent department

location

attitude towards the

merger

opinion about

equivalent department

Control Variables
-none-a

location

attitude

towards

the merger

opinion about

equivalent

department location

Cells contain zero-order (Pearson) correlations.a. 

 
 
 
Hypothesis 8 (variable 10, 11 and “location”): 
 
 

Correlations

1,000 ,202 -,139

. ,006 ,043

0 152 152

,202 1,000 ,112

,006 . ,084

152 0 152

-,139 ,112 1,000

,043 ,084 .

152 152 0

1,000 ,221

. ,003

0 151

,221 1,000

,003 .

151 0

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

opinion about the merger

opinion about equivalent

department

location

opinion about the merger

opinion about equivalent

department

Control Variables

-none-a

location

opinion about

the merger

opinion about

equivalent

department location

Cells contain zero-order (Pearson) correlations.a. 
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Hypothesis 9 (variable 8, 12 and “location”): 
 
 

Correlations

1,000 -,174 -,133

. ,010 ,037

0 178 178

-,174 1,000 ,161

,010 . ,016

178 0 178

-,133 ,161 1,000

,037 ,016 .

178 178 0

1,000 -,156

. ,018

0 177

-,156 1,000

,018 .

177 0

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

attitude towards

the merger

resistance at the

beginning

location

attitude towards

the merger

resistance at the

beginning

Control Variables

-none-a

location

attitude

towards

the merger

resistance at

the beginning location

Cells contain zero-order (Pearson) correlations.a. 

 
 
 
 
Hypothesis 9 (variable 10, 12 and “location”): 
 
 

Correlations

1,000 -,159 -,158

. ,018 ,018

0 174 174

-,159 1,000 ,158

,018 . ,018

174 0 174

-,158 ,158 1,000

,018 ,018 .

174 174 0

1,000 -,137

. ,035

0 173

-,137 1,000

,035 .

173 0

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

opinion about the merger

resistance at the

beginning

location

opinion about the merger

resistance at the

beginning

Control Variables

-none-a

location

opinion about

the merger

resistance at

the beginning location

Cells contain zero-order (Pearson) correlations.a. 
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Hypothesis 9 (variable 8, 13 and “location”): 
 
 

Correlations

1,000 -,199 -,139

. ,004 ,031

0 179 179

-,199 1,000 ,124

,004 . ,048

179 0 179

-,139 ,124 1,000

,031 ,048 .

179 179 0

1,000 -,185

. ,006

0 178

-,185 1,000

,006 .

178 0

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

attitude towards

the merger

resistance at the

current state

location

attitude towards

the merger

resistance at the

current state

Control Variables

-none-a

location

attitude

towards

the merger

resistance

at the

current state location

Cells contain zero-order (Pearson) correlations.a. 

 
 
 
 
 
Hypothesis 9 (variable 10, 13 and “location”): 
 
 

Correlations

1,000 -,203 -,163

. ,003 ,015

0 175 175

-,203 1,000 ,099

,003 . ,094

175 0 175

-,163 ,099 1,000

,015 ,094 .

175 175 0

1,000 -,190

. ,006

0 174

-,190 1,000

,006 .

174 0

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

opinion about the merger

resistance at the current

state

location

opinion about the merger

resistance at the current

state

Control Variables
-none-a

location

opinion about

the merger

resistance

at the

current state location

Cells contain zero-order (Pearson) correlations.a. 
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Hypothesis 10 (variable 12, 13 and “location”): 
 
 

Correlations

1,000 ,362 ,168

. ,000 ,012

0 180 180

,362 1,000 ,111

,000 . ,069

180 0 180

,168 ,111 1,000

,012 ,069 .

180 180 0

1,000 ,350

. ,000

0 179

,350 1,000

,000 .

179 0

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

df

resistance at the

beginning

resistance at the

current state

location

resistance at the

beginning

resistance at the

current state

Control Variables

-none-a

location

resistance at

the beginning

resistance

at the

current state location

Cells contain zero-order (Pearson) correlations.a. 

 


