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Abstract 

This paper begins an inquiry into the subject of resistance. In diffusion theory and in the 
related field of organizational development, resistance is overdetermined. In other words, the 
topic is typically glossed and is too easily identified as an automatic, and by nature negative, 
response to change: a change that is to be managed. Resistance might be better viewed in 
terms of the potential elements that comprise it, including: individuals' internal and external 
responses to change, degrees of choice or fear, and/or levels of engagement and participa
tion. In order to more fully conceptualize the theme, this research proposes studying how 
resistance is understood in a subset of disciplines and arenas where the construct is meaning
ful. The goal is to investigate the phenomenon--and to begin to build an exploratory model 
and language that more fully accounts for the complexity of resistance, as it is interpreted 
and experienced. Several paths are suggested, each of which, respectively, contributes to 
building a systemic interpretation, grammar, and reception theory for resistance. 

Resistance n. 1. a. The act of resisting. b. The capacity to resist. 2. A force that tends to 
oppose or retard motion. 3. [Elect.] The opposition to electric current characteristic of a 
medium, substance, or circuit element. 4. An underground organization engaged in a strug
gle for national liberation in a country under military or totalitarian occupation. 5. [Psychoa
nal.] A process in which the ego opposes the conscious recall of unpleasant experiences. --
American Heritage Dictionary, 1985. 

INTRODUCTION 

The literature on diffusion and transfer carries implicit assumptions about the "adoption" 
of an innovation, including the rate of its spread and the characteristics, or attributes, of the 
innovation (Aug1iere, 1994; Downs & Mohr, 1976; Tornatzky & Klein, 1982). The follow
ing assumptions may not be universal or generalizable. 

1. What it is that is adopted, namely the nature of the innovation or 
technology as revealed by users' perceptions of its attributes (Fichman & 
Kemerer, 1993; Rogers, 1983; Tornatzky & Fleisher, 1990; Tornatzky & 
Klein, 1982; italics mine). 

2. How individuals in an organization come to "adopt"--the innovation
decision process--(Conner & Patterson, 1982; Rogers, 1983). 

T. McMaster et al. (eds.), Facilitating Technology Transfer through Partnership
© IFIP International Federation for Information Processing 1997



164 Part Three Rethinking Common Barriers 

Rogers (1983) defines the innovation-decision process as "the process through which an 
individual (or other decision making unit) passes from first knowledge of an innovation, to 
forming an attitude toward the innovation, to decision to adopt or reject, ro implementation 
of the new idea, and to confirmation of this decision" (p. 165). His model of the stages of the 
innovation-decision process includes knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation and 
confirmation. Similarly, Conner & Patterson (1982) treat the process of building commit
ment for change in terms of three phases. 

• Phase 1, Preparation, includes the stages of contact and awareness. 

• Phase 2, Acceptance, involves understanding the change and positive percep
tion. 

• Phase 3, Commitment, includes installation, adoption, institutionalization, and 
internalization. 

The diffusion tradition has long been concerned, accordingly, with technology spread, 
with the movement of technologies through a consumer population. Thus, research has 
focused on broad adoption. More recently, some attention has turned to descriptions of a 
technology "as it is experienced" (Augliere, 1994) and to technology incorporation or infu
sion (Zmud & Apple, 1992). 1 These notions represent fledgling efforts to dislodge com
monly held assumptions about a universally applicable process of adoption and unitary 
"adoption" objects. Levine & Fowler ( 1995) discuss the link between technology attributes 
and the perceived benefit of use. They describe a much needed "shift in orientation--away 
from characteristics thought to reside in an innovation--and toward perceptions of use: in 
other words, as a move away from conventional attributes and toward the more suggestive 
concept of attribution" (p. 44; italics Levine & Fowler). 

2 THE SIGNIFICANCE OF RESISTANCE IN DIFFUSION THEORY 

Within the literatures on diffusion and transfer and organizational development, 
approaches to managing change commonly acknowledge that resistance exists. Usually, it is 
described as a "natural" response to change--resistance occurs as individuals react to an 
organization's shift from its current to desired state. In this inside out perspective, resistance 
is inevitably trivialized, as it comes to be seen as a behavior to be assuaged, massaged, or 
adjusted. Resistance gets accounted for by the consultant and/or the change team, who typi
cally represent a management decision to make change. In high control scenarios such as 
this, individuals who resist are often ignored or tolerated. In the worst case, after a time, they 
may be rightsized, to use a current euphemism. But what happens if we take an outside in 
perspective on resistance? if we invest the reaction with sufficient status, so that resistance is 
truly allowed to challenge the "change apparent"? Can resistance function as due critique?2 

More importantly, in the spirit of non-linear systems of the next century, can resistance func
tion as the opportunity to innovate and grow? 

This paper initiates an inquiry into resistance. Specifically, our contention is that resis
tance is overdetermined. In other words, the subject is typically paid lip service, and is too 
easily assumed to be an automatic, negative response to change: a response to be managed. 
Resistance might be better seen as an energy force, and in terms of the elements that com-

I. Zmud & Apple (1992) observe that "the incorporation of many, if not most, innovations 
follows a sequence of configurations across discrete levels of use, with advanced incorpora
tion enabling the deeper and more comprehensive embedding of an innovation within an 
organization's operational and/or managerial work systems. It is this elaborated use that we 
connote as the infusion of an innovation" (p. 150; italics Zmud & Apple). 
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prise it, including: individuals' internal and external assessments of, and responses to, 
change; degrees of choice or fear; and levels of engagement and participation. In order to 
conceptualize resistance, this paper proposes several paths for future investigation. The pur
pose is to study the phenomenon--and to begin to build an exploratory model and vocabulary 
that more fully accounts for the complexity of resistance, as it is interpreted and experi
enced. Our goal is move beyond diffusion's focus on the innovation as a unitary adoption 
object and to look at resistance as it relates to an ecology of forms, including individuals' 
processes of appropriation, assimilation, transformation, and rejection. 

Before outlining the scope and projected course for inquiry, we need to contextualize the 
role of resistance in change theory and the diffusion tradition. Why is resistance an impor
tant element to understand? There are a number of reasons, relating to current confusions 
about the existence of resistance and its definition and quality. 

• Research findings, in a range of disciplines, on resistance and the related subject of fear 
arousal are mixed and sometimes contradictory. 1 

• Approximately 70% of business process reengineering efforts, or redesigns, fail (Well
ins & Murphy, 1995). The number and degree of failures might be decreased if we consid
ered how resistance can anticipate and articulate flaws in intent, design, and implementation. 
Resistance, sometimes, may comprise negative opposition, but, at other times, it may be a 
sound response to a flawed decision. Greater understanding of resistance, may help predict 
problematic and high risk endeavors. 

• Learning ·organizations and work groups of the 21st century must become expert in 
managing change in dynamic situations. Older "freezing" and "refreezing" metaphors from 
organization development theory are insufficient to guide us. Multi-media technologies and 
practices supporting process change, modeling, simulation, and collaborative and distributed 
work will be key. And skillsets in the new work force that allow for flexibilitl' speed, exper
imentation with rival hypotheses, and collective responsiveness will prevail. 

• Traditional management constructs are outdated. Additionally, managers and practitio
ners display different kinds of fearfulness with respect to the diffusion of certain innova
tions, specifically process automation, workflow technologies, and groupware (Christie et al, 
1996; Grudin, 1995). How can we shed light on these issues, to understand tensions between 
collaborative technologies and high control systems? How are we to ease the transition to 

2. Use of the term "due critique" is intended to mirror the legal term: "due process." Due 
process originated in the language of the U.S. Constitution, specifically the fifth and four
teenth amendments. Due process in the law arises out of a need for fairness with respect to 
the resolution of disputes. The legal system offers a common starting point and a related pro
cedure that everyone is bound by and entitled to. One underlying principle associated with 
the concept of due process emphasizes the need for the law to hear before it condemns in 
order to prevent arbitrariness (Black's Law Dictionary, 5th edition). 
1. The subject of fear arousal is beyond the scope of the present discussion. 
2. In "This Organization is Dis-organization," Polly Lebarre describes the transformation at 
Orticon Holding A/S, a company that makes hearing aids in Denmark. Lars Kolind, CEO, 
reflects on how he began to share his vision for reinventing the company, as drafted in his 
four page (New Year's 1990) memo. 'It amounted to a declaration of dis-organization. Orti
con needed breakthroughs, Kolind wrote, and breakthroughs require the combination of 
technology with audiology, psychology, and imagination. The ability to "think the unthink
able" and make it happen. In organizations of the future, he continued, "staff would be liber
ated to grow, personally and professionally, to become more creative, action-oriented, and 
efficient." What was the enemy of these new organizations? The organization itself (Fast 
Company, June/July 1996, p. 80; italics Lebarre). 
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newer forms of work groups, including self-directed and autonomous teams where distinc
tions between power and resistance further blur? 

Greater understanding of how individuals respond to change--why and when they seize 
that change or reject it--is a significant, relevant, and timely concern. This paper begins that 
inquiry; it seeks to open discussion by exposing the complexities of resistance. 

3 RETHINKING RESISTANCE: SOME EARLY SIGNS 

Seminal work in diffusion recognized a need to better understand the act of resistance. 
Rogers' (1983) identifies two kinds of rejection, active and passive, 1 and he observes that 
the two are often not distinguished between, largely "owing to the pro-innovation bias that 
pervades much diffusion inquiry." He observes: "investigation of rejection behavior has not 
received much scientific attention" (p. 173; italics mine). Typically, consultants like Connor 
& Patterson (1982) proceed with well-meaning advice to change agents, urging them to 
"manage" their change efforts. Open conversation is advised; sponsors are cautioned against 
mandates and forcing compliance. However, the same pro-innovation bias permeates their 
treatment. Their message has a slightly superior or patronizing edge: " ... often sponsors 
neglect to calculate the long-range cost of recurring resistance. Many times it is how people 
are approached that causes resistance rather than the change itself' (p. 28). 

More recently, there are signs of a perceptual shift in the organization development liter
ature, and a recognition that the change-resistance equation is more complex than previously 
assumed. Goldstein (1994) writes about non-linear systems, chaos theory, and far-from
equilibrium states building a case for "self organization." He argues that in non-linear sys
tems, "resistance to change is merely an aspect of the system's nonlinearity, an aspect that 
has not yet been channeled in the direction of change or growth." Response to change can be 
"viewed more effectively as an attraction to positive values rather than negatively conceived 
opposition to change" (pp.12, 53-54; italics Goldstein). However, even Goldstein privileges 
the notion of "channeling in the direction of change," assuming the same pro-innovation 
bias in his correlation of change and growth. 

The R&D management literature, also appears to be rethinking traditional precepts and 
commonly-held assumptions. Paul Allaire (1993) offers this personal recollection: 

' "I'm reminded of the situation at Xerox a decade ago. We were in deep trouble. Foreign 
competition had cut our market share in half. Our return-on-assets shrank to 8 per cent. The 
Japanese were selling products for what it cost for us to make them. 

We wanted to enlist the support of our-people--including our union people--but we were 
concerned about how much to tell them. We didn't want to frighten them or de-motivate 
them. After alot of debate, we held a series of meetings and outlined the nature and extent of 
our problems. Th~ reaction was summed up in a letter from one union worker who spoke for 
many. He wrote: 

"Thank God you understand the problem. Those of us on the line have known it for 
years. You've been acting like you didn't even know we were in trouble. Now that our diffi
culties are out in the open, I hope we can all work together to solve them!" '(ppJ-4; italics 
Allaire). 

1. Summarizing Eveland (1979), Rogers comments on: "1. Active rejection, which consists 
of considering adoption of the innovation (including its trail) but then deciding not to adopt 
it. 2. Passive rejection (also called nonadoption), which consists of never really considering 
usc of the innovation (Rogers, 1983, p. 173; italics Rogers) 



An ecology of resistance 167 

For us, the inevitable follow on question is: could workers have drawn attention to "the 
problem" earlier? before it was articulated by management? Argyris (1990) shows us a dark 
picture of what can happen to the process of critique in an organization with a can-do orien
tation, one with volumes of rules and regulations. In an account of NASA's Challenger 
disaster, he carefully illustrates how the Roger's Commission, a "commission legally 
empowered to get at the causes of the disaster bypassed the organizational defensive pat
terns," and in the end produced recommendations to reinforce more of the very same defen
sive patterns. He concludes: "The problems were not only in the structure, rules, and 
independent monitoring devices [as noted by the Commission]. The problems were that 
highly-committed, well-intentioned, safety oriented, can-do players reasoned and acted in 
ways that violated their own standards and made certain that this violation was covered up 
and that the cover-up was covered up" (pp. 37, 42). 

If critique is fairly automatically labeled as resistance, and if Argyris is right, that most 
committed, Joyal, and high integrity personnel have learned skilled incompetencies and 
organizational defensive routines in order to not question management perogatives, where 
does this leave us? How can we leverage and harness all of the learning and insight in our 
organizations? The seeds for innovation grow out of resistance. And the defensive patterns 
that suppress resistance, suppress innovation. 

Hamel (1996) reflects on the nature of change, and alerts us to a qualitative difference 
between circumstances of fear and opportunity: He says: "All too often, when senior manag
ers talk about change, they are talking about fear-inducing change, which they plan to 
impose on unprepared and unsuspecting employees. All too often change is simply a code 
word for something nasty: a wrenching restructuring or reorganization. This sort of change 
is not about opening up new opportunities but about paying for the past mistakes of corpo
rate leaders" (p. 75). 1 

These newer approaches to resistance as.opportunity and attraction align with our own, 
namely that resistance to change can represent insight, vision, and as well as a desire for 
engagement and critique. Sometimes resistance may represent an individual's last ditch 
effort to collaborate: a phenomenon we might describe as positive resistance.2 

4 A REAL WORLD EXAMPLE 

We have contended that resistance is overdetermined. While change teams acknowledge 
that resistance exists, they tend to give it lip service. Attitudes are often pejorative, assuming 

l. Hamel goes on: "The objective is not to get people to support change but to give them 
responsibility for engendering change, some control over their destiny. You must engage the 
revolutionaries, wherever they are in your company, in a dialogue about the future. Does 
your strategy-making process do this? Do you secretly believe that change is better served 
by a more compliant organization than by a more vociferous one? When senior mangers 
engage their organization in a quest for revolutionary strategies, they are invariably sur
prised to find out just how big the pro-change constituency is" (Hamel, 1996, p.75). 
2. Grudin ( 1988) shows us a number of situations where resistance is a sound response to a 
problematic innovation-decision. He includes an account of the use of The Coordinator, a 
structured mail system (described in Carasik & Grantham, 1988). Users complained that 
"this doesn't fit the way we work [but) management urging was the motivation for continued 
use. However, one frustrated user threw the software and documentation out of his office and 
after six weeks use was discontinued" (Grudin, 1988, p. 768). In the case of groupware, 
"managers often underestimate the down side, the unwelcome extra work that an application 
will require of other users, resulting in neglect or resistance (p. 770). 
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that resistance is automatic, unitary, and, by its nature, a negative response to change: a 
response that is to be managed. We have suggested that resistance is better viewed as a 
dependent variable, including elements, such as: individuals' responses that are internally 
oriented (reflexive), individuals' responses that are externally oriented (individual's role 
within the organization), degree of choice, and levels of engagement and participation. 

To explore these issues, we must also learn about resistance by considering real-world 
examples of change situations that involve the adoption, use, and diffusion of innovations. 
Here, we present a brief example to open conversation, to extend some of the conceptual 
issues that have been outlined, and to test our understanding of how these concerns might 
play out in an actual scenario. Our intent is to continue to demystify resistance--and what it 
means--to raise questions about relationships between fearfulness, the scope and span of 
change (represented by the innovation to be adopted), and levels of choice, engagement, and 
participation. The example described comes from personal communication with a colleague 
who was generous enough to share his thoughts on his experience of moving from MacOS to 
Windows (Ginn, 1996). 

"For example when I heard we were transitioning from MacOS to Windows, I knew that 
I would have to relate differently with my computer on a daily basis, that I had no idea how 
hard this would be, and questioned if I would have the time and support to learn these new 
things. I also feared (still do) that my relationships with my family members would be 
strained, as I had been a major advocate contributing to a decision that Macs be purchased 
for four households - what would they say now that I had abandoned them and their invest
ments? 

These are all fears that have nothing to do with the effort "being successful" at.... How
ever, when I experienced these fears, I did not express (and perhaps was only somewhat 
aware of) these fears. Instead I cited technical data about why it was such a poor decision, 
and how the decision makers were underestimating the challenges and costs of the transi
tion. These things may have (or may not have - who's to really say?) been true. They were 
probably considered by the decision makers, who when all was considered decided to make 
the change anyway. 

This is how we humans operate in general, I think. We are driven by somewhat sub
merged emotional forces of some type or another, and then use rational thinking to explain 
what· we did or what we've decided - often to hilarious effect. 

This is where one of the strategies you mention (engagement/choice) comes into play, I 
think. In our example, we had the stake in the ground about making the move to windows -
yet how and when it would happen was uncertain and to an extent up to us. We had a chance 
to be part of an early pilot (no way! said I, as I imagined buying my own computing equip
ment and support from here on out, since I had been "abandoned" by the organization - "how 
could they!"). Then a part of a later pilot (well, I'll do it if there are funds (there were not) 
and if I can help decide how to roll things out effectively). Now I am buying a Pentium 
machine for home, and am concerned about if I will get support to buy new software, how I 
can manage the two OS's until I get a windows notebook, how I can start doing e-mail, etc."1 

1. Ginn, Michael. Personal correspondence, August 1996. 
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The scenario described here (see also Figure 1) only scratches the surface of resistance; 
and it may or may not be common or typical. Clearly, the conversation was driven by my 
inquiry into the nature of resistance and related ideas about choice, engagement, and partici
pation. My concerns, easily, may have biased the response with leading questions. In addi
tion, people who willingly share their experiences and insight about technology adoption 
and resistance may be more sophisticated, open, and innovative. Finally, what individuals 
say privately or in one-on-one conversations may differ from their more public expressions. 
However, these factors offer all the more reason to investigate the subject. 

4.1 Resistance as Due Critique 

A cautionary note about wholesale interpretations of resistance is in order. Just as we 
have argued against the tendency to demonize resistance, so should we not assume the 
reverse, that resistance is necessarily a marker for vision, or insight that others may be fail
ing to grasp. Ginn (1996) reminds us that resistance can function as a filter: "The resistance 
mechanisms that seem to have been built into human-being are actually very positive not 
just for ourselves but for our larger social systems as well - imagine adopting whatever new 
change sounded good, on a daily basis! Besides adopting dumb changes, the good changes 
would not stick as they are replaced by new ones. We would spend much of our time making 
changes so no real progress is made/happiness achieved. So this resistance we have to any 
change is positive. The trick now being to effectively work with the few changes that are 
critical for our organizations/own success" (italics Ginn). 

Understanding the balance--the few changes that are critical for longer term success--is 
what deliberation and evaluation are all about. Thus, approaching the subject of resistance as 
due critique represents open-minded reflection and no-holds-barred re-consideration. The 
result of the change-resistance equation is less important than the environment that is cre
ated, one that is free of defensive postures and patterns, and one that encourages both vision 
and voice. 

What Ginn told us about his experience is revealing; he summarized: "What helped me 
make this transition was a stake in the ground, time to muddle around with my fears - to 
evaluate and make sense of them, and implementation choices." 1 The elements and condi
tions that influenced him resemble the factors we have identified: the individual's opportu-
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nity to think about the personal consequences of the change as well as the implications at the 
organizational level, and the factors of choice, engagement and participation. These judge
ments will also be influenced by the size and complexity of the change. 

5 RESISTANCE: THREE PATHS OF INVESTIGATION 

Research into resistance represents a new trajectory, requiring greater introduction, as 
well as background and contextual information than are provided here. This would include 
more substantial discussion of previous research, history, and the significance of the prob
lem. We also propose that fully understanding the implications of resistance research, in the
ory and practice, calls for several strands of investigation. Three paths are suggested here, 
representing the author's concern and projected course. 

Each path sheds light on an aspect of resistance and contributes differently to our under
standing of the phenomenon; each represents an element in the larger ecology of resistance. 
All of the paths are, in one manner of another, exploratory. 

5.1 A Systemic Approach to Resistance 

This path of investigation seeks to align the concept of resistance as it is presently (and 
somewhat superficially) understood in diffusion theory with treatments in organizational 
theory, industrial administration, and whole systems theory. From a systems perspective, 
there is need to characterize and juxtapose the role that resistance occupies in (I) traditional 
high control patriarchal systems and in (2) self organizing, nonlinear systems. 

Increasing evidence suggests that the subject of resistance assumes different identities in 
these two modes. New publications like Fast Company are now regularly covering business 
enterprises that we might describe as self-organizing or non-linear. Entrepreneur-investiga
tors like Dee Hock are continuing to search out business and organizational entities that are 
growing up in the spirit of what he calls a "chaordic" form. In reflecting on his most chal
lenging conception and brainchild, Visa International, he observes: "It was beyond the 
power of reason to design an organization to deal with such complexity and beyond the 
reach of the imagination to perceive all the conditions it would encounter. [Instead, he says] 
the organization had to be based on biological concepts to evolve, in effect to invent and 
organize itself' (Waldrof, 1996, p.77). 

5.2 A Grammar of Resistance 

This path looks to a subset of disciplines where the construct of resistance is meaningful, 
beginning with the areas of organization development and communication theory and then 
moving to a subset of other disciplines. Candidate disciplines include psychology, biology, 
medical epidemiology, history, political science. We must talk with experts in these areas 
and come to understand how a complex concept like resistance is "languaged."2 The goal is 

1. Ginn, Michael. Personal correspondence, August 1996. 
1. Leonard Barton (1990) constructs a technology transfer mode continuum, from point-to
point transfer to diffusion, where each "mode is complicated by the degree of diversity in the 
applications of the tool, that is the number of different tasks the tool is to aid. At the low end 
of this continuum, all users apply the tool to the same task; at the high end, users with 
diverse jobs use the same tool but apply it to very different tasks. These two dimensions, 
innovation span (number of people) and innovation scope (number of different applications), 
combine to create four technology transfer situations ... " (p. 46). 
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to investigate the phenomenon of resistance--and to build an exploratory model and vocabu
lary that more fully accounts for the complexity of the phenomenon, as it is interpreted and 
experienced. 

Similar endeavors, some of which are more popular, exist. For example, Kubler Ross 
(1991) models the predictable patterns that individuals experience when facing death. Others 
have explored grief (Samuel, 1987; Edwards, 1996). Stearns & Stearns (1989) researched 
anger and emotional control from an applied social history perspective. However, the focus 
we suggest is not limited to the private or personal experience, but to an ecology--in other 
words, to the relationship between organisms (or individuals) and their environments. 

5.3 A Reception Theory for Resistance: Innovation "As It is Experienced" 

The focus of this path is on exploratory and descriptive research on how individuals in an 
organization or enterprise have received and/or been affected by the introduction of a inno
vation or technology. We must begin to look at scenarios such as the brief one outlined here 
(Ginn,l996) and to consider innovations as they "are experienced." Special attention must 
be paid to patterns and to our ways of talking about acceptance or rejection, as well as to pre
dictions about ups and downs in behavior and productivity. Selection of representative orga
nizations must also be sensitive to a range of parameters, including size of enterprise, 
industry, nature of the system, and work organizations and paradigms. Constantine (1993) 
for example distinguishes between open, closed, random and synchronous organizational 
paradigms. 

The scenario on the transition from the Mac OS to Windows loosely corroborated our 
hypothesis that resistance was better seen as a dependent variable, including elements sug
gested earlier, such as: individuals' responses that are internally oriented (reflexive), individ
uals' assessments and responses that are externally oriented (individual's role within the 
organization), degree of choice, and levels of engagement or participation. The intent was to 
demystify resistance and raise preliminary questions about relationships between these cle
ments and the scope and span of change; much remains to be scrutinized here. 

In this path of investigation, we must attend further to the elements described1 and to 
questions such as the following: 

• do some innovations arouse greater fear than others and, if so, what are the 
natures of these innovations and this fearfulness? 

• are there qualitative differences in kinds of resistance? 

2. "Language" in the verb form captures the cultural aspects of conceiving, constructing, and 
expressing ideas. The use is Pete Becker's. In 1989, Professor Becker offered a six week 
seminar, Toward a Comparative Rhetoric, at Carnegie Mellon. See: A Short Essay on Lan
guaging by A. L. Becker. In Method and Reflexivity: Knowing as a Systemic Social Con
struction, edited by F. Steier, 1989, London: Sage Publications. 
1. What Ginn told us about his experience (with the transition from MacOS to Windows) is 
revealing; he summarized: "What helped me make this transition was a stake in the ground, 
time to muddle around with my fears - to evaluate and make sense of them, and implementa
tion choices." The elements and conditions that influenced him resemble the factors we iden
tified: the individual's opportunity to think about the personal consequences of the change as 
well as the implications at the organizational level, and the factors of choice, engagement 
and participation. These judgements will be influenced by the size and complexity of the 
change. If choice and engagement comprise participation, we may see resistance fall off as 
participation increases. 
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• can early engagement anticipate fear-resistance (or opposition) and prevent it 
from even surfacing? or does a certain amount of wariness typically precede 
change? 

Resistance can be better understood in terms of these elements and/or alternate elements 
that have not yet been identified. However, until we know more about the phenomenon, "as 
it is experienced," we can only speculate about its nature and dimensions. 
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