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Abstract of Dissertation 
 

The Interaction of Change Agent Actions and Perceived Change Recipient Responses 
During Planned Organizational Change: A Strong Structuration Study 

 
 

This instrumental case study explored the interaction between change agent 

strategy and perceived change recipient response during a planned organizational change. 

The research site was a division of a large supplier to a single sector of the economy. In 

response to changing market conditions, the organization underwent an episodic change. 

Stones’ (2005) strong structuration theory was used as a conceptual lens. Data were 

collected from documents and interviews with middle manager change leaders. Two 

forms of analysis were performed. First, an inductive thematic analysis yielded several 

external knowledge structures (context and content) and internal knowledge structures 

(general dispositional and conjuncturally-specific) salient to the participants. Second, 

episode-by-episode analysis of 24 interactions (73 individual episodes) yielded (a) a 

number of inductively developed forms of enacted strategy, which were then categorized 

using Chin and Benne’s (1969) framework; and (b) a number of inductively developed 

perceived recipient responses, which were then categorized using the framework of Oreg, 

Bartunek, Lee, and Do (2018).  

This study demonstrated that (1) enacted change strategies are intimately linked to 

prior perceived responses by the evolving conjuncturally-specific knowledge structures 

of the change agent; (2) change agents can and do contribute to resistance to change by 

two new mechanisms; (3) change recipients attempt to assume the role of agent by 

initiating interaction episodes; (4) perceived recipient responses change over time, most 

likely in response to recipient cognitive reappraisal of prior responses; and (5) both 
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change agents and change recipients seek intersubjectivity, but for different reasons. 

Significant implications for both theory and practice are advanced, and a modification of 

the Oreg et al. (2018) framework is proposed to accommodate the findings of this study. 
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CHAPTER 1: 

INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

To survive and prosper in a world that is volatile, uncertain, complex, and 

ambiguous (VUCA), organizations are increasingly faced with the need to change 

(Horney, Pasmore, & O’Shea, 2014). However, at least half of planned organizational 

changes are less than successful (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Burke, 2011; Isern & Pung, 

2007). Planned change failure is often blamed on resistance (Burke, 2011; Erwin & 

Garman, 2010; Oreg, 2003; Scheimann, 1992). Resistance to change emerged in the 

literature as a systemic issue in the work of Lewin (1947, 1951). However, it soon came 

to be viewed as an automatic, negative aspect of change that was both resident in the 

change recipient (Coch & French, 1948) and must be overcome (Lawrence, 1954).  

A newer perspective also exists. This perspective holds that the traditional view 

does not describe the less-than-full support that resistance usually is (Dent & Goldberg, 

1999). Additionally, the more progressive view considers response to change as 

multidimensional (Piderit, 2000) rather than monolithic. Until recently, empirical work 

on resistance to change has largely been focused on the change recipient, and from the 

perspective of the change agent. To date there has been little work focused on change 

agents (Oreg, Vakola, & Armenakis, 2011). Thus, continued exploration of the 

interaction between change agents and change recipients, including a focus on change 

agents, should yield more rich understanding of both the dynamics of, and the 

development of resistance to, planned organizational change.  
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Within the traditional view, the empirical work on resistance to change has been 

accomplished in piecemeal fashion. A number of constructs have been examined as 

antecedents, mediators, and moderators of resistance to planned change (Lines, 2005; 

Oreg, 2003, 2006; van Dam, Oreg, & Schyns, 2008) and found to be correlated to 

resistance to planned change. However, no single traditional model of resistance to 

planned change has gained favor. This work is largely quantitative and from the 

perspective of the change agent, which may limit its explanatory power. Erwin and 

Garman (2010) noted, in a review of the empirical work on resistance to change between 

1999 and 2010, that none of the studies they reviewed examined resistance to planned 

change as both an individual and social phenomenon. 

Within the more progressive view, there has been much theorizing (for example, 

Ford & Ford, 2009; Ford, Ford, & D’Amelio, 2008; Ford, Ford, & McNamara, 2002; 

Kegan & Lahey, 2009; Klein, 1985; Oreg, Bartunek, Lee, & Do, 2018; Piderit, 2000; 

Smollan, 2011), but far less empirical study. The studies described in the literature review 

have been largely qualitative in nature and from the perspective of the change agent. 

Within the social constructionist portion of the progressive view, the research has again 

been largely qualitative. These studies have explored the construction of both change and 

resistance within social interaction. While there has been some study of the interaction 

between change agents and recipients (most recently Klonek, Lehman-Willenbrock, & 

Kauffeld, 2014), there has not been a study that utilized strong structuration theory 

(Stones, 2005) to examine this interaction. The use of strong structuration theory 

provided the ability to consider (a) the influence of group, organizational, and 

institutional social structures upon the understanding and action of individuals (both 
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change agents and recipients), and (b) the influence of such action on both the other party 

and social structures.  

Statement of the Problem 

It has been asserted that for an organizational change to be successful, change at 

the individual level is necessary (Black, 2014; George & Jones, 2010; Robertson, 

Roberts, & Porras, 1993). Within organizational change, such individual change often 

involves two parties in dyadic interaction (Grove, 1991; Wilmot, 1975): a change agent 

and a change recipient (Barratt-Pugh, Bahn, & Gakere, 2013; Beer & Walton, 1987). 

Change agents employ a variety of change leadership strategies to elicit change from 

individual change recipients. Change recipient responses to these change agent efforts are 

multidimensional, consisting of cognitive, affective, and intentional components (Piderit, 

2000), in addition to behavior (Szabla, 2012). One way to view this dyadic interaction is 

as a process of social construction that generates change (Barrett, Thomas, & Hocevar, 

1995; Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Ford & Ford, 1995).  

Recently, Caldwell (2003) and Ford, Ford, and D’Amelio (2008) suggested that 

change agents contribute to the development of change recipient resistance. Specifically, 

Ford et al. (2008) suggested that change agents break agreements, violate trust, 

communicate poorly, or misrepresent information (either consciously or unconsciously). 

Additionally, Ford and Ford (2009) suggested that change agents are able to choose to act 

in ways that either increase or decrease resistance. However, the dynamic interactions 

between change agents and change recipients are only beginning to be explored (Klonek 

et al., 2014).  
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Responding to Ford et al. (2008) regarding change agent contributions to change, 

this study focuses on the interaction between change agent and change recipient from the 

change agent’s perspective. Because of the nature of dyadic interaction, neither party has 

knowledge of the other’s intentions and thus must make interpretations. In 1962, Alfred 

Schutz wrote: 

Strictly speaking, there are no things as facts, pure and simple. . . . They are, 
therefore, always interpreted facts. . . . This does not mean that, in daily life or in 
science, we are unable to grasp the reality of the world. It just means that we 
grasp merely certain aspects of it. (p. 5) 

Laing, Phillipson, and Lee (1966) described interpersonal interaction in terms of 

reciprocal enactment of behavior and the experience (or perception) of that behavior. It is 

the perceived change recipient response that the change agent must make sense of and 

respond to during planned change.  

The decision to interview change agents, and not recipients, is an attempt to 

understand the lived experience of the agents while implementing change, including how 

change agents understand and respond to perceived change recipient responses.  

Purpose and Research Question 

The purpose of the study was to examine how change agent actions and perceived 

change recipient responses interact during the implementation of planned organizational 

change. The study had one research question with three subquestions: 

RQ:  How do change agent actions interact with perceived change recipient 

responses during the implementation of planned organizational change?  

SQ1: How does change agent understanding influence his or her action 

in an initial interaction episode?  
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SQ2: How do change context and content influence change agent 

understanding?  

SQ3: How do perceived change recipient responses and their outcomes 

influence change agent understanding in either the current or 

subsequent episodes? 

Statement of Potential Significance 

There is some concern that research in management science (conceived of as a 

decision-making science) is seldom applied in practice (Huff, 2000; Nicolai & Seidl, 

2010). Nicolai and Seidl (2010) suggested that the practical relevance of management 

science research may take three forms: conceptual, instrumental, and legitimative. 

Conceptual relevance modifies how one understands a decision situation. Instrumental 

relevance influences selection between alternatives. Legitimative relevance is used to 

legitimize or enforce a chosen alternative (pp. 1263-1264). The current study is relevant 

to both theory and practice in a number of ways, as delineated below.  

Implications for Theory 

Implications for theory include greater understanding of how resistance develops 

in planned change through conceptual relevance (Nicolai & Seidl, 2010). First, the study 

contributes to theory regarding the relationship between resistance to planned change and 

change strategy in use. There is a general lack of empirical studies regarding change 

agents, in particular in relation to how they interact with change recipients during planned 

organizational change; most empirical work has concentrated upon change recipients 

(Oreg et al., 2011). Szabla (2007) identified a correlation between the form of resistance 
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to change and perceived change strategy. This study complements Szabla’s (2007) 

examination of change recipient perceptions by elucidating how change agents perceive 

and respond to change recipient responses (including resistance). 

Second, the study contributes to the theory on change interaction, again through 

conceptual relevance (Nicolai & Seidl, 2010). Barrett et al. (1995) suggested that 

discursive interaction is the dynamic engine of change. Ford and Ford (1995) identified 

five different types of conversations in planned change, and Ford et al. (2008) suggested 

that resistance to change results from change agent interaction with change recipients. 

Findings from this study begin to describe the interaction dynamics (Schwandt & Szabla, 

2013) that lead to both increased and reduced resistance to planned change, theorized by 

Ford and Ford (1995), Ford et al. (2008), and the recent work of Klonek et al. (2014).  

Third, the study contributes to theory on resistance to change. Resistance to 

change has been theorized as multidimensional by Piderit (2000). Szabla (2007) found a 

correlation between perceived change strategy and the form of resistance to change 

(affective, behavioral, or intentional). This study extends this previous work on responses 

to change through conceptual relevance (Nicolai & Seidl, 2010) if specific strategies are 

linked to specific forms of resistance, as noted by Szabla (2007).  

Implications for Practice 

Implications for practice from improved knowledge regarding how change agents 

contribute to the development of resistance to change are both conceptual and 

instrumental (Nicolai & Seidl, 2010). Findings from the study contribute to the training 

of both external change agents (usually consultants) and internal change agents (usually 

managers) through conceptual relevance. The study yields examples of how certain forms 
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of resistance are engaged in practice using specific change strategies. Such knowledge 

can be employed to improve change agent preparation and training prior to change 

intervention, an example of instrumental relevance.  

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework, shown in Figure 1.1, includes several constructs 

(enacted change strategy and perceived responses to change) and a theoretical lens. This 

framework describes only those elements of the situation known to the change agent, 

since the change agent is not aware of the change recipient’s motives, feelings, or 

thoughts with any degree of certainty (Laing et al., 1966).  

 

 

Figure 1.1. Conceptual framework. 
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Enacted change strategy describes the efforts of change agents to elicit support for 

organizational change actions from change recipients. Perceived response to change 

describes the response of change recipients to change leadership efforts as perceived by 

the change agent. The theoretical lens of strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) was 

used to explore how structure enables and constrains change interaction and how that 

interaction either reinforces or modifies elements of structure. Each element is discussed 

below. 

Enacted Change Strategy 

The first construct in the conceptual framework is that of enacted change strategy. 

Change strategy governs the change leadership effort of the change manager. Chin and 

Benne’s (1969) seminal work described three different strategies for planned 

organizational change. An empirical-rational change strategy is based upon the 

assumption of a reasoning change recipient, who will make decisions regarding behavior 

change based upon self-interest. Such strategies are often based upon research and 

education and seek to provide the necessary evidence for a desired behavioral change. A 

normative-reeducative change strategy assumes that people are “guided by internalized 

meanings, habits, and values” (p. 31) and holds that change will occur only when people 

shift their “normative orientation” (p. 23) from old to new patterns of behavior. Power-

coercive change strategy seeks to amass “political and economic power behind the 

change goal, and includes the use of moral power, and shame” (p. 52). Kerber and Buono 

(2005) noted that change strategies are often used in combination or sequence, as in the 

use of power-coercive strategy to disrupt power allocation in an organization, followed 

by normative-reeducative strategies to actually make the change. While others have also 
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suggested typologies of strategy (e.g., Beer & Nohria, 2000; Kerber & Buono, 2005; 

Nutt, 1986, 1998; Zaltman & Duncan, 1977), their typologies have been similar to, and 

supportive of, that of Chin and Benne (1969). For that reason, adoption of the Chin and 

Benne (1969) framework for this study is appropriate.  

Perceived Response to Change 

The second construct used in the study is the change recipient’s response to 

enacted change strategy. Responses were originally described by Lewin (1947) as a 

resistance to change and defined as a systemic, organizational factor acting in opposition 

to planned change. Resistance to planned change quickly gained a decidedly negative 

connotation (e.g., Coch & French, 1948; Lawrence, 1954). Since the mid-1980s, a second 

perspective on resistance to change has become more balanced (Dent & Goldberg, 1999), 

including conceptions of resistance as useful and important (Klein, 1985) or as a resource 

(Weisbord, 2012). Piderit (2000) described a framework of responses to change as 

multidimensional attitude and including cognitive, affective, and intentional elements. In 

addition to Piderit’s (2000) framework, it is desirable to include an overt behavioral 

component as well, such as that described by Szabla (2012). Inclusion of the behavioral 

component enabled this study to concentrate on the observable recipient actions to which 

the change agent had to respond. This resulted in four potential responses to change—

cognition, emotion, intention, and behavior—which interact with each other in ways not 

fully understood (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). To capitalize upon the recent theoretical 

work, the framework of Oreg et al. (2018) was used to describe perceived responses to 

change. 
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The change recipient’s responses are perceived (Laing et al., 1966) by the change 

agent. These perceptions then are able to influence subsequent instances of enacted 

strategy. Interpersonal perception was defined by Kenny (1994) as “forming perceptions 

about each other . . . [including both] self-perceptions and perceptions about how a 

person thinks or sees him or her” (p. 3). 

Strong Structuration Theory 

The theoretical lens utilized was Stones’ (2005) strong structuration theory. 

Giddens (1984) developed structuration theory to describe the replication and change of 

social systems and as an attempt to bridge the divide between objective and subjective 

perspectives. His conception was of actions that enable and constrain structure through 

the three modes of signification (via communication), legitimation (via sanction), and 

domination (via power). In turn, agent action shapes structure; thus, the duality of 

structure to which Giddens (1984) referred when he wrote that “the structural properties 

of social systems are both medium and outcome of the practices they recursively 

organize” (p. 25). 

Critiques of Giddens’ work (1984) included a lack of clarity regarding empirical 

employment of the theory (Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Cohen, 1989), lack of an overt 

temporal component (Archer, 1982), and conflation of agency and structure (Mouzelis, 

2000). To address these and other concerns, Stones (2005) developed strong structuration 

theory. Stones (2005) conceptualized the agent-in-focus as being “in the midst of . . . 

position practices and their relations” (p. 93), after Cohen (1989), and postulated a 

quadripartite nature for strong structuration theory. These four elements are external 

structures, internal structures, agency, and outcomes. 
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 External structures. External structures of knowledge constitute the “conditions 

of action” (Stones, 2005, p. 84) and include the context (the ‘why’) and content (the 

‘what’) of the change (Pettigrew, 1987). These structures are perceived to act upon the 

agent-in-focus by that agent. External structures include the network of position-practices 

and historical forces in which the agent-in-focus is suspended (Stones, 2005, p. 88). The 

impact of external structures upon agent action is mediated by internal structures, as 

noted by R. Stones (personal communication, January 27, 2015).  

 Internal structures. Stones (2005) indicated that two types of internal structures 

of knowledge exist within the agent. The first is the general dispositional, which can be 

thought of as skills and general schemas, typified scripts of action, habits of 

communication, and methods for adapting generalized knowledge to particular practice. 

The general dispositional is similar to the habitus described by Bourdieu (1977) and is 

relatively consistent over time. The second is the conjuncturally-specific, which is an 

agent’s knowledge regarding a specific context. Conjuncturally-specific knowledge 

pertains to three modalities identified by Giddens (1984): interpretive schemes (relevant 

to action-informing interpretations), power capacities (within the horizon of the agent’s 

interpretive schemes), and normative expectations (tension between how the agent feels 

he should act and external pressure to act in a certain way). The combination of the two 

internal structures is conceptualized for this study as the participant’s understanding of 

the conjuncture. 

 Active agency. In acting, the agent draws upon internal structures to inform his 

action. Action is normally ascribed to human agents; however, agency can also occur 

from the influences of conversational texts (McPhee, 2004; Taylor & Van Every, 2000) 
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and technology (Barley, 1986; Greenhalgh & Stones, 2010). Consideration of technology 

as an ‘actor’ is important when studying change related to technology or its 

implementation.  

 Outcomes. Outcomes of active agency consist of either events or changes to (or 

reproduction of) internal and external structures.  

Dyadic Interaction as a Structuring Mechanism 

 The conceptual framework includes dyadic interaction between the change agent 

and change recipient (Barrett et al., 1995; Grove, 1991; Wilmot, 1975). Within the 

interaction, the change agent employs change strategies in an effort to elicit compliance 

from the change recipient. In the social constructivist view of change, upon which this 

study is based, the emerging reality is constructed within the interaction between change 

agent and change recipient (Barrett et al., 1995; Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Ford & Ford, 

2009; Ford et al., 2008; Heracleous & Hendry, 2000).  

Dyadic interaction has been described as being responsive to the other, 

interdependent, and part of a larger ongoing pattern (Grove, 1991). Dyadic interaction is 

also goal driven, for both actors (Grove, 1991). The dyadic interaction within change is 

also a form of discourse (Heracleous & Hendry, 2000). 

Heracleous and Barrett (2001) and Heracleous (2002) identified four streams of 

research linking discourse and change: functional, interpretive, critical, and 

structurational. First, functional research views discourse as instrumentally employed 

communication, essentially a tool-based approach. Second, interpretive research treats 

discourse as communicative action, a social constructivist approach. Third, critical 

research examines discourse in terms of power and knowledge relations. Finally, 
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structurational research explores discourse as a “duality of deep discursive structures and 

surface communicative actions, which also instantiate deep structures” (Heracleous & 

Barrett, 2001, p. 756). The latter perspective appears most applicable to the current study. 

Expanding upon structurational research, Heracleous and Barrett (2001) noted 

that it is interpretive schemes (schemata) that “develop at the level of communicative 

interaction, and through which communicative action can reproduce or challenge such 

structures” (p. 758). Thus, the linkage between organizational discourse and structuration 

is apparent.  

Summary of the Methodology 

The methodology was an instrumental (Merriam, 2009) single case study (Yin, 

2014) of a system bounded in three ways. First, the study occurred in one organization. 

Second, data were collected regarding one organizational change effort. Third, the study 

covered a limited time period. The combination of these three factors was sufficient to 

bound the study. Case study was an appropriate method for the study because the study 

had a longitudinal component (Yin, 2014), consisting of collection of data at two points 

during the change.  

Two data sources were utilized: interviews and documents. The primary data 

source for the study was semistructured interviews with change agents (organizational 

middle managers implementing change) to directly address the participant’s experience 

(Seidman, 2013). The interviews occurred during the action phase of the change 

(Prochaska, Prochaska, & Levesque, 2001), which was the first few months after change 

had taken place, and during which the organization’s managers were working out new 

modes of action, processes, and rules in concert with their employees. The interviews 
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occurred at two points in the action phase and used the same interview guide. Changes in 

structures (internal or external) presented as differences reported by participants.  

The interviews had three goals. First, they sought to identify change agent 

participant actions, and perceived change recipient responses, within dyadic interaction 

episodes as related by the participant change agents. Second, the interviews sought to 

ascertain the internal and external structures (as noted by Pettigrew, 1987; Stones, 2005) 

identified by the change agent participants. Finally, interviews sought to identify the 

outcomes of the interaction episodes, as identified by the change agent participants.  

An additional data source was documents. Documents, while not likely to include 

specific data on change agent–change recipient interaction, included descriptions of the 

overall change, including the environmental context and the organization’s overall 

strategy. Documentary evidence demonstrated changes in conditions within the 

organization (e.g., external structures) and these were included, where available. The use 

of these two forms of data enabled reconstruction of specific interactions from the change 

agent’s perspective, as well as the organizational context and change content, to permit 

further analysis. 

Data analysis consisted of coding of transcripts and salient portions of documents, 

with identification of external and internal structures, agency (enacted by the change 

agent and recipient), outcomes, and the influences between them as depicted in the 

conceptual framework. Additionally, a sequential narrative/map was constructed for each 

series of interaction episodes between a specific change agent and change recipient. 

These narratives permitted analysis between the narratives, illuminating both 

commonalities and differences. 
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Limitations 

As in any empirical study, this study had limitations, which include both 

investigator bias and limited ability to generalize. First, because the investigator was the 

primary instrument of data collection and analysis, the potential for investigator bias 

exists. To address this limitation, several methods aimed at identifying and minimizing 

such bias were employed. A subjectivity statement (Merriam, 2009) was developed and 

was a key element in this strategy. It served to describe elements of both personality and 

experience that may have predisposed me to either favor or downplay specific data or 

explanations. I sought to bridle (Dahlberg, 2006) my preunderstandings in order to let the 

participants’ experiences reveal themselves. Prolonged engagement during data 

collection (Maxwell, 2013) helped to create an environment where interview participants 

were free to respond with information they would not disclose with less sustained contact 

(Krefting, 1991). The primary means to do this was an appropriate interview structure. 

Use of thick description (Geertz, 1973) during interaction reconstruction ensured that 

sufficient detail was recorded to support eventual findings in the penultimate chapter, and 

explanation and assertion in the ultimate chapter. Member checks (Merriam, 2009) of a 

number of interview transcripts were employed to ensure accurate interpretation of 

interview dialogue. Finally, peer review of the developing analysis was performed by a 

knowledgeable fellow researcher, to verify that the codes, categories, and themes 

developed in the research (a) reflected the purpose of the research, (b) were “exhaustive,” 

and (c) were “mutually exclusive” (Merriam, 2009, p. 185). 

Second, because the methodology was qualitative, the ability to generalize from 

the case to other similar contexts is limited. While generalizability is not necessarily the 
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goal of qualitative research (Stake, 1995), clarity regarding the participants, their 

selection, demographic differences from the larger population, and methods of data 

collection and analysis may permit what Johnson (1997) called “naturalistic 

generalization” on the part of the reader.  

By attempting to address these more significant potential limitations, I sought to 

minimize their impact, leading to a soundly executed study and defensible findings. 

Definitions of Key Terms 

Table 1.1 defines the key terms used in this study. 

 
Table 1.1 
Definition of Key Terms 

Term Definition Theorist(s) 
Affective resistance Feelings, moods, emotions, and sympathetic nervous 

system activity experienced in response to change. 
Adapted from 
Eagly & Chaiken 
(1998) 

Agency The ability to make choices and action plans, to 
construct appropriate courses of action, and to 
motivate, regulate, and learn from their execution. 

Adapted from 
Bandura (2006) 

Agent A socially constructed individual with a belief in 
personal efficacy. 

Adapted from 
Bandura (2006) 

Behavioral 
resistance 

An act intended to mitigate claims by management on 
workers or to advance workers’ claims against 
management. 

Ford & Ford 
(1995) 

Change agent An internal manager who uses change strategies to 
gain compliance with change through various means. 

 

Change recipient An organizational member from whom the change 
agent is attempting to elicit compliance in order to 
change some aspect of his work. 

 

Cognitive resistance Beliefs about change of negative evaluation and to a 
varying degree.  

Adapted from 
Eagly & Chaiken 
(1998) 

Conversation 
(organizational) 

Shared interaction-through-languaging of the people 
who together identify with a given organization.  

Taylor & Van 
Every (2000) 

Intentional 
resistance 

A plan or resolution to resist change implementation. Adapted from 
Piderit (2000) 
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Term Definition Theorist(s) 

Interpersonal 
perception 

The formation of impressions about another, 
including self-perception and perceptions about what 
the other person thinks of him or her, within 
interpersonal interaction. 

Adapted from 
Kenny (1994) 

Interpretive schemes Cognitive schemata that map our experience of the 
world, identifying both its relevant aspects and how 
we are to understand them.  

Bartunek (1984) 

Intersubjectivity The process by which people become social entities 
and attend to one another and the products of human 
interaction. 

Adapted from 
Prus (1996) 

Middle manager A role between the core and the apex of an 
organization; often responsible for a business unit. 

Mintzberg (1989) 

Normative 
expectations 

Expectations of how an agent in a particular context is 
either expected to act based upon general norms or is 
pressured to act based upon the specific context. 

Stones (2005) 

Organization A complex [open] system that, in the context of an 
environment, resources, and history, produces an 
output. 

Nadler & 
Tushman (1989) 

Organizational 
change 

The process by which organizations move from their 
present state to some desired future state to increase 
effectiveness. 

Jones (2010) 

Participant 
understanding 

Knowledge about the current conjuncture, as a 
combination of the general dispositional and 
conjuncturally-specific internal structures of Stones 
(2005). 

 

Planned change Activities and processes designed to change 
individuals, groups, and processes to improve 
functioning. 

Levy (1986), 
Goodman (1982) 

Power The capacity of one person to influence another 
person. 

Yukl (2013) 

Resistance to 
planned change 
(individual) 

The reactive opposition (conscious or unconscious) 
by change recipients of initiatives championed by 
change agents. 

Adapted from 
Jermier et al. 
(1994) 

Social interaction The acts, actions, or practices of two or more people 
mutually oriented towards each other’s selves, that is, 
any behavior that tries to take into account each 
other’s subjective experiences or intentions. 

Rummel (1976), 
Weber (1947) 

Social mechanism Bits of theory about entities at a different level than 
the main entities theorized about. 

Stinchcombe 
(1991) 

Strategy The determination of long-term goals, the adoption of 
courses of action, and the allocation of resources 
required to carry them out. 

Chandler (1962), 
Mintzberg (1978) 
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Term Definition Theorist(s) 

Structure External (conditions of action and position-practices) 
and internal (general dispositional and conjuncturally-
specific) structures of knowledge that influence agent 
action and are, in turn, perpetuated or modified by 
agent action.

Adapted from 
Stones (2005) 

Structuration The influence of external and internal structures on 
agency, which then either perpetuates or modifies 
structures. 

Giddens (1984), 
Stones (2005) 

   
 

Summary 

The actions of the change agent, in interaction with perceived change recipient 

responses, may be a potential source of resistance to planned change. A conceptual 

framework has been developed, based upon the literature, that describes the interaction 

between change agent strategies and perceived recipient responses. The next chapter 

reviews the literature related to key concepts of the study’s conceptual framework. 
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CHAPTER 2: 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The present study is grounded in the literature in several areas. The planned 

change strategy literature informs the conception of the change agent as an actor capable 

of exercising agency in the form of strategy-informed action. The response to change 

literature informs the conception of the change recipient as an actor also capable of 

exercising agency, including resistance to change in many forms. The use of strong 

structuration theory as a theoretical lens is informed by the literature on structuration 

theory, levels theory, and social mechanisms. Closely related to structuration theory is the 

conception of social interaction as a structuring mechanism. The concept of social 

interaction is supported by the social construction of change and intersubjectivity 

literature. Each of these is explored in turn. 

Change Strategy 

This section focuses on literature that has been published since the first work in 

this area by Chin and Benne (1969). Sources for the literature analyzed were identified 

using various databases including ABI/Inform Complete Plus, Business Source 

Complete, Google Scholar, JSTOR, ProQuest, and Web of Science. The Washington 

Research Library Consortium catalog was also used, as a significant portion of this body 

of literature has been published in book form, rather than in periodicals. Search terms 

included change strategy, organizational change strategy, planned change, change 

practice, change leadership, change agent, and change agency. All the literature searches 
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for this chapter began in the summer of 2014, when exploratory research for the proposal 

began, and continued through the completion of the dissertation process.  

Change strategy is defined, based upon the work of Chandler (1962) and 

Mintzberg (1978), as the determination of long-term change goals, adoption of courses of 

action, and the allocation of resources required to carry them out. The literature on 

planned change strategy is a series of typologies attempting to link choice of strategy to 

organizational situation. These typologies have identified several dominant change 

strategies, including rational-empirical, normative-reeducative, and power-coercive. 

Table 2.1 shows the contribution of various authors to each strategy.  

Table 2.1 
Change Strategy by Author 

Author 
Rational- 
empirical 

Normative-
reeducative Power-coercive 

Greiner (1967)   Unilateral action 

Chin & Benne (1969) Rational-empirical Normative-
reeducative 

Power-coercive 

Zaltman & Duncan 
(1977) 

Persuasion Reeducative Power 

Kotter & Schlesinger 
(1979) 

Education +  
communication 

Manipulation Explicit + implicit 
coercion 

Powell & Posner (1980)  Shared  

Nutt (1986, 1998) Persuasion Intervention/ 
participation 

Edict 

Dunphy & Stace (1988)  Collaboration  

Falbe & Yukl (1992) Legitimating tactic/
rational persuasion 

Consultation Coalition tactic/ 
pressure 

Van de Ven & Poole 
(1995) 

Life cycle Teleology  

Beer & Nohria (2000)  Theory O /  
soft approach 

Theory E /  
hard approach 

Huy (2001) Engineering  Teaching Commanding  

Waldersee & Griffiths 
(2004) 

 Participative Unilateral 

Kerber & Buono (2005) Planned change Guided changing Directed change 

Quinn & Sonenshein 
(2008) 

Telling Participating Forcing 
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Rational-Empirical Strategies 

Rational-empirical change strategies were first described by Chin and Benne 

(1969) as the assumption that people will follow their rational self-interest and change, if 

adequate justification is revealed to them. Thus, the dissemination of knowledge to 

change recipients plays a key role. Zaltman and Duncan (1977) called this strategy 

persuasion and described it as involving the presentation of messages biased toward a 

desired path and creating change through reasoning and inducement. Their use is most 

appropriate when change commitment is low. Kotter and Schlesinger (1979) suggested 

that this strategy is a combination of education and communication. Nutt (1986) also 

identified a strategy he labeled as persuasion and suggested that it involved outside 

parties using overt persuasion tactics to gain compliance. Falbe and Yukl (1992) 

identified two influence tactics that fit this category: rational persuasion involves the 

“presentation of logical arguments and factual evidence” (p. 641) to persuade a target to 

take a certain action, and the legitimating tactic uses authority or demonstrations of 

consistency with goals to establish the legitimacy of a request. Van de Ven and Poole 

(1995), while not addressing strategy specifically, described a form of change they called 

life cycle, in which a change passes through a necessary sequence of stages as in a 

planned change. Huy (2001) described a strategy he called engineering, which focuses on 

“redesigning and reprogramming work processes” (p. 606). Kerber and Buono (2005) 

identified this strategy as planned change—sponsored from the top and seeking the 

commitment of others in carrying out a planned sequence of actions. Quinn and 

Sonenshein (2008) identified this strategy as telling. 
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In summary, the rational-empirical planned change strategy urges a well-planned, 

stepwise effort (Huy, 2001; Kerber & Buono, 2005; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). It 

operates by providing information (Kotter & Schlesinger, 1979) aimed at persuading 

change recipients to take action (Falbe & Yukl, 1992; Nutt, 1986; Quinn & Sonenshein, 

2008; Zaltman & Duncan, 1977), which self-interested change recipients will be assumed 

to follow (Chin & Benne, 1969). 

Normative-Reeducative Strategies 

Normative-reeducative strategies were first identified by Chin and Benne (1969), 

under the assumption that patterns of behavior are normative and are supported by the 

values of individuals. Change involves inducing people to loosen their attachment to old 

normative patterns and to adopt new patterns. Zaltman and Duncan (1977) identified a 

reeducative strategy that involves the neutral, “unbiased presentation of fact as a rational 

justification for action” (p. 111). In this strategy, change agents are not necessarily 

pointing to a particular means of change. They noted that use of this technique is most 

appropriate when time is sufficient, or when power is used to bring about rapid change. 

Kotter and Schlesinger (1979) identified manipulation (often involving co-optation) as 

fitting in this category. Powell and Posner (1980) identified shared methods (a 

combination of behavioral and structural strategies) that fits this category. Nutt (1986) 

identified two strategies that, if combined, fit this category. The first was intervention, 

including demonstration of inadequacy through the application of new norms, justifying 

the new norms, and demonstrating their feasibility. The second was a strategy called 

participation, which involves setting objectives, but not exercising undue control. 

Dunphy and Stace (1988) identified collaboration as a mode of change involving 
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participation. Falbe and Yukl (1992) identified consultation (seeking participation in 

change from a change agent, or modification of a proposal in response to a change 

recipient’s concerns) as an influence tactic that fits this category. Van de Ven and Poole 

(1995) described a change type fitting this pattern that they called teleology. This change 

type consists of a series of cycles consisting of (a) goal setting, (b) implementation, 

(c) evaluation, and (d) modification of goals. Beer and Nohria (2000) described this 

strategy as Theory O, focused on increasing organizational capability through 

organizational development. They noted that this strategy was nonprogrammatic and 

emergent, driven from the bottom up, and involved “development of a high-commitment 

culture,” with less consultant involvement (p. 3). Huy (2001) described a teaching 

strategy, which identifies “deep beliefs, . . . the background against which things make 

sense or not” (p. 607) and is cognition focused. Waldersee and Griffiths (2004) identified 

a similar strategy they called participative, which uses techniques that target the “values, 

attitudes and skills” of members (p. 425). Kerber and Buono’s (2005) “guided changing” 

(p. 27) strategy was described as emergent in nature, depending upon personal 

commitment to the organization. Quinn and Sonenshein (2008) identified this strategy as 

participating. 

In summary, normative-reeducative planned change strategies operate by 

demonstrating the inadequacy of other approaches (Huy, 2001; Nutt, 1986; Zaltman & 

Duncan, 1977), involving participation in the development of planned change (Dunphy & 

Stace, 1988; Quinn & Sonenshein, 2008; Waldersee & Griffiths, 2004), and encouraging 

organizational commitment (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Kerber & Buono, 2005). This strategy 

works to both reduce normative attachment to unsuccessful behavior patterns and create 
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attachment to new, group-developed patterns of behavior (Chin & Benne, 1969). Planned 

change using this strategy may emerge through several iterations (Van de Ven & Poole, 

1995) and often involves both behavioral and structural change (Powell & Posner, 1980).  

Power-Coercive Strategies 

Power-coercive strategy was first identified by Chin and Benne (1969), who 

noted that such strategies involve the application of political or economic power or moral 

power (through guilt or shame). Greiner (1967) noted that unilateral action is often 

required to make change and can appear in three forms: decree, replacement, or structure. 

Zaltman and Duncan (1977) identified this strategy as power and noted that such 

strategies involve the use of coercion to gain compliance, usually through either 

threatened or actual manipulation. Further, they noted that power strategies typically 

result in compliance, but little commitment to change, and suggested that their use is 

warranted when there is little felt need to change or a lack of willingness to commit 

resources. Kotter and Schlesinger (1979) called this strategy explicit and implicit 

coercion and noted that it may often involve threat, removal, or transfer. Nutt (1986) 

labeled this strategy edict and noted that such strategies involve stipulation of the need to 

change and the issuance of directives to do so. Falbe and Yukl (1992) identified two 

influence tactics that fit this category: coalition tactic, the use of others to influence the 

target toward an action, and pressure, the use of demands or threats or 

micromanagement. Beer and Nohria (2000) identified one of their two strategies as 

Theory E, focused on returning economic value to stakeholders. This strategy is driven 

from the top down, uses consultants heavily, focuses on change to structures and systems, 

and is closely aligned with the use of power. Huy (2001) described a commanding 
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strategy that is focused on exacting compliance with change in formal structures and 

systems, but is unlikely to result in lasting commitment. Waldersee and Griffiths (2004) 

identified this strategy as unilateral, focused on control and authority-based efforts aimed 

at changes to objective aspects of the organization. Kerber and Buono (2005) identified 

this strategy as directed change, driven from the top and requiring compliance with 

authority. They further noted that this strategy is often used to introduce change. Quinn 

and Sonenshein (2008) identified this strategy as forcing.  

In summary, the power-coercive planned change strategy seeks to gain 

compliance with change driven from the highest levels of an organization (Kerber & 

Buono, 2005). It depends upon the use of political or economic power (Chin & Benne, 

1969) and coercion (Nutt, 1986; Quinn & Sonenshein, 2008; Waldersee & Griffiths, 

2004; Yukl & Falbe, 1993; Zaltman & Duncan, 1977) and is likely to result in 

compliance but not organizational commitment (Huy, 2001). 

Sequencing and Combination of Strategies 

Sequencing of these various change strategies was mentioned by numerous 

authors. The use of power-based methods at the beginning of planned change efforts has 

been suggested by Beer and Nohria (2000), Chin and Benne (1969), and Kerber and 

Buono (2005). The use of more consultative methods in the latter stages of planned 

change efforts was suggested by Beer and Nohria (2000) and Kerber and Buono (2005). 

Thus, it appears that, in general, sequencing of planned change strategies from power-

coercive strategies near the beginning to normative-reeducative or rational-empirical 

strategies near the end may be common. 
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Summary of Change Strategy 

There seems to be significant support in the literature for the change strategy 

typology initially suggested by Chin and Benne (1969), and it has been used both 

theoretically (Janicijevic, 2014; Lovelady, 1984) and empirically (Szabla, 2007; Szabla, 

Stefanchin, & Warner, 2014). Thus, their framework was used in the study to 

conceptualize change strategy as one of, or a combination of, the following strategies: 

(a) rational-empirical, (b) normative-reeducative, and (c) power-coercive. This 

formulation also has the advantage of sufficient specificity to describe action at both the 

organizational and the individual level.  

Resistance to Planned Organizational Change  

This review focused on literature since 1970, with the inclusion of several earlier 

seminal sources. Sources for the literature were identified using ABI/Inform Complete 

Plus, Business Source Complete, Google Scholar, JSTOR, ProQuest, psycINFO and 

psycArticles, Web of Science, and the Washington Research Library Consortium catalog. 

Search terms included resistance, change resistance, resistance to change, resistance to 

organizational change, planned change, inertia, response(s) to change, and response(s) 

to planned change. Not included in the literature review were sources that addressed 

nonplanned or continuous change or that focused on a level other than the individual.  

Theory and research related to resistance to planned change theory are 

summarized in three sections: (a) the traditional view of resistance as negative, (b) a more 

progressive view that acknowledges the multidimensional nature of reactions to change, 

and (c) a subset of the more progressive view that considers change in general, and 

resistance specifically, as socially constructed.  
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Traditional View 

Resistance to planned change in this tradition can be described using a definition 

adapted from Jermier, Knights, and Nord (1994): “agents embedded in power relations 

[re]actively oppos[ing] initiatives of other agents” (p. 9). Though resistance to planned 

change was initially identified as a systemic factor in change by Lewin (1947), resistance 

quickly gained a negative connotation. Components of this negative, physics-based view 

(Dent & Goldberg, 1999) included the perceptions that resistance is automatic in any 

change effort (Coch & French, 1948) and that it must be overcome (Lawrence, 1954) for 

change to be successful. This work continues to the present day (Oreg, 2003, 2006). 

The traditional form of resistance has been theorized on both the organizational 

and individual levels. On the organizational level, the literature has theorized resistance 

as organizational inertia (Hannan & Freeman, 1984) and as workplace deviance 

(Lawrence & Robinson, 2007). On the individual level, resistance has been theorized in 

several ways, including the following: as resistance to the social aspects of change 

(Lawrence, 1954); as inferred without empirical support (Powell & Posner, 1978; 

Rumelt, 1995); as resulting from a lack of readiness (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 

1993); as resulting from a perceived threat to identity (Ashforth & Mael, 1998); as a 

maladaptive defense mechanism (Bovey & Hede, 2001a) or the outcome of irrational 

ideas (Bovey & Hede, 2001b); and as competing commitments (Kegan & Lahey, 2009). 

Most recently, Piderit (2000) suggested, based upon attitude research, that 

responses to change are multidimensional, with cognitive, affective, and intentional 

aspects. Because her formulation is based upon attitude research, it is important to note 

that attitudes are formed in relation to an attitude object and that an attitude object may be 
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anything that can be evaluated (Eagly & Chaikin, 1993). Piderit (2000) defined the 

cognitive dimension of attitude as referring to “beliefs about” (p. 786) an attitude object, 

and the affective dimension of attitude as referring to “feelings in response to” (p. 786) an 

attitude object. She also defined the dimensional aspect of attitude as evaluations of an 

attitude object based on future intentions to act. This formulation features prominently in 

research on resistance to planned change since 2000, as noted below. 

There are two areas where Piderit’s (2000) work does not support the current 

study well. First, she did not discuss the interrelationship between cognition, affect, and 

intention in great detail. The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991) posited a model in 

which cognition and affect are antecedents of intention. This model has been applied in 

wide circumstances with success (Bagozzi, 1992). Second, while behavior is a key 

component in the conceptual framework of the current study, Piderit’s (2000) formulation 

considered behavior a separate construct outside the scope of her paper. There have been 

several formulations of the link between intention and behavior, but no dominant model 

has received widespread acceptance (Eagly & Chaiken, 1998; Sheeran, 2002). Thus, that 

linkage is assumed to be represented by the agency of the change recipient, and agent 

action is explained by an as-yet unresolved interplay of cognition, affect, intention, and 

behavior similar to that noted by Szabla (2012).  

Empirically, research on resistance to change in the traditional view has been 

explored using largely quantitative methods, in an effort to find those antecedents that 

have some influence upon resistance. Studies are grouped below by the following 

categories: (a) recipient personality, (b) recipient concerns, (c) factors related to the 

change process, (d) change agent/recipient relations, and (e) management style. 
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Recipient personality. Three personality factors have been studied most often in 

relation to resistance: predisposition to resistance, resilience and openness to change, and 

defense mechanisms, irrational thoughts, and perceived benefits of change. Each is 

discussed below. 

Predisposition to resistance. Oreg (2003) described a series of seven quantitative 

studies used to develop and test his Resistance to Change Scale (RCS), developed to 

measure individual differences in resistance to organizational change across a number of 

contexts and types of change. In the final analysis, the RCS described a four-part 

structure for the disposition to resist: “(a) routine seeking, (b) emotional reaction to 

imposed change, (c) short-term focus, and (d) cognitive rigidity” (p. 690). An advantage 

of this scale is that it is not specific to any one type of change. 

Resilience and openness to change. Wanberg and Banas (2000) studied members 

of two state chapters of the National Association of Housing and Redevelopment 

Officials experiencing radical change in response to the first reforms in 30 years at the 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Openness to change was 

conceptualized as consisting of two elements: change acceptance and a positive change 

view. Change acceptance was defined as a “willingness to accommodate or accept the 

specific change” (p. 135). Change view was defined as “whether individuals viewed the 

changes as positive or negative for themselves, their clients, and the organization” 

(p. 135). Their intent was to test (a) the effect of two sets of predictors on openness to 

organizational change (individual difference variables and context-specific variables), 

and (b) the effect of openness to organizational change on outcomes (job satisfaction, 

work-related irritation, and turnover intention). Individual difference variables included 
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self-esteem, optimism, and perceived control. Context-specific variables included 

information regarding change, participation, change self-efficacy, social support, and 

personal impact. This study was unusual among those reviewed, in that it was 

longitudinal; data were collected at time 1, time 2 (2 months later), and time 3 (14 months 

later for actual turnover). Two findings were germane to this section. First, a correlation 

was noted between resilience and change acceptance, but not to a positive view of the 

change. Second, change acceptance was positively related to job satisfaction and 

negatively related to work irritation and intention to quit.  

Defense mechanisms, irrational thoughts, and perceived impact of change. 

Bovey and Hede (2001a) quantitatively studied the effect of defense mechanisms upon 

behavioral intention to resist organizational change. They employed self-report surveys 

among 615 employees experiencing major change (e.g., restructuring, reorganization, 

realignment, and process changes) in nine Australian organizations, public and private. 

They identified five maladaptive defense mechanisms: (a) projection, (b) acting out, 

(c) isolation of affect, (d) dissociation, and (e) denial. In general, employees using 

maladaptive defense mechanisms were more likely to resist change. The researchers 

noted that projection had the strongest link to intention to resist change. One potential 

weakness of this study is that the sampling was purposive rather than random, limiting 

generalizability. 

Bovey and Hede (2001b) explored a two-part model of the role of cognitive and 

affective factors in resistance; the first part involved the impact of cognition on 

perception, and the second part involved the impact of cognition on resistance, mediated 

by affect. This model was derived from Ellis and Harper (1975), who identified 10 
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irrational ideas about reality that people can hold, each potentially applicable to change. 

Like the previous study by the same authors, 615 participants from nine Australian 

organizations (representing federal and state governments and the private sector) 

completed the questionnaire. As noted above, each of the organizations was undergoing 

major change. Two significant results emerged. First, higher levels of irrational ideas 

were correlated with higher behavioral resistance. Second, emotion was found to have an 

influence on the strength of the association between irrational ideas and behavioral 

resistance. Irrational ideas with the strongest association to resistance intentions included 

blaming others, feeling little control over one’s destiny, and living an inert/passive 

existence. As in the previous study by the same authors, the sampling was purposive 

rather than random, limiting generalizability. 

Recipient concerns regarding change. Individual concerns studied in relation to 

resistance include the perception of change as a loss, a benefit, or a threat. Perceived loss 

was identified as a source of resistance by both Dent and Powley (2003) and Macri, 

Tagliaventi, and Bertolotti (2002). Positive perceived benefit was found to have 

significant negative correlation to resistance by Giangreco and Peccei (2005). Finally, 

perceived threats to power and prestige were positively correlated to resistance by Oreg 

(2006).  

Perceived loss. Dent and Powley (2003) conducted 239 interviews describing a 

total of 945 (unspecified) organizational change events in the United States, Asia, and 

Europe, but heavily weighted to military and governmental organizations in the 

Washington, DC, area. The qualitative descriptions of organizational change were parsed 

into 34 categories in six groups (business process, human resources, leadership/ 
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management, organizational structure, individual, and technology). Individual categories 

included career path, transfer, job workload, role clarification, promotion, and 

interpersonal factors. The results were clouded somewhat by the fact that one change may 

have had impacts in more than one category or group. Dent and Powley (2003) suggested 

that a sense of loss was a source of resistance. Forms of loss noted by Bridges (1986, as 

cited by Dent & Powley, 2003) included loss of turf, loss of meaning, loss of future, loss 

of identity, loss of control, and loss in general.  

Macri, Tagliaventi, and Bertolotti (2002) developed a grounded theory of 

resistance in an industry-leading, nonunion, small staircase manufacturer in Northeastern 

Italy. They interviewed 13 actors in this small company, reviewed both publicly available 

industry and competitor documents, as well as internal documents, and observed each 

actor for an average of 25 hours. In all, they observed 2,365 interactions (written 

documents, telephone, and face-to-face) between these 13 people. The researchers found 

that individual actors communicated that they possessed knowledge in order to build a 

“position of irreplaceability” (p. 304). Additionally, they refused to share their working 

skills with coworkers, zealously attempted to codify these skills, and refused to delegate 

tasks and the knowledge required to complete them. In a sense, they were resisting any 

form of shared learning (p. 305) out of fear of losing their position. 

Perceived benefit of change. Giangreco and Peccei (2005) studied resistance to 

change among 322 middle managers in an Italian utility. Their study defined resistance to 

organizational change as a behavioral “form of dissent” (p. 1816). The study was 

conducted among middle managers in the distribution division of ENEL, the Italian 

national electric utility, which at the time was undergoing the largest privatization in 
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Europe. This wide-ranging change included redefinition of the business, restructuring, 

and redefinition of managerial roles and responsibilities. A total of 322 middle manager 

respondents (265 lower-level and 57 higher-level) completed custom-designed, self-

report questionnaires. These questionnaires measured two independent variables 

(perceived benefit of change and involvement in change), one mediator variable (attitude 

towards change), and one dependent variable (resistance to change). Multiple regression 

was used to calculate direct and indirect (via the mediator) correlation between two 

independent variables and one dependent variable. For the mediated effects, perceived 

benefit of change was found to have a positive effect upon attitude toward change, which 

was found to have a negative effect upon resistance to change. For the direct effects, 

perceived benefit of change had a significant negative correlation to resistance to change. 

The authors concluded that individual reactions to change are strongly affected by their 

perception of change content and consequences (particularly a perceived gain or loss). 

Garcia-Cabrera and Hernandez (2014) defined resistance as an individual’s 

“reaction against the change being attempted in the organization” (p. 444), after Lewin 

(1951). They examined the influence of both change content (modeled as job security, 

economic rewards, and social relationships) and change process (modeled as 

communication and participation) upon three forms of resistance to planned change 

(thought, feeling, and behavior), both with and without organization-based self esteem as 

a moderator. Self-report questionnaires were returned by 143 employees of seven 

companies in Spain that began programs of similar types of change (structural) in the 2 

years prior to the study. Their results suggested that the antecedents of resistant thought, 

feeling, and behavior are different, and that the differences vary by context. They found 
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that the employee’s perception of his or her value to the organization was more strongly 

negatively correlated to all three forms of resistance than were job security and economic 

rewards. Additionally, they found that economic rewards were most negatively correlated 

to resistant behavior, indicating that such benefits “are the main instrumental reason that 

moves the individual to act” (p. 462). 

Perceived threat. Oreg (2006) studied both context and personality as potential 

antecedents of resistance in three forms (cognitive, affective, and intentional/behavioral), 

and the correlation of resistance with work-related consequences. Context consisted of 

six factors: power and prestige, job security, intrinsic rewards, trust in management, 

information, and social influence. Personality was measured as dispositional intention to 

resist. Work-related consequences included job satisfaction, intention to quit, and 

continuance commitment. All variables were measured using self-report questionnaires 

tailored based upon 17 semistructured interviews. These questionnaires were 

administered to 112 members of an 800-person defense firm that had recently undergone 

a two-division merger. Structural equation modeling was used to examine the various 

influence paths in the model. Findings included a strong relationship between the 

dispositional intention to resist and affective resistance, and a weaker relationship to 

behavioral intention to resist. Additionally, the emotion-laden job security factor had its 

strongest relationship to affective reaction to change; threats to power and prestige had a 

strong relationship with cognitive resistance; and threats to intrinsic rewards were 

strongly correlated to both cognitive and affective resistance.  

Summary of recipient concerns. These studies demonstrate that change recipient 

concerns regarding organizational change’s perceived impacts are strongly tied to 
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resistance. Perceived benefit or loss likely serves as a motivator either to support or resist, 

depending upon the perceived impact to the individual. Change perceived as a threat was 

strongly linked to both cognitive and affective responses to change.  

Factors related to the change process. Organizational change processes are 

those elements of change that are unique to the situation and are derived directly from 

strategy. Two forms studied include communication and participation or involvement in 

change planning. In terms of communication, perceived information regarding change 

(Wanberg & Banas, 2000) and understanding of change (Washington & Hacker, 2005) 

have both been linked to decreased resistance to organizational change. Participation or 

involvement was found to be linked to reduced resistance by Lines (2004), Giangreco and 

Peccei (2005), and Garcia-Cabrerra and Hernandez (2014). 

Communication and participation/involvement. As noted above (pp. 29-30), 

Wanberg and Banas (2000) examined the effect of two sets of predictors of openness to 

organizational change (individual difference variables and context-specific variables) and 

the effect of openness to organizational change on outcomes (job satisfaction, work-

related irritation, and intention to turnover). They found that perceived information 

regarding change was positively correlated to both change acceptance and a positive view 

of change.  

Washington and Hacker (2005) surveyed school leaders experiencing planned 

change related to implementation of a performance management system in the  

Botswana Public Service. The goal of the study was to understand the impact of change 

understanding on resistance to change. The dependent variable, resistance to change,  

was measured using three items: (a) participant excitement regarding the change, 
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(b) participant expectation of failure, and (c) participant desire that the change had never 

occurred. Surveys were administered to 259 leaders of secondary schools. Results 

included a strong positive correlation between understanding of the change and feelings 

about that change. Participants with greater understanding were more likely to be excited, 

less likely to expect failure, and less likely to have wished it had never occurred. 

Lewis (2006) examined communication on information technology change 

implementation and its impact upon both employee perceptions of change success and 

resistance to planned change. Measures included success of implementation, perceived 

resistance to technology, channels used for information receipt, channels used to provide 

input, forced technology use, quality of implementation information, value for employee 

input, decision involvement, and leader vision communication. Participants were sought 

out by students in a workplace communication technology class and were required to be 

employed in an organization that had recently introduced some new type of 

communication or information technology and be a full-time student. Data were collected 

through a web-based survey, to which 135 participants successfully responded. Channels 

used most often (both to receive information and provide input) were informal. 

Employees did not equate communication frequency to successful change, though 

employers might (Lewis, 1999, as cited by Lewis, 2006). One potential weakness of this 

quantitative study was that the sample was not random, limiting generalizability.  

Oreg (2006), in the study noted above (p. 34), also found that factors related to the 

change process (trust in management and social influence concerning change) were most 

strongly associated with the behavioral component of resistance.  
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Larson and Tompkins (2005) qualitatively studied how a planned change from 

traditional bureaucratic control to a normative, peer-enforced, concertive control affected 

resistance to that change. The site was a company that designs and produces satellites and 

technical instruments. The company was in the midst of responding to government 

budget reductions and experiencing a shift in focus from (quality-seeking) government 

customers to commercial customers (for whom solutions need only be ‘good enough’). 

Participants included 17 engineers, 14 managers and executives, 6 technicians, and 11 

support personnel. It was posited during theoretical development of the study that this 

shift would be resisted; the question was how resistance would occur. The study found 

that managers attempting to implement the change to concertive control “subtly 

undermined” (p. 11) their own change efforts; competition between the company’s 

dialogues of a successful past (the old) and enterprise (the new) communicated 

ambivalence.  

Lines (2004) studied the relationship between participation in change and several 

outcome variables (including goal achievement, resistance, effort, identification, and 

loyalty), and the effects of four moderator variables (cost focus, job variety, novelty, and 

compatibility). Resistance to change was defined as “behaviours that are acted out by 

change recipients in order to slow down or terminate an intended organizational change” 

(p. 198). Participation was defined as a conscious effort by leaders to provide 

opportunities for individuals at lower levels to have a greater voice in decisions related to 

organizational performance. Self-report survey data from 138 managers in a large 

telecommunications firm responding to European deregulation of that industry were 
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analyzed using linear regression. Findings included a strong correlation between 

perception of participation in change-implementation decisions and reduced resistance.  

Giangreco and Peccei (2005), in the study of middle managers in an Italian utility 

mentioned above (p. 32), found that reported perceptions of participation in change 

development and implementation were associated with lower levels of resistance. Garcia-

Cabrerra and Hernandez (2014), in the study described above (pp. 33-34), also found that 

involvement (and thus social interaction) was strongly negatively related to cognitive 

resistance, slightly related to affective resistance (and only when organization-based self 

esteem was not introduced), and unrelated to behavioral resistance. This led the 

researchers to conclude that the social relationships in involvement were not as important 

as employees’ self-image and feelings provided by self-esteem. Second, communication 

was negatively related to cognitive and affective resistance, but not to behavioral 

resistance, leading the researchers to conclude that communication may help people both 

understand and feel more positive about the change, but it “cannot provide [recipients] 

with instrumental reasons to act” (p. 462). 

Summary of communication and participation/involvement. These studies 

demonstrate that organizational change processes, primarily in terms of participation and 

communication, are related to resistance to change.  

Change agent/recipient relations. Characteristics studied in relation to change 

agent/recipient relations relate to either trust in management or commitment to change. 

Cynicism toward change was linked to greater intention to resist and greater actual 

resistance by Stanley, Meyer, and Topolynytsky (2005). Peccei, Giangreco, and 
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Sebastiano (2011) found that organizational commitment was strongly linked to 

decreased resistance. 

Trust in management. Oreg (2006), in the study mentioned above (p. 34), studied 

both context and personality as potential antecedents of resistance in three forms 

(cognitive, affective, and intentional/behavioral) and the correlation of resistance with 

work-related consequences. One finding was that trust in management was most strongly 

negatively correlated to cognitive resistance, with less correlation to both behavioral and 

affective resistance. 

Stanley et al. (2005) quantitatively studied the link between cynicism and 

resistance. They found that change-specific cynicism predicted both intention to resist 

and self-reported resistance in a second data collection 8 months later. Schalk, Campbell, 

and Freese (1998) measured the impact of factors of change implementation 

(communication, support, participation), mediated by psychological contracts and 

attitudes, upon behavior. Using structural equation modeling, they tested four different 

models. One model, including sequential mediation, was a better fit than the other 

models. When communication with, support for, and participation of individuals was 

experienced as better, this was positively related to psychological contract. The better the 

psychological contract, the better employee attitudes. The researchers also noted a 

relationship between employee attitude and behavior.  

Bergström, Styhre, and Thilander (2014) examined cynicism, defined as a process 

of coping with change (p. 389), during a sustained downsizing effort in the Swedish 

military that involved closure of whole units and personnel reductions. Data came from 

both document review and 37 in-depth interviews with representatives from 9 of 21 
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regimental units remaining after the changes. They found two mechanisms of translation 

of the change. First, the growing regiments employed deparadoxification in describing 

headquarters-directed changes as consistent with local procedures. In this way, they made 

the change meaningful and justified for their personnel. Second, the regiments most 

drastically affected by the change employed paradoxification in describing the changes as 

inconsistent with local procedures. In this way they highlighted the contradictory nature 

of the change for their organization. The researchers concluded that contrary to cynicism 

being a form of resistance (and contrary to Stanley et al., 2005), cynicism was a critical 

form of translation of organizational change. This finding was also supported by Lüscher 

and Lewis (2008). 

Organizational commitment. Peccei et al. (2011), using the same data as 

Giangreco and Peccei (2005), found that organizational commitment was a strong 

copredictor of lower resistance to change, along with both perceived benefit of the 

change and involvement in the change process. 

Summary of trust in management and organizational commitment. These 

studies demonstrate that trust in management and commitment to the organization are 

linked to reduced resistance to planned change. The importance of trust in leadership is 

crucial (Kouzes & Posner, 2012); by extension this would include earning the trust of 

those to be influenced. 

Management style. Aspects of managerial style studied in relation to resistance 

to change include both perceived change strategy and leader-member exchange. Szabla 

(2007) found that those who perceived the change strategy to be either rational-empirical 

or normative-reeducative felt positively about the change in a county government and 
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intended to support it. Those who perceived the change strategy as power-coercive felt 

negatively toward the change, but were still supportive. Strong leader-member exchange 

(LMX) was found to be linked to reduced resistance (Furst & Cable, 2008) and greater 

acceptance (van Dam et al., 2008), and charismatic leadership was linked to the 

leadership of resistance to change by Levay (2010). 

Perceived change strategy. Szabla (2007) studied employee perception of change 

leadership strategies and their correlation to reaction to change in 241 employees 

undergoing a planned change to a new electronic performance management system in a 

U.S. county government. His survey used three change strategies (rational-empirical, 

normative-reeducative, and power-coercive) originally described by Chin and Benne 

(1969) and asked participants to report what they thought about the change (cognitive), 

how they felt about the change (affective), and their intended behavior in response to the 

change. Timing of the data collection coincided with the contemplation and preparation 

stages of change (Levesque et al., 2001). Those who perceived the change as rational-

empirical were cognitively and affectively positive and intended to support the change. 

The minority of participants in the normative-reeducative group were the most 

cognitively and affectively positive and the most supportive. The group assuming the 

change was power-coercive were the least positive cognitively and affectively, but were 

supportive in spite of those thoughts and feelings.  

Leader-member exchange and influence tactics. Strong LMX was linked to 

reduced resistance by both Furst and Cable (2008) and van Dam et al. (2008). Furst and 

Cable (2008) investigated four influence tactics (sanction, legitimization, consultation, 

and ingratiation) and LMX as a way to understand employee resistance to organizational 
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change. Using self-report questionnaires, they studied 137 managers in two organizations 

(an automotive and industrial parts supplier and a rapidly growing financial services firm) 

involved in the introduction of a pervasive software program. They found that in a high 

LMX context, ingratiation tactics reduced resistance. In a low LMX context, sanction 

was correlated to resistance; however, it had little correlation in a high LMX context. In a 

low LMX context, legitimization was correlated to increased resistance, yet it had little 

correlation in a high LMX context. Consultation had little correlation, regardless of the 

context. In a low LMX context, greater use of ingratiation tactics corresponded to 

increased resistance; in a high LMX context, greater use of ingratiation tactics was 

correlated to decreased resistance.  

Van Dam et al. (2008) quantitatively studied 235 employees of one Netherlands 

housing firm in the midst of a failing merger with a similar firm. As a result, employees 

were facing changes to work, managerial processes, and organizational culture and, as a 

result, uncertainty. Using self-report questionnaires, they found that change may evolve 

more smoothly in work contexts characterized by high-quality LMX relationships and a 

strong developmental climate. Tenure in the organization was positively related to 

resistance to change; employees with greater tenure were likely to be more resistant than 

newer employees. 

Charismatic leadership. Levay (2010) studied charismatic leadership not in 

change agents, but in leaders of resistance to change. Two cases were studied in a 

hospital—one case in which the leader and followers resisted from the start and one case 

in which the leaders were initially change agents but resisted further change. In both 

cases, the leader (a) shared a clear and compelling vision, (b) was able to rally his 
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followers in time of crisis, (c) exhibited unconventional behavior, and (d) inspired 

followers to act (in each case to resist organizational change). Each of these forms of 

action was included in Conger and Kanugo’s (1998) description of charismatic 

leadership. While typically conceived in terms of change leadership, Levay (2010) 

clearly demonstrated that charismatic leadership can be a source of leadership of 

resistance. 

Summary of perceived change strategy, LMX, and charismatic leadership. It 

appears that the change strategy used during planned change can affect the form of 

resistance, but only weakly affect the intent to comply (Szabla, 2007). It also appears that 

a high LMX context can reduce the strength of correlation between the use of sanction, 

legitimization, and ingratiation influence tactics and resistance to planned change (Furst 

& Cable, 2008; van Dam et al., 2008). Finally, charismatic leadership can be a factor in 

resistance to change, within a guiding coalition of resisting change recipients (Levay, 

2010), similar to Klein’s (1985) defenders.  

Summary of the traditional view of resistance to planned change. Review of 

the studies above highlights several findings of note. First, most studies in this tradition 

are quantitative. As such, they are concerned with verifying the role of various 

antecedent, mediator, moderator, and outcome variables to resistance to planned change, 

and a wide variety of such variables have been examined. Second, the state of the field 

makes comparing and contrasting findings a challenging task, for several reasons. No 

single definition of resistance to planned change has gained universal acceptance. Case in 

point: Oreg (2003) used dispositional intention to resist, while Piderit’s (2000) 

multidimensional formulation was attitude based. Additionally, no definition of the 
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variables studied have gained widespread acceptance. Third, no single model of 

resistance to change has arisen to date. Though Piderit’s (2000) conceptualization has 

been widely used in subsequent studies (e.g., Oreg, 2006; Szabla, 2007), it did not 

address behavior directly. Fourth, most of these studies have utilized self-report 

questionnaires. On the positive side, self-report questionnaires support ease of use and 

may be the only way to measure organizational variables, as noted by Donaldson and 

Grant-Vallone (2002). On the negative side, self-report measures may be subject to self-

report bias that may call their validity into question. Fifth, most studies in this tradition 

measured data at only one point in the change process, despite the call for increased 

longitudinal study of change and change process (e.g., Pettigrew, Woodman, & Cameron, 

2001; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). There may be numerous reasons for this state of 

affairs. It may be that quantitative investigation of resistance to change is unable to neatly 

account for the sheer complexity of the number of factors that may affect resistance to 

change.  

Progressive View 

Theorizing in the progressive view has created a more even-handed picture of 

resistance. Resistance to planned change has been likened to a rational “defense of self-

esteem, competence and autonomy” (Klein, 1985, p. 99) in response to a perceived threat. 

Since the resisting defender often arises in the guise of a respected member of the system, 

he is likely expressing a concern that can tell a great deal about the nature of the system 

the change agent seeks to influence. This is due to the fact that the defender dares to 

“give voice” (p. 103) to the group’s frustration. Resistance to planned change has been 

considered a resource (Weisbord, 2012) and something to be embraced (Maurer, 1996). 
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Some have suggested that the term resistance should be eliminated (Dent & Goldberg, 

1999; Merron, 1993), as it does not describe what resistance actually is: “employees not 

wholeheartedly embracing” (Dent & Goldberg, 1999, p. 26) a change that management 

desires. An example cited by Dent and Goldberg (1999) noted that employee concern 

over loss of status requires understanding what loss of status means to employees, and 

development of tailored strategies to cope.  

More recently, Piderit (2000) conceptualized individual response to change as a 

complex interplay of cognitive, affective, and intentional attitudes. While her work 

discussed potential explanations regarding the link between her attitude-based responses 

and behavior (e.g., Ajzen, 1991), she noted that this area is still hotly contested. 

Alternatively, Szabla (2012) posited a more nonlinear process as a potential model of 

how cognition, affect, intention, and action (behavior) may be related. 

Most recently, Oreg et al. (2018) suggested that responses to change are 

consistent with experienced emotions and may be classified by valence of experienced 

emotion (positive or negative) and emotional activation (high or low). Their suggested 

framework presents four responses resulting from this classification, as shown in Figure 

2.1. As the most recent conceptualization, and one that is linked to behavior that would 

be observable by change agents, this framework was appropriate for classifying perceived 

change responses and adding to the recent literature on the subject. 
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Figure 2.1. Circumplex of change responses. From “An Affect-Based Model of Recipients’ 
Responses to Organizational Change Events,” by S. Oreg, J. Bartunek, D. Lee, and B. Do, 2018, 
Academy of Management Review, 42, pp. 65-86. Copyright 2018 by Academy of Management. 
Used with permission.  
 

Empirical work. While the empirical work in the traditional view of resistance 

has been largely postpositivist and quantitative, most work in the more progressive view 

has been from a social constructivist worldview and has employed qualitative methods. 

When approaching the subject of resistance to planned change using different methods, 

the findings can intersect.  

Karreman and Alvesson (2009) qualitatively studied power and resistance in an 

organizational setting. They noted an interesting pattern: perceived power led to an 

impulse to resist (or minor resistance), which became actualized resistance when power 

was used; thus, recipient resistance occurred in two steps, which they termed impulse and 
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reaction. This finding is somewhat correlated by discussion of the linkage between 

attitude and behavior in Bagozzi (1992), who suggested that the link involves (a) attitude, 

(b) intention, (c) decisions with respect to means, (d) instrumental acts (planning, 

monitoring, control), and (e) motivational processes (commitment and effort). 

Smollan (2011) qualitatively interviewed 24 participants at several levels of a 

variety of organizations over 13 months in an attempt to provide a broad picture of types 

of resistance. He was able to identify cognitive resistance (generally voiced as statements 

of disagreement), affective resistance (generally voiced as anxiety, guilt, uncertainty, or 

anger), and behavioral resistance (often in the form of voiced questions). In addition, he 

was able to identify four experiences of resistance to planned change (apathy, 

ambivalence, passive resistance, and active resistance).  

While the above research, in both the traditional and progressive views, has 

identified a large number of factors linked to either increasing or decreasing resistance, to 

date there has been no all-encompassing description of resistance. Piderit’s (2000) 

multidimensional typology may be a useful description of resistant attitudes. Yet attitudes 

may not provide a complete description, especially if we consider that people who resist 

are embedded in and interacting with a social network of others. When coupled with the 

findings of Szabla (2012), the literature may be in the formative stages of developing a 

useful description of a human reaction system. Another promising area of research is in 

the social construction of change and resistance. 

Social Construction of Change and Resistance 

The social construction of change, and specific elements of change such as 

resistance, has been a particularly fruitful area of theorizing in the last two decades. The 



48 

development of theory began with the seminal work of Barrett et al. (1995), who noted 

that reality, socially constructed in discourse, was at the heart of the change process, and 

that meaning is not “delivered to the listener, it is cocreated” (p. 361). Further, Barrett et 

al. (1995) noted that “through discourse patterns relationships deepen, action and 

structure are recursively created, transformed, and maintained” (p. 367). New beliefs 

arise from new language (discourse patterns) generating new actions, which alter 

assumptions and beliefs.  

Conversation type was explored by Ford and Ford (1995). They suggested that 

change occurs within the context of communication in human social interaction, similar 

to Barrett et al. (1995), and that such social interactions both “constitute and are 

constituted by communication” (p. 542). The researchers posited four process-based 

conversation types in change: (a) initiative, (b) understanding, (c) performance, and 

(d) closure. Initiative conversations constitute the ‘call to action’ and serve to focus 

attention. Understanding conversations (in which claims are made, assertions examined, 

and beliefs and feelings explored) produce three results: (a) conditions of satisfaction for 

the change, (b) involvement and support for the change, and (c) interpretation by decision 

makers. Performance conversations focus on production of results, while closure 

conversations permit a “sense of harmonious completion” (p. 551).  

Ford, Ford, and McNamara (2002) suggested that resistance was a function of the 

conversations between change recipients. They identified background conversations as an 

implicit, unspoken “‘background’ against which explicit, foreground conversations” 

(p. 108) occur. Their view was that these background conversations help define reality 

and form part of an organization’s culture that can foster resistance. They suggested that 
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there are three types of background conversations: (a) complacent, (b) resigned, and 

(c) cynical. Complacent background conversation is constructed on past success. Thus, 

complacent resistance sounds like “nothing new or different is needed” (p. 110). 

Resigned backgrounds are built upon past failure. Resigned resistance, in addition to the 

expected failure, includes assertions that other organizations could succeed in these 

circumstances; essentially the opportunity for improvement goes unheard. Cynical 

backgrounds are also built on historical failure, but causality is assigned to some external 

reality. Cynical resistance includes reference to being deceived or betrayed by others. 

Given the importance of these background conversations in establishing patterns in 

resistance, Ford et al. (2002) suggested that alteration of what is said in background 

conversations is critical to helping people form different dialogues. The implication is 

that change agents should work to communicate their own background conversations. 

Ford, Ford, and D’Amelio (2008) expanded the traditional perspective of 

resistance as recipient response to include two additional elements: change agent 

contributions and the agent-recipient relationship. Ford and Ford (2009) expanded upon 

Ford et al. (2008) and suggested that change agents contribute to resistance with their 

own actions. These researchers viewed resistance as dependent upon the nature of the 

relationship between agent and target and as socially constructed. They asserted that the 

agent has the opportunity to choose either a resistance-based dialogue or a constructive 

dialogue. 

Empirically, social construction of resistance to change has been investigated by 

several authors. Prasad and Prasad (2000) conducted an ethnography of a U.S. health 

maintenance organization undergoing changes to work routines surrounding the 
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deployment of a new computerized system (type unspecified). They noted that resistance 

is the result of a “complex interplay between individual and collective action and 

interpretation in the work place” (p. 389). They found three different forms of 

discursively constructed ‘routine resistance’: (a) owning, (b) naming, and (c) indirect. 

Owning resistance presented in the form of change recipients asking questions and 

identifying flaws in change plans and was an attempt to deliberately resist. Naming 

resistance involved the identification of specific actions as resistance by change 

recipients, but attributing them to other employees. Indirect resistance occurred when 

managers interpreted practices as resistant, whether they were intended as such or not. 

Van Dijk and van Dick (2009) qualitatively examined resistance in the context of 

interaction in two branches of a law firm in Australia, each branch merging with a similar 

firm. Their work confirmed the suggestion of Ashforth and Mael (1998) that identity is 

an important part of resistance to change. Specifically, Van Dijk and van Dick (2009) 

suggested that resistance involved “contributions . . . from both change leaders and 

[change recipients] who are linked together in conflict” (p. 161).  

Van Dijk and van Dick’s (2009) social constructivist perspective is very similar to 

that used in this study. From a holistic perspective, resistance to planned change (and 

change itself) is developed in social interaction. Change agent contributions to the reality 

being constructed include not just the words spoken, but other factors surrounding their 

conveyance, such as the kinesics of each party, the setting, and whether the interaction is 

in the presence of others. Change recipient contributions to the reality being constructed 

are similar. Each of these respective contributions is affected by events that have 

preceded it, and of which the other party knows little, if anything. Interaction may not be 
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continuous, but may consist of repeated (episodic) attempts to influence on the part of the 

change agent, with the need for subsequent interactions depending upon preceding 

interactions, as well as personal factors.  

Whittle, Suhomlinova, and Mueller (2010) studied the role of change agent as 

intermediary or mediator in a public-private partnership providing employment services 

in areas of high unemployment in the United Kingdom. The change involved 

implementation of a new information system designed to improve the data regarding job 

seekers provided to the Department for Work and Pensions. In one training session on the 

new system, the researchers identified change agents translating interests for change 

recipients in seven distinct ways: (1) “You want it,” (2) “We all want it,” (3) You think 

you don’t want it but you do really,” (4) “You don’t want it, so we’ll change it,” (5) “We 

don’t want it either,” (6) “We might not want it but we have to do it,” and (7) “I want it, 

so you should too.” This research is an excellent example of change agent micro-

discourses in action, within which change agents essentially framed the situation in 

different ways, thus altering the meaning of the change and achieving smooth 

implementation. 

Structuration Theory 

Literature since the introduction of structuration theory by Giddens (1979) was 

the focus of this literature review; only seminal sources before that date were included. 

Also excluded was a body of work on structuration in managerial accounting. Sources for 

the literature analyzed were identified using ABI/Inform Complete Plus, Business Source 

Complete, Google Scholar, JSTOR, ProQuest, psycINFO, Web of Science, and the 

Washington Research Library Consortium catalog. Search terms included structuration, 
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structuration theory, strong structuration theory, sociological duality, and sociological 

dualism.  

Philosophers and social scientists have extensively debated the relative values of 

subjectivist and objectivist perspectives on reality (Diesing, 1966). Objectivists have 

argued that only observable facts underpin the scientific method, and thus human 

behavior may be understood only from this perspective, while subjectivists have argued 

that science can understand human behavior only from the perspective of the actor 

(Diesing, 1966). Thus, the argument revolves around a (mutually exclusive) dualism; one 

perspective or the other is correct, but not both at the same time. 

Berger and Luckmann (1967) described how, through dialogue, people construct 

the world they are confronted with and indicated that this social construction of the world 

shapes both the world and the individuals themselves. This is the seminal work in social 

constructivism and describes an early form of structuration. 

Ranson, Hinings, and Greenwood (1980) defined structure as a “complex medium 

of control which is continually produced and recreated in interaction and yet shapes that 

interaction” (p. 3). They defined structuring as “a process of generating and recreating 

meaning . . . in which organizational members . . . secure their ‘provinces of meaning’ 

within the very structure and working of the organization” (p. 5). Interpretive schemes 

(schema) enable people to generate “continuity of understanding in changing . . . 

circumstances” (p. 5) and thus help to explain the structuring of interactive patterns in 

organizations. 
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Giddens 

Structuration theory was developed by Giddens (1984) to describe the replication 

of social systems and to attempt to bridge the divide between objectivist and subjectivist 

perspectives. He described social systems as consistent social practices, which are 

maintained in interaction. Giddens described structures as rules (either meaning or 

norms) and resources (both authoritative and allocative), which are at the same time both 

enabling and constraining. 

His conception of structuration was of structure enabling and constraining action 

through the three structures of signification, domination, and legitimation. These 

structures act through the three corresponding modalities of interpretive schemes, facility, 

and norms, respectively. These modalities are observed in interaction as communication, 

power, and sanction. These relationships are depicted in Figure 2.2. In turn, agent action 

shapes structure; “the structural properties of social systems are both medium and 

outcome of the practices they recursively organize” (Giddens, 1984, p. 25). This last 

sentence describes what Giddens (1984) called the duality of structure.  

 

 

Figure 2.2. Modalities of structuration theory. From The Constitution of Society by A. Giddens, 
1984, University of California Press, Berkeley, CA. Copyright 1984 by Anthony Giddens. 
Adapted with permission. 
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Critiques of Giddens 

Giddens (1984) has not been without critics. The most significant critiques have 

been that structuration theory (a) conflates structure and agency, (b) does not explain the 

linkage between structure and agency, (c) does not explain how to operationalize the 

theory for empirical work, (d) neglects the influence of culture, and (e) transcends the 

structure-action divide. The authors of the various critiques and reformulations of 

Giddens’ (1984) structuration theory have each had their respective positions on the five 

dimensions of ontology, structure, agency, the structure-agency relationship, and 

treatment of the temporal dimension. These positions are summarized in Table 2.2, 

modeled after a similar analysis by Sapio (2012), and discussed below.  

Conflation of structure and agency. Archer (1982) noted that, in both Giddens’ 

(1984) formulation and her morphogenetic approach, structure and action presuppose 

each other; the differences arise in how they conceptualize structuring. Archer (1995) 

argued that Giddens (1984) ‘conflates’ structure with agency. Whereas Giddens (1984) 

conceived of structure and action as essentially simultaneous and ongoing (thanks to 

methodological bracketing), Archer (1982, 1995) suggested that there are three distinct 

yet overlapping phases in morphogenesis: (a) structure preceding action, (b) action, and 

(c) structural elaboration. One cycle of morphogenesis can be followed by others, 

according to Archer (1982).  

Limited explanation of the linkage between structure and agency. Thrift 

(1985) raised concern over the limited explication in Giddens (1984) regarding the 

linkage between structure and agency that the nature of duality implies. Cohen (1989) 

took up the concern raised by Thrift (1985) regarding Giddens’ (1984) specification of  
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Table 2.2 
Perspectives on Structuration 

 

Berger & 
Luckmann 

(1967) 
Giddens  

(1979, 1984) 
Archer  

(1982, 1995) Sewall (1992) Hays (1994) 
Mouzelis 

(1989) Stones (2005) 
Ontology Interpretivist In-general 

(global) 
Realist; against 
conflation 

Subjectivist Straddling 
objectivist and 
subjectivist divide 

Separate 
subjectivist 
and objectivist 
paradigms 

In-situ (local) 

Conception 
of structure 

Not 
specifically 
addressed  

Three types— 
signification, 
domination, and 
legitimation—
that both enable 
and constrain 
agency.  

Structures are 
the material and 
cultural 
conditions. 
Structure 
precedes action 
and is elaborated 
following action. 

Two types of 
structures: 
schemas 
(virtual) and 
resources 
(actual, human 
and 
nonhuman). 

Human creations, 
both enabling and 
constraining. 
Culture is a 
structure.  

Structures 
either more 
paradigmatic 
(community 
oriented) or 
more 
syntagmatic 
(individual 
oriented). 

Structures external 
to agent influence 
structures internal 
to agent (general 
dispositional and 
conjuncturally-
specific). 

Conception 
of agency 

Occurs 
primarily 
through 
language. 

Agency by 
knowledgeable 
agents produces, 
perpetuates, or 
alters structure. 

Agency exerts 
two types of 
influence: 
temporal and 
directional. 

Agency is an 
element of 
structure: 
“formed by . . . 
cultural 
schemas and 
resources 
available” 
(p. 20). Occurs 
on both 
collective and 
(individual) 
levels. 

Agency is “human 
social action” 
(p. 64) by the 
enabling and 
constraining 
features of social 
structure; occurs 
on a spectrum 
from structural 
reproduction to 
structural 
transformation. 

Makes 
distinction 
between 
macro-level 
and micro-
level agency. 

The focus is on 
individual agency. 
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Berger & 
Luckmann 

(1967) 
Giddens  

(1979, 1984) 
Archer  

(1982, 1995) Sewall (1992) Hays (1994) 
Mouzelis 

(1989) Stones (2005) 

Treatment of 
temporal 
dimension 

Not 
specifically 
addressed, 
but an 
ongoing 
process is 
implied. 

Continuously 
ongoing 

Morphogenetic 
approach: time 
permits structure 
and agency to 
influence each 
other. 

Not specifically 
addressed 

Not specifically 
addressed 

Not 
specifically 
addressed 

Implication of 
time linking (a) 
structures to 
agency, and (b) 
agency to 
outcomes/ events. 

Relationship 
between 
structure and 
agency 

Structure and 
agency are 
continually 
interacting as 
reality is 
constructed. 

Duality versus 
dualism. 
Agency favored 
over structure. 
Structure and 
agency are 
mutually 
constituted.  

Dualism; 
structure and 
action are 
strictly separate. 
Structure 
precedes action; 
structural 
elaboration 
follows action. 

Key to Sewall’s 
formulation. 
Structures are 
“constituted 
and sustained 
by . . . cultural 
schemas and 
. . . resources 
that empower 
and constrain 
social action, 
and tend to be 
reproduced by 
that action.” 

Structure enables 
and constrains 
human social 
action, leading to 
either 
perpetuation or 
transformation of 
structure.  

Dualism or 
duality. 
Bridge-
building. 

Structure and 
agency are equally 
prominent. 
Influence moves 
from external 
structures to 
internal structures, 
then to active 
agency, then to 
outcomes. 
Outcomes affect 
external and 
internal structures. 
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the linkage between structure and “institutionalized modes of conduct” (p. 209). Cohen 

(1989) proposed a system of ‘position-practices’ (p. 210) as this mechanism. These 

position-practices are positionally embedded “clusters of practices through which 

identifying criteria, prerogatives, and obligations are made” (p. 210).  

Sewall (1992) argued that there was confusion between structure and social 

structure in Giddens (1984). He further argued that to have ‘duality’ of structure, 

structures must simultaneously include both (virtual) schemas and (actual) resources. 

Sewall’s (1992) conception of structuration had the following features. First, structure is 

not the patterned social practices in Ranson et al. (1980), but the principles that pattern 

those practices. Second, publicly codified rules are actual and should be considered as 

resources. Third, resources are of two types: human and nonhuman (which differs from 

Giddens’ view that a resource is anything that can be of use). Finally, structure refers 

only to rules or schema, and resources should be an effect of structures.  

Limited explication of empirical use of structuration theory. Cohen (1989) 

noted that Giddens did not give sufficient attention to the “methodological bracketing 

required in order to analyze the time-space patterning of social systems” (p. 89), much as 

Archer (1982) did. Barley and Tolbert (1997) also noted Giddens’ (1984) lack of 

explanation regarding how to empirically operationalize structuration theory. They 

extended Giddens (1984) by adding an explicitly temporal perspective and methodology, 

with structure acting through agents via ‘scripts.’ They suggested that institutional 

influence acts through encoding of institutional principles into scripts, which are then 

employed in action (or enacted) by actors. Following action, the script is either 

perpetuated or altered, and then is externalized and objectified back in the institutional 
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realm, from which point the process could start again. Their model is clearly iterative in 

nature. Further, Barley and Tolbert (1997) identified a method for structuration research. 

Their view was that if influence is enacted via scripts, which are then either perpetuated 

or altered after action, then such scripts may be empirically observed. Evidence of change 

in scripts would indicate that change has occurred.  

Lack of inclusion of culture. Hays (1994) expressed concern that culture had 

been missing from structuration theories and argued for its inclusion. She agreed with 

Giddens (1984) that structures are both enabling and constraining and suggested that 

structures create both cultures and people. Her conception of agency was “social action 

involving choices among the alternatives made available by . . . social structures” (p. 64) 

and social (cultural) constraints. She argued that culture is a social structure that is a 

“social, durable, layered pattern of cognitive and normative systems that are at once 

material and ideal” (p. 65) and is both enabling and constraining. 

Transcendence of the structure-action divide. Mouzelis (2000) argued that 

whereas Giddens (1984) had tried to ‘transcend’ the structure-action divide with the 

concept of duality of structure, his own reformulation had tried to stand astride the divide. 

His description of social structure involved virtual objects on the paradigmatic 

(community-wide) level and actual objects on the syntagmatic (individual) level.  

This resulted in a fourfold typology of structures: (a) normative, (b) interactive, 

(c) distributional to actual structures, and (d) distributional to virtual structures. This 

typology permitted Mouzelis (2000) to suggest a scheme wherein the agent orients 

himself to both virtual and actual objects, to varying degrees, at any one time. Using this 
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framework, he was able to relate the four perspectives and thus ‘build a bridge’ across the 

subject-object divide.  

Strong Structuration 

Stones (2005) developed his strong structuration theory to address the critiques of 

Giddens (1984). Stones (2005) conceptualized the agent-in-focus as being “in the midst 

of . . . position practices and their relations” (p. 93) after Cohen (1989) and postulated 

four elements in his strong structuration theory. These elements are external structures, 

internal structures, agency, and outcomes.  

External structures. Stones (2005) downplayed Giddens’ (1984) structures of 

signification, legitimation, and domination in favor of what he called external structures. 

External structures of knowledge form the context (the ‘why’) and content (the ‘what’) of 

the change (Stones, 2005; Pettigrew, 1987) and provide the “conditions of action” 

(Stones, 2005, p. 84) perceived to act upon the agent-in-focus by that agent. External 

structures are confined to the agent’s “action-horizon” (Stones, 2005, p. 84) and include 

the network of position-practices and historical forces in which the agent-in-focus is 

suspended (Stones, 2005), as shown in Figure 2.3. 
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Figure 2.3. The agent-in-focus within a network of position-practice relations. From “Theorising 
Big IT Programmes in Healthcare: Strong Structuration Theory Meets Actor-Network Theory,” 
by T. Greenhalgh and R. Stones, 2010, Social Science & Medicine, 70, pp. 1285-1294. Copyright 
2010 by Elsevier. Adapted with permission. 

 
 
 
Internal structures. Stones (2005) indicated that two types of internal knowledge 

structures exist within the agent. The first, the general dispositional, is often thought of 

as skills and generalized schemas, typified scripts of action, habits of communication, 

and methods for adapting generalized knowledge to particular practice. This is similar to 

the habitus described by Bourdieu (1977, as cited in Stones, 2005) and is relatively 

consistent over time. Second, the conjuncturally-specific, is an agent’s knowledge about a 

specific context and external structures. Conjuncturally-specific knowledge pertains to 

the three modalities of structure identified by Giddens: interpretive schemes (relevant to 

action-informing interpretations); power (within the horizon of the agent’s interpretive 
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schemes); and normative expectations (tension between how the agent feels he should act 

and external pressure to act in a certain way).  

Active agency. In acting, the agent draws upon internal structures to inform his or 

her action (Stones, 2005). In the current study, the change agent exercises agency by 

putting voice and action to change strategy. In the same way, the change recipient 

exercises agency by putting voice and action to reactions to the change agent actions.  

Actor agency can be carried out in a number of ways, including through written 

text and conversations (of texts). McPhee (2004) described agentic texts as symbolic, 

semipermanently inscribed, and sufficiently coherent. Taylor and Van Every (2000) 

viewed conversation or dialogue, which consists of various forms of text, as the basis of 

organization. Thus texts, written and spoken, may also exercise agency. Technology can 

also be an actor, of sorts. Barley (1986) noted that new diagnostic equipment in two 

separate organizations enabled two different sets of structures to develop, based upon the 

organizational context. Greenhalgh and Stones (2010) suggested a conceptual framework 

for considering both technology and people as agents (or as “actants”) in strong 

structuration theory studies involving the introduction of technology. Thus, agency may 

be carried out by both human action (within written or spoken forms of communication) 

and technology.  

Outcomes. Outcomes of active agency can consist of either changes to (or 

reproduction of) internal and external structures, or events.  

These four elements, and the relationships between them, are depicted in Figure 

2.4. 
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Figure 2.4. The quadripartite nature of strong structuration theory. From Structuration Theory, by 
R. Stones, 2005, Palgrave McMillan, Basingstoke, UK. Copyright 2005 by Palgrave McMillan. 
Used with permission. 

 

Multilevel Considerations 

Any study of structuration includes multiple levels in the analysis. Multilevel 

considerations related to this study involve the consideration of level of society and 

meaning as well as social mechanism.  

Level of Society and Meaning 

Society has been characterized by Wiley (1988) as consisting of four separate 

levels. Those levels are the intrasubjective, the intersubjective, the generic subjective, 

and the extrasubjective. Building upon Wiley’s (1988) levels theory, Weick (1995) noted 

that each level is associated with a corresponding type of meaning.  



63 

Intrasubjective. At the lowest level is the individual (or the self). This is the level 

of the ‘I,’ which results as a product of interactions with others (Ricoeur, 1974). Meaning 

that occurs on this level is intrasubjective (Weick, 1995).  

Intersubjective. A second level is that of interaction. Wiley (1988) noted that this 

level is “often missing from social theory” (p. 257). It is within interaction that the notion 

of a ‘we’ emerges through the synthesis of “thoughts, feelings, and intentions” (Weick, 

1995, p. 71). Meaning that develops on this level is known as intersubjective (Blumer, 

1969; Schutz, 1967; Wiley, 1988) and is “emergent upon the interchange and synthesis of 

two . . . communicating selves” (Weick, 1995, p. 71).  

Generic subjective. On the third level is social structure. Social structure, 

characterized by the disappearance of specific human beings, consists of generic selves—

people filling roles and following rules (Wiley, 1988). Meaning on the level of social 

structure is thus characterized as generic subjective in nature. The organization has been 

conceived as existing on the generic subjective level (Weick, 1995; Wiley, 1988).  

Extrasubjective. Finally, on the most general level, Wiley (1988) described 

culture as without even a generic self. What remains are the roles, norms (rules), and 

values (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Meaning developing on this level is extrasubjective (Weick, 

1995; Wiley, 1988).  

Social Mechanism 

There have been numerous calls over the past 60 years to abandon the traditional 

covering-law explanations of the natural sciences in favor of mechanistic explanations for 

social science (e.g., Hedström & Swedberg,1998; Merton, 1949; Tilly, 2001). The 

concept of social mechanism is defined as “bits of theory about entities . . . at a different 
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level than the main entities theorized about” (Stinchcombe, 1991, p. 367). While a 

relatively recent development, social mechanism has received significant attention 

(Boudon, 1974; Coleman, 1986; Elster, 1989; Hedström & Swedberg,1998; Tilly, 2001) 

and is becoming more influential (Hedström & Ylikoski, 2010). Hedström and Swedberg 

(1998), building upon the work of Coleman (1986), suggested that one conception of 

social mechanisms in action is that relations between macro-level properties of social 

systems can be explained by micro-level actions. Figure 2.5 describes this as occurring 

through three separate mechanisms. First, a situational mechanism describes the impact 

of a social situation upon an actor. Second, an action-formation mechanism describes 

how individual desires, beliefs, and opportunities generate specific action. Finally, a 

transformational mechanism describes how the actions of a number of individuals are 

aggregated into a collective outcome. This figure was also used, with some adaptation, to 

explain emergent structuring through human interaction dynamics by Schwandt and 

Szabla (2013).  

 

 

Figure 2.5. Social mechanism. From “Social Mechanisms: An Introductory Essay,” by 
P. Hedström and R. Swedberg, 1998. In P. Hedström and R. Swedberg (Eds.), Social 
Mechanism: An Analytical Approach to Social Theory, Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, UK, pp. 1-31. Copyright 1998 by Peter Hedström and Richard Swedberg. 
Adapted with permission.  
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Levels Theory, Social Mechanism, and Structuration Theory Intertwined 

Levels theory, mechanistic explanation, and strong structuration theory are 

closely related. Figure 2.6 shows that while levels theory describes the individual, 

intersubjective, generic subjective, and extrasubjective levels of society (including 

organizations), both social mechanism and Stones’ (2005) strong structuration theory 

describe the influences of one level upon another level (excluding the extrasubjective). 

The relationship between level theory, social mechanism, and strong structuration theory 

is fundamental to this study. Organizational structures (the generic subjective level) will 

influence the individual’s understanding of the current conjuncture (the intrasubjective 

level) as shown by arrow 1 in Figure 2.6. The agent’s understanding of the current 

conjuncture will influence the development and enactment of courses of action (arrow 2 

in Figure 2.6). These actions on the intersubjective level, traditionally directed at other 

actors (Laing et al., 1966), are likely to influence the agent’s understanding of the current 

conjuncture (the intrasubjective level) and perhaps the organizational structures 

themselves (the generic subjective level). 

It can also be noted from the figure that strong structuration theory includes one 

additional element that Hedström and Swedberg’s (1998) model does not: the direct 

influence of the intersubjective level upon the intrasubjective internal structures. Thus, 

strong structuration theory provides the requisite granularity desired to answer the 

research question. 
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Figure 2.6. Levels theory, social mechanism, and strong structuration theory. 
 
 

Discourse Within Dyadic Interaction as a Structuring Mechanism 

The relationship between change agent and recipient is conceptualized for the 

purposes of this study as one of dyadic interaction, within which discourse is socially 

constructed.  

Dyadic Interaction 

Dyadic interaction has been described by Grove (1991) as having three 

characteristics. First, meanings experienced by one party are “partially elicited” (p. 6) by 

the other’s behavior. Second, the parties’ behaviors are interdependent. Finally, any 
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fragment is “part of a larger ongoing process” (p. 6). Dyadic interaction has several 

properties of an open system, including synergy, circularity, and equifinality (Katz & 

Kahn, 1978; Wilmot, 1975). Grove (1991) noted that it involves both vocalic (language-

based) and kinesic (non–language-based) communication. It occurs in the context of a 

relationship, within which each party comes to know, in some sense, both the self and the 

other (Blumer, 1969; Mead, 1961a, 1961b, 1961c; Wilmot, 1975). Dyadic interaction 

develops in the context of a situation and is thus both context-sensitive and 

intersubjective (Stolorow, 1988). It occurs in successive episodes, as part of a larger 

overall interaction (Figure 2.7) during which the participants both perceive and adapt to 

one another (Grove, 1991; Wilmot, 1975, 1995). For the purposes of this study, an 

interaction is conceptualized as consisting of one or more sequential episodes, as in 

Figure 2.7. 

 

 

Figure 2.7. Relationship between sequential episodes and an interaction. 

 

Dyadic interaction includes the potential for conflict and is prone to progressive 

and regressive spirals (Rummel, 1991; Wilmot & Hocker, 2011). These spirals require 

regulation by one or both parties (Grove, 1991; Wilmot, 1975). Existing prior to and 

developing within the dyadic interaction between change agents and recipients are the 
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three conjuncturally-specific internal structures of (a) interpretive schemes, (b) power 

relations, and (c) normative expectations (Stones, 2005).  

Organizational Discourse 

The study of discourse in organizational change dates back to the seminal work of 

Barrett et al. (1995), as noted above. In the continuing stream of work that followed, 

several authors have suggested that the study of discourse is of great value for 

organizations in general (Boje, Oswick, & Ford, 2004; Gergen & Thatchenkery, 2004; 

Marshak & Grant, 2008) and for understanding organizational change (Grant & Marshak, 

2011; Heracleous, 2002; Heracleous & Barrett, 2001). 

Organizations can be considered discursive constructions; Mumby and Clair 

(1997) defined organizations as “a social collective, produced, reproduced and 

transformed through the ongoing, interdependent, and goal-oriented communication 

practice of its members” (p. 181). Gergen and Thatchenkery (2004) described the shift 

from modernist to postmodern thought. They described modernism using three hallmarks 

of the rational agent, empirical knowledge, and language as representation. 

Postmodernism as described included two traits germane to this research: a shift from 

individual to communal rationality, and a shift from empirical methods to social 

construction and language as a social act.  

The application of discourse to organizations, like many fields, can be theoretical 

or practice-oriented. Boje et al. (2004) suggested that the value of discourse for 

management scholars lies primarily in developing insights into the nature and complexity 

of organizations, a more practice-oriented view. Additionally, Boden (1994) noted that it 

was through the very mundane aspects of calls, meetings, and conversation that people 
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inform, reason, teach, debate, and “constitute . . . the very structuring of the 

organization” (p. 8). Thus, organizations are discursively constructed and structured. 

Much of the theoretical work in organizational change has been done in the field 

of organization development. Marshak and Grant (2008) suggested that the methods of 

organization development as a profession were changing to include more postmodern/ 

constructionist thought and methodology. They also noted that organizational discourse 

may contribute to organizational intervention and change, particularly in terms of framing 

change. 

Discourse and Organizational Change 

The study of change through discourse has been broad in focus. Heracleous and 

Barrett (2001) and Heracleous (2002) identified four streams of research linking 

discourse and change: (a) functional, (b) interpretive, (c) critical, and (d) structurational. 

Functional research views discourse as instrumentally employed communication, 

essentially a tool-based approach. Interpretive research treats discourse as communicative 

action, a social constructivist approach. Critical research examines discourse in terms of 

power and knowledge relations. Structurational research explores discourse as a “duality 

of deep discursive structures and surface communicative actions, which also instantiate 

deep structures” (p. 756). Expanding upon structurational research, Heracleous and 

Barrett (2001) noted that it is interpretive schemes (schemata) that “develop at the level 

of communicative interaction, and through which communicative action can reproduce or 

challenge such structures” (p. 758).  

Dominance and power are critical elements of organizational change (Thomas & 

Hardy, 2011) and are intertwined with resistance (Foucault, 1980). Thomas, Sargent, and 
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Hardy (2011) studied change in a telecommunications firm by observing a 3-hour culture 

change workshop and subsequently interviewing 18 of 36 participants. They identified 

two separate and distinct instances of the negotiation of meaning, which were examined 

in terms of the effect of communicative practices upon (a) the form of dialogue, 

(b) power-resistance relations, and (c) change effects. In the first instance, involving 

negotiation of the meaning of customer focus, the relational communication techniques 

used by both senior and middle managers served to create dialogue that was generative in 

nature, resulting in facilitative power-resistance relations and positive change effect. In 

the second instance, involving negotiation of the meaning of implementation, the 

calculated communication techniques used by both groups served to create dialogue more 

degenerative in character, resulting in oppositional power-resistance relations and little 

change effect. Their study findings demonstrated that resistance can be a facilitator of 

change; that “facilitative resistance is produced from the intersection of specific 

communicative practices” (p. 35), which “not only underpin change, they are also 

constitutive of the hierarchical relations that permeate organizational change” (p. 35). 

Intersubjectivity 

From birth to death, we live in a world populated by others. Each of us interacts 

with others to a varying degree; some we pass on the street, and others we work 

alongside, speak with, and come to know. In the process of interacting with others, our 

subjectivities overlap/intersect, and we come to know ourselves as well as the other 

(Blumer, 1969; Mead, 1967; Prus, 1996). Cooley’s (1964) concept of the looking glass 

self is useful; the self is constructed through a process of interaction with others. It is this 
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emergent, intersubjective process that is of interest, both in the change creation process 

and between researcher and subject. 

Prus (1996) defined intersubjectivity as the “process by which people become 

social entities, [and] attend to one another and the products of human interaction” (p. 2). 

Intersubjectivity is “central to the social life of humans” (Gillespie & Cornish, 2009, 

p. 20), a point also supported by numerous others (Buber, 1958; Merleau-Ponty, 2012; 

Schutz, 1967). Yet there remain unanswered questions: “What is the nature of the 

relationship between self and other?” (Yu, 2013, p. 12). At the point of interaction 

between self and other, what happens? These questions have inspired significant inquiry 

in several fields, including philosophical/sociological, linguistic, and psychological. Each 

perspective offers unique insight into the phenomenon.  

The Philosophical and Sociological Perspectives 

The perspectives in this group fall into two broad categories. Those based upon 

phenomenology are discussed first, followed by nonphenomenological perspectives. 

Phenomenological intersubjectivity. For Casmir (1983), the key elements of 

phenomenological explanation are the words experience and between. The word 

experience relates to the focus of phenomenology: the subject’s experience (Moustakas, 

1994). The word between denotes the involvement of more than one subjectivity. 

Intersubjectivity entered the literature in the philosopher Husserl’s (1960) 

transcendental description of phenomenology. Husserl (1960) noted that human 

experience was inherently intersubjective, rather than subjective. Husserl’s (1960) 

perspective was transcendental, meaning that it was focused on one single, transcendental 

ego, encountered in two ways: as a psychophysical object in the world and as a subject 
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for the world. Subsequent writers have also commented that Husserl’s (1960) 

intersubjectivity is epistemological in nature (e.g., Thompson, 2005). Transcendental 

egos experience the world and may develop a form of ego community through “common 

possession of the world” (Gadamer, 2000, p. 282), but remain as monads (egos) in 

harmony (Yu, 2013, p. 20) without interaction. Thus, there is an impermeable boundary 

between monads in Husserl’s (1960) intersubjectivity.  

In contrast, Heidegger’s (1996) view of intersubjectivity is ontological in nature, 

concerned with the nature of being (Inwood, 2000) over experience. Heidegger (1996) 

described his depersonalized subject (Da-sein) as being “thrown into the world” (p. 156) 

amidst things and others, and into all the world’s possibilities. Heidegger’s (1996) being-

in-the-world presupposes an openness to the world and all that is within, which it 

continually engages and interprets, allowing the world to ‘unconceal’ itself (Inwood, 

2000).  

Simmel (1950) noted the role of being-with others in the creation of the self, in 

‘reciprocal interaction.’ He saw the other as subject, rather than object, and noted that the 

reciprocal interaction between self and other implies a distance between the two 

(Pyyhtinen, 2009). For Simmel (1950), the social is located both in individuals and in this 

between, as a “fluctuating, dynamic reciprocity between individuals” (Pyyhtinen, 2009, 

p. 114). 

Merleau-Ponty (2012) felt that consciousness is perception, requiring an innate 

openness to the lifeworld, similar to Heidegger (1996). But for Merleau-Ponty, 

intersubjectivity was perceptual and corporeal; the body is both (a) a potential object of 

study and (b) a means through which the world is experienced. For Merleau-Ponty, the 
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subject has embodied self-awareness and in intersubjectivity does not lose self-

awareness; thus, the boundary between self and other is now at least semipermeable. 

However, there is no we; behavior is appresented: “We are, for each other, collaborators 

in perfect reciprocity” (Merleau-Ponty, 2012, p. 370). 

Schutz (1967) added a great deal to the conversation by extending his analysis to 

concrete interaction. Schutz’s (1967) primary focus was on (a) how people make sense of 

their everyday lifeworld, and (b) how they develop understandings of each other (Prus, 

1996). His view was predicated on ego’s (the self’s) acceptance of the alter ego (the 

other). Schutz (1967) used Buber’s (1958) notion of the I-Thou relationship to indicate 

that (a) the subject must hold a “Thou-orientation” (p. 163) toward the other, (b) which if 

reciprocated produces a face-to-face situation, and (c) from which is fashioned a We-

relationship. In the We-relationship, there may still be different degrees of immediacy, 

intensity, intimacy, or different points of view for self and other. The important factor is 

sharing of time and space. Schutz (1967) contended that reflexive examination of a 

specific element of one’s own experience requires suspension of the We-relationship, 

because one can only examine already lived through experiences.  

Further, Schutz (1967) noted that people depend upon signs to create meaning; 

established signs are “meaningful and therefore in principle intelligible” (p. 121). Signs 

entail schema that are both expressive (for those who employ them) and interpretive (for 

those who receive or observe them). Schutz (1967) viewed signs as having both objective 

and subjective (or additional) meaning. Schutz (1967) noted that “discourse is a sign-

using act” (p. 125). Utterances are gradually constructed by the speaker and are gradually 

interpreted by the listener. In discourse, the speaker chooses words “with a view to being 
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understood” (p. 127). The listener starts out with objective meaning and attempts to 

discover the subjective meaning of the speaker: “It is only when I . . . make the leap from 

the objective to the subjective context of meaning, that I am entitled to say that I 

understand him” (p. 217). The next step is to find the speaker’s in-order-to motive or 

goal. Only after the in-order-to motive is determined can the speaker’s because motive be 

discerned.  

Nonphenomenological intersubjectivity. Intersubjectivity has also been of 

interest to philosophers who were not primarily interested in phenomenology, such as 

Hans Georg Gadamer and Jean-Paul Sartre. Gadamer (2004) sought to understand how 

understanding was possible. He suggested that people are influenced by their history and 

culture. Each enters with views and assumptions; in confronting other views, each person 

must reconsider and revamp his own, through a process of “integration and 

appropriation” (Warnke, 1987, p. 101). 

Sartre noted that Husserl (1960) had shown that “consciousness is consciousness 

of something” (1992, p. 11), implying its intentional nature. Sartre (1992) considered the 

equality of self and other important when he noted that “the structures of my being-for-

the-Other are identical to those of the Other’s being-for-me” (p. 445). He also wrote that 

being-for (serving as an object for others) precedes being-with (being subject for other). 

For Sartre (1992), the ‘We’ included “a plurality of subjectivities which recognize each 

other as subjectivities” (p. 535).  

Buber (1958) noted the world’s twofold nature for human subjects. Human 

subjectivity is directed at alter (the other) in one of two ways: I-It (toward objects) or I-

Thou (toward others). Buber (1958) made a clear distinction between the two; in I-It 
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subjectivity, “the other is an object of our experience,” and in I-Thou subjectivity, “the 

other is in communication with us” (Crossley, 1996, p. 11). Buber’s human subjectivity 

consists in swinging between I-It and I-Thou relations (Crossley, 1996, p. 12). 

The philosophical/sociological perspective has lent a great deal to the 

understanding of intersubjectivity. The subject finds herself ‘thrown into’ a world she 

must make sense of (Heidegger) through embodied perception (Merleau-Ponty). The 

world becomes known to the subject as an intersubjective one (Husserl). Intersubjectivity 

requires the subject’s acceptance of the other as a living, thinking being similar to herself 

(Merleau-Ponty, 2012; Sartre, 1992; Schutz, 1967). The other is considered in two ways: 

first as a subject, in I-Thou relations in the moment, and second as an object, in I-It 

relations after the fact (Buber, 1958). In discourse, the speaker chooses words in order to 

be understood (Schutz, 1967). The listener’s task is more complicated; it starts out with 

objective meaning, before proceeding to potential subjective meanings. The speaker’s in-

order-to motive or goal must be known before the speaker’s because motive can be 

discovered (Schutz, 1967).  

The Linguistic Perspective 

Linguists have generally assumed that intersubjectivity “resides in language as 

communicated between two subjects in dialogue” (Thompson, 2005). Prus (1996) wrote 

that “language acquisition and use is at the core of human intersubjectivity. Only when 

people share sets of symbols are they able to communicate with one another and act in 

ways that are mindful of the viewpoints of the other” (p. 11). Two writers with a 

linguistic perspective are Jürgen Habermas and Paul Riceour. Habermas (1984, 1987) 

suggested that communicative action builds and transmits cultural knowledge. The use of 
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validity claims is crucial to communicative interaction (Crossley, 1994). For Habermas, 

validity claims are open to challenge and revision. Thus, Habermas took the position that 

successful communication is one that is “worked out by the force of argument” (Crossley, 

1994, p. 102). Crossley (1996) noted Habermas held that the lifeworld is symbolically 

reproduced through mutually oriented, mutually negotiated communicative action, and 

that the lifeworld is a tripartite structure of (a) mutual understanding within a culture, 

(b) coordination of action in a society, and (c) socialization of the person.  

Ricoeur (2008) held that all that may be understood arrives to the subject through 

language, and that language requires interpretation. His hermeneutic interpretation was a 

way of understanding through the interpretation of texts, which proceeds via a dialectic of 

estimation and validation. Ricoeur (2008) distinguished discourse from language by 

describing four qualities of discourse. First, discourse is temporal and in the present, 

rather than the past. Second, discourse references the author and thus has a subject. Third, 

discourse is about something, rather than the sign system it is a part of. Finally, discourse 

conveys a message, whereas language is merely the mechanism of communication. 

In summary, the linguistic perspective adds much to the dialogue on 

intersubjectivity. Intersubjectivity requires (a) a shared, symbolic language (Prus, 1996), 

(b) involving claims to legitimacy in dialectic discourse or argument (Crossley, 1994; 

Habermas, 1991; Ricoeur, 2008).  

The Psychological Perspective 

Psychological theories commonly hold that the locus of intersubjectivity is 

conscious experience and communicative interaction between self (ego) and other (alter). 

Yet while the other’s behavior is observable, his interior processes (e.g., thoughts, 



77 

feelings, and motivations) are not known with certainty. “If we agree that you do not 

experience my experience, [then] we agree that we rely on our communications to give us 

our clues as to how or what we are thinking, feeling, imagining, dreaming, and so forth” 

(Laing et al., 1966, pp. 12-13). Laing et al. (1966) noted that participants’ interaction is 

mediated by their view of the relationship between them. Their analysis of 

intersubjectivity has often examined three primary levels of intersubjective relations: 

direct perspective (self’s view of other), metaperspective (self’s view of other’s view of 

self), and meta-metaperspective (self’s invented, overarching metaperspective) between 

self and other.  

Laing et al. (1966) further defined understanding as “the conjunction between the 

metaperspective of [self] and the direct perspective of the other,” and being understood as 

“the conjunction of the meta-meta perspective of [self] and the meta-perspective of the 

other” (p. 29). Thus, the psychological perspective has focused upon the multilayered 

nature of the self’s interpretation of other (Laing et al., 1966).  

Methods of Studying Intersubjectivity 

Gillespie and Cornish (2009) suggested that intersubjectivity has been studied in 

four major ways: (a) comparative self-report, (b) observation, (c) analysis of talk, and 

(d) ethnographic engagement. They further argued for a fifth way, that of dialogism.  

Comparative self-report. This method was first developed to test the symbolic 

interaction of Mead (1967) and Blumer (1969), as noted by Gillespie and Cornish (2009), 

and is largely cognitive in nature. It has involved the examination of three levels of 

intersubjective relations (direct, meta-, and meta-meta perspectives) as described by 

Laing et al. (1966). An example of direct perspective would be a subject’s perspective on 



78 

the other (and vice versa). An example of a meta-perspective would be the self’s 

perspective on the other’s perspective of the self. An example of a meta-meta-perspective 

would be the self’s perspective on the other’s perspective on the self’s perspective on the 

other. This form of analysis normally involves comparison of perspectives (e.g., when 

comparison of direct and meta-perspectives leads to identifying a misunderstanding). 

Laing et al. (1966) developed an Interpersonal Perception Method Questionnaire to 

operationalize the analysis. A major assumption of this method is that the perceptions are 

available for discussion/report by participants. 

Observation of behavior. A behavioral and embodied approach to analysis of 

intersubjectivity has been observation in real-life settings. Merleau-Ponty emphasized the 

nonreflective nature of intersubjectivity. These analyses have often involved the study of 

motor mimicry between interactants, including children. 

Analysis of talk. This stream of analysis has focused on the connection between 

talk and intersubjectivity, especially during a breach of expectations during interaction 

(Garfinkel, 1984). This school of analysis was further advanced by the development of 

conversation analysis, wherein a researcher analyzes talk-in-interaction (e.g., Schegloff, 

2007; Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977). 

Ethnographic engagement. The pragmatic use of the above methods utilized in 

ethnography has enabled subtle research into the sort of contextualized settings 

encountered in the lifeworld (Gillespie & Cornish, 2009). 

Dialogism. Similar to ethnography, dialogism emphasizes meaning as historically 

and culturally situated (Gillespie & Cornish, 2009). Dialogism attempts to theorize, in 

terms of dialogues between differing perspectives, the idea that knowledge, society, and 
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subjectivity are all dynamic and contextual phenomena. Such analyses often focus on the 

structure and dynamics of dialogues. Gillespie and Cornish (2009) indicated that benefits 

of dialogism include that it (a) considers situation-transcending phenomena, (b) assumes 

that the communicative relation is the unit of analysis (per Bakhtin, 1986), and 

(c) considers each utterance a product of the semiotic and social environment that came 

before and thus evidences multiple voices (perspectives).  

Summary of Intersubjectivity 

In the current study, the change agent and recipient are ‘thrown into’ a stream of 

events (Husserl, 1960). The change agent does not know what the recipient is feeling or 

thinking and thus must interpret the behavior that confronts him (Merleau-Ponty, 2012; 

Schutz, 1967) in the ‘intersubjective space they share’ (Thompson, 2005). 

Intersubjectivity requires the acceptance of the other as a being like oneself (Buber, 1958; 

Merleau-Ponty, 2012; Sartre, 1992; Schutz, 1967) as a precondition, in addition to a 

shared symbolic language (Prus, 1996). Each participant will likely hold both I-Thou and 

I-It perspectives—I-Thou in the moment and I-It when examining events that have 

occurred. Discourse (as symbolic interaction) leads to the exchange of information, 

which (a) Schutz (1967) described as having both objective and subjective meaning, and 

(b) Laing et al. (1966) described as direct and meta-perspectives. Further, objective 

meaning must be understood before the subjective meaning (Schutz, 1967). The change 

agent and recipient are likely to engage in dialectic argument as they work toward 

intersubjective agreement in the moment (Crossley, 1994; Habermas, 1991; Ricoeur, 

2008). In terms of method, intersubjectivity should be detectable in the dialogic 

perspective, as self-reported by the study participants.  
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Inferences for the Current Study 

Several inferences were made that informed the study. While the research within 

the traditional, primarily quantitative view of resistance has yielded useful information 

regarding numerous antecedents of resistance to change, no overall theory has gained 

universal acceptance. More recent work in the progressive view has made it possible to 

consider resistance part of the wider category of change response (Piderit, 2000). Most 

recently, a third view has emerged that sees organizational change and resistance as 

socially constructed. While this view is relatively recent, little detail has emerged 

regarding how resistance to planned change develops, or the contribution of change 

agents to resistance to planned change.  

If, as Ford, Ford, and D’Amelio suggested, change agents contribute to the 

formation of resistance to planned change, then how this occurs warrants further 

exploration. The theoretical framework for the current study stems from a social 

constructionist worldview, including a change agent and a change recipient in dyadic 

interaction. This interaction consists primarily of the change agent enacting change 

strategy in order to gain compliance with an organizational change. The change recipient 

responds to change agent action in a multidimensional manner (Piderit, 2000; Szabla, 

2012).  

The dyadic interaction within which this occurs was explored using strong 

structuration theory (Stones, 2005). Stones’ (2005) particular formulation of structure 

clearly identifies those structures both external to the agent (change context and content) 

and internal to the agent (general dispositional and conjuncturally-specific). By using this 

theory, it was possible to include the influence of the macro level upon the micro level, 
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and vice versa, in the process of structuration. This process bears some resemblance to 

the social mechanism described by Hedström and Swedberg (1998) and the human 

interaction dynamics of Schwandt and Szabla (2013).  

Ontologically, the study viewed reality as relativistic and focused on “local and 

constructed realities” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Epistemologically, the study was 

subjectivist and transactional; findings were created (Lincoln & Guba, 2000) through 

interaction. The methodology was both hermeneutic and dialectic; the “individual 

constructions can be elicited and refined only through interaction between and among 

investigator and respondents” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 111; italics in original). The 

next chapter describes this methodology. 
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CHAPTER 3: 

METHODOLOGY 

To survive and prosper in the modern environment, organizations face increasing 

need to change (Horney et al., 2014). However, at least half of planned organizational 

changes are less than successful (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Burke, 2011; Isern & Pung, 

2007). Planned change failure is often blamed on resistance (Erwin & Garman, 2010; 

Oreg, 2003; Scheimann, 1992). It has been asserted that for an organizational change to 

be successful, change at the individual level is necessary (Black, 2014; George & Jones, 

2010; Robertson et al., 1993). Within organizational change, individual change often 

involves two parties in dyadic interaction (Grove, 1991; Wilmot, 1975): a change agent 

and a change recipient (Barratt-Pugh et al., 2013; Beer & Walton, 1987). 

The bulk of past research has considered resistance to planned change to be 

within the change recipient (Oreg et al., 2011). Recently, Ford et al. (2008) suggested that 

change agents may contribute to the development of change recipient resistance by 

breaking agreements, violating trust, poorly communicating, or misrepresenting 

information. Additionally, Ford and Ford (2009) suggested that change agents are able to 

choose to act in ways that either increase or decrease resistance. However, the dynamic 

interactions between change agents and change recipients are only beginning to be 

explored (Klonek et al., 2014). This is the gap the study sought to address. 

The purpose of this study was to examine how change agent actions and 

perceived change recipient responses interact during the implementation of planned 

organizational change. The study addressed one research question, supported by three 

subquestions that provided further focus: 
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RQ:  How do change agent actions interact with perceived change recipient 

responses during the implementation of planned organizational change?  

SQ1: How does change agent understanding influence his or her action 

in an initial interaction episode?  

SQ2: How do change context and content influence change agent 

understanding?  

SQ3: How do perceived change recipient responses and their outcomes 

influence change agent understanding in either the current or 

subsequent episodes? 

This chapter details the research study, as conducted. This study was conceived 

of, and executed as, a single case study (Yin, 2014). This chapter begins by discussing 

aspects of the research design. The next section outlines aspects of site and participant 

selection, including recruitment and sampling strategies and descriptions of the 

organization studied and the participants. That is followed by procedures for data 

collection and data analysis. The chapter concludes by describing the trustworthiness 

measures employed, the delimitations and limitations of the study, and ethics 

considerations related to studying human subjects.  

Research Design 

Any research study is supported by specific ontological and epistemological 

assumptions. These assumptions influenced the decisions made in formulating and 

carrying out the study (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). After describing these assumptions, this 

section describes the case study approach and briefly reviews the study’s conceptual 

framework and understanding of planned change. 
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Ontology 

The word ontology is derived from the Greek onto, which means being, and logia, 

which means science or study. Thus, ontology is the study of being, or more commonly, 

the study of reality (Crotty, 1998). Burrell and Morgan (1979) described ontology as a 

continuum. At one end is realism, an objectivist/positivist view that there is an external 

reality that can be known. At the other end is nominalism, a subjectivist/relativist view 

that there is no reality apart from the individual’s conception of it.  

I employed a relativist ontology, relying on “local and specific constructed 

realities” (Lincoln & Guba, 2000, p. 168). Relativist ontology assumes that there are 

multiple realities; that what can be known depends upon the observer; and that a 

phenomenon can only be understood through the perspective of the person experiencing 

it (Creswell, 2013). Thus, multiple interpretations are developed by participants.  

Epistemology 

Epistemology is the philosophical study of the nature of knowledge and how it 

may be gained and shared (Burrell & Morgan, 1979; Crotty, 1998). Burrell and Morgan 

(1979) also described epistemology as a continuum. At one end is objectivist 

epistemology, known as “positivism” (p. 3). In this view, knowledge is tangible and can 

be acquired. Researchers following positivist epistemology search for “regularities and 

causal relationships between its constituent elements” (p. 5). At the other end of the 

spectrum is “anti-positivism” (p. 3), which holds that the world is “relativistic” (p. 5) and 

may be understood only from the perspective of those involved.  

I employed a constructionist epistemology, which is transactional in nature, 

wherein the researcher and participant create findings (Lincoln & Guba, 2000, p. 168). 
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Constructionist epistemology assumes that meaning is not discovered, but rather is 

constructed by people as they “engage with the world they are interpreting” (Crotty, 

1998, p. 43). Together the researcher and the participant construct an interpretation of 

events that is shaped by participant experience. 

The distinction between the terms constructivism and constructionism is worth 

noting. Crotty (1998) wrote that it may be useful to “reserve the term constructivism for 

epistemological considerations focusing exclusively on ‘the meaning-making activity of 

the individual mind’ and to use constructionism where the focus includes the ‘collective 

generation of meaning’” (p. 58). Thus, constructionism is the appropriate term when the 

social dimension is at the forefront; constructivism is appropriate when the social 

dimension is not at the forefront (Crotty, 1998). The meaning that is to be made within 

this study, between the researcher and participants, was constructed within the historical 

and social context of culture, and therefore the paradigm of this study was social 

constructionist (Crotty, 1998).  

Case Study Methodology 

This study utilized a single case design (McCaslin & Scott, 2003; Yin, 2014, 

p. 50). Case study has been described as an “in-depth description and analysis of a 

bounded system” (Merriam, 2009, p. 40) or of a “single research setting” (Eisenhardt, 

1989, p. 534). That definition has been expanded to include a focus less centered on the 

case itself and more centered on “an issue illustrated by the case” (Stake, 1995) and use 

of “multiple sources of evidence” (Yin, 2014, p. 17). Merriam (2009) emphasized three 

aspects of case study: (a) the particularity of the phenomenon or event being studied 

(described by Stake, 1995), (b) the thick description (Geertz, 1973) resulting from case 
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study, and (c) the heuristic nature of the understanding, which is the final product of case 

study.  

There has been significant variety in perspectives regarding the role of theory in 

case study. Yin (2014) mandated the use of theory in design of a case study, due to his 

preferred use of that form of study to test propositions or theory. In contrast, Eisenhardt 

(1989) described the use of exploratory case study to build theory. Hammersley (1995) 

noted that the goal of a study, whether it is description, explanation, or theory 

development, also affects the role of theory in the study and suggested that qualitative 

work must make a distinction between claim and evidence, rather than between theory 

and data, as in quantitative work.  

This study followed a more middle-of-the-road approach guided by Merriam 

(2009). Specifically, the study was instrumental in nature, focused on explication of the 

interaction between change agents and change recipients in the context of dyadic 

interaction, rather than the case being the focus as in an intrinsic case study (Merriam, 

2009).  

Conceptual Framework 

On the individual level, change agents employ a variety of change leadership 

strategies to elicit change from individual change recipients. Change recipient responses 

to these change agent efforts are multidimensional, consisting of cognitive, affective, and 

intentional components (Piderit, 2000), in addition to behavior (Szabla, 2012). One way 

to view this dyadic interaction is as a process of social construction that generates change 

(Barrett et al., 1995; Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Ford & Ford, 1995).  
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As mentioned in chapters 1 and 2, the conceptual framework was developed to 

depict my conception (Maxwell, 2013) of what is happening within the interaction(s) in 

question. The conceptual framework depicts the constructs of change agent–enacted 

strategy and perceived change recipient response within the context of dyadic interaction 

and resulting in outcomes. The theoretical lens employed in the study was strong 

structuration theory (Stones, 2005). The conceptual framework from chapter 1 is 

reproduced below (Figure 3.1. 

 

 
Figure 3.1. Conceptual framework. 

 

The conceptual frame has several constructs, discussed in more detail in chapters 

1 and 2 and outlined as follows: 
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• Enacted change strategy. Change strategy has been defined in a number of 

typologies since the seminal work of Chin and Benne (1969). Each of the 

subsequent typologies has been supportive of the Chin and Benne (1969) 

typology of rational-empirical, normative-reeducative, and power-coercive 

change strategies.  

• Perceived response to change. Change response is as perceived by the participant. 

Further, it can be categorized based on the fourfold typology of Oreg et al. (2018) 

as proactivity, acceptance, disengagement, or resistance.  

• Outcomes. Outcomes are changes in external or internal structures or events 

(Stones, 2005). In the context of this study, changes in conjuncturally-specific 

internal structures (interpretive schemes, power capacities, and normative 

expectations) were the most likely outcome. Changes in external structures were 

also possible, should an interaction result in modification of the change itself, 

manifested as revised change content.  

• Strong structuration theory. The use of strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) 

as a theoretical lens was intended to focus the research on the influence of 

structures upon action, and vice versa. Strong structuration theory draws attention 

to specific elements, including (a) external structures impacting the agent-in-

focus, (b) internal structures of the agent/recipient as described in chapter 2, 

(c) active agency of the agent/recipient (enacted strategy or enacted responses, 

respectively), and (d) outcomes. It is assumed that the agent-in-focus understands 

the conjuncture, and acts within the conjuncture, based upon the influence of his 

or her internal structures. These internal structures are, in turn, impacted by his or 
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her knowledge of external structures. Strong structuration theory is compatible 

with the theoretical perspective of constructionism in general, and specifically the 

social construction of change and resistance. 

Understanding Planned Change and Change Sequence  

 It is also important to clarify planned change and its sequence. Planned change is 

often thought of as occurring in a sequential fashion, as proceeding through various 

stages. The stage of change in which an organization finds itself can impact the strategies 

in use at a particular time (Chin & Benne, 1969; Kerber & Buono, 2005). Therefore, it is 

critical that data be collected during the phase when most change agent–change recipient 

interaction is likely to occur.  

 A large number of planned change sequence models have been published in the 

literature. Lewin (1951) approached the task from an organizational perspective, based 

upon his force-field model. He described the sequence of change as three stages: 

unfreeze, move, and refreeze. The unfreeze stage addresses the human desire to remain in 

quasi-equilibrium, to maintain the status quo. Lewin advocated adjustment of the force 

field to both increase forces supporting the change and decrease forces opposing the 

change (Schein, 2010). The stage called move is the actual change itself, be it a change in 

technology, structure, or process. The freeze stage aims to institutionalize the change, the 

means of accomplishment varying with the organization.  

 Lippitt et al. (1958) approached the task from the perspective of an outside 

consulting engagement. They suggested seven steps: make a diagnosis, assess the 

motivation and capacity for change, assess the resources and motivation of the change 

agent, choose progressive change objects, design and communicate the change agent role, 
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and maintain the change, followed by gradual termination. Kotter’s (1996) theoretical 

approach took the perspective of the most senior leaders in an organization. He suggested 

an eight-step process: establish urgency, create a guiding coalition, develop a vision and 

strategy, communicate the change vision, empower broad-based actions, plan for 

conspicuous “wins,” consolidate gains, and anchor change. While both of these model are 

an extension of Lewin (1951) to some degree, they focus on actions of an outside 

consulting organization or executive and thus are not appropriate for change led by 

internal middle managers. 

As mentioned in chapter 2, Van de Ven and Poole (1995) identified a typology of 

four change processes: life cycle, teleology, dialectics, and evolution. Only the teleology 

(i.e., goal-directed) process is appropriate for planned organizational change, and it 

consists of four stages. Dissatisfaction with the status quo leads to a search or interaction 

with others by a purposeful and adaptive entity and then to the creative envisioning and 

setting of a change goal. Actions are implemented to achieve those goals, and their 

progress is monitored. The change process is cyclical and thus may be repeated through 

time with new goals. All of the models posited by Van de Ven and Poole (1995) are 

generic, and the teleology model is no exception. Its generality renders it less useful for 

understanding internal middle manager action. 

Prochaska et al. (2001) suggested, based upon their work on the transtheoretical 

model of intentional personal change (e.g., Prochaska & DiClemente, 1984) and 

empirical work in organizational change (Prochaska, 2000), that there are 10 processes, 

the initial use of which is distributed across five stages in organizational change. First, 

precontemplation denotes that change is not in the next 6 months, and thus no processes 
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are active. Second, contemplation denotes that change within the next 6 months is 

intended. Processes appearing in this stage include recognition of a problem and how it 

impacts personal and organizational performance and evaluation of organizational 

commitment. Third, preparation primarily involves the development of teams to carry 

out the change. Fourth, the action stage leads to processes such as making the 

organization aware of the problem, increasing commitment to the change, and 

substituting new behaviors and thoughts for old. Finally, maintenance consists of 

restructuring the environment, using social support to facilitate the change, and rewarding 

new behaviors. The advantage of the Prochaska et al. (2001) model of change sequence is 

that it is empirically based upon the actions occurring in organizations during change. It 

was thus preferable to use the stages described by Prochaska et al. (2001) for this study. 

Site and Participant Selection 

The sample of participants is critical to the final result of any empirical study. For 

this study, the plan for sampling consisted of several steps: gaining access to an 

organization appropriate for the study, gaining clarity regarding which organizational 

members could best shed light on the phenomenon in question, determining the manner 

of selecting and recruiting participants, and identifying the appropriate sample size and 

when to cease recruitment. Each of these elements is discussed below. 

Site Recruitment and Access 

Three criteria were developed for a study site. First, the organization had to be in 

the midst of, or recently experienced, a planned episodic change (Romanelli & Tushman, 

1994; Weick & Quinn, 1999). Second, the change had to be sufficiently disruptive to 



92 

generate a range of responses to the change, including resistance. Third, the organization 

had to be sufficiently large to yield an adequate number of participants to complete the 

study.  

A number of potential sites for the study were identified that met these criteria. 

From this list, the candidates were prioritized, depending upon how well they met each 

criterion. The site selected proved optimal, in that the change in question was just 

beginning to be acted upon. An introduction and site access request letter (Appendix A) 

was sent to the organization, and the organization agreed to serve as the site for this 

study. There was no site-specific institutional review board (IRB); the George 

Washington University IRB authorized the study following review for compliance with 

both its policy and federal law.  

Study Site Description 

The study was of a change that had recently started within a portion of a larger 

Fortune 500 corporation (referred to herein as “BigSupply”). “Division” is a business unit 

of BigSupply and is a diverse wholesaler/supplier of numerous products, under both 

name brands and house brands. Division’s customers cover the full spectrum, both large 

and small, in a large and growing sector of the U.S. economy as well as overseas.  

Division had in the past grown largely through acquisition, and most acquired 

businesses were operated as separate entities, rather than integrated. At the time of the 

study, Division had over 5,000 employees in several U.S. locations and several 

geographically distributed U.S. warehouses. One exception to this acquisition pattern was 

the acquisition of a large competitor (“Acquired Organization”). Acquisition of a 

competitor is normally termed a related merger (Nahavandi & Malekzadeh, 1993). 
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Acquired Organization was approximately the same size as Division and was integrated 

from the start. Three years after the acquisition, the integration was largely accomplished 

from a functional perspective. One byproduct of the end of integration was some 

redundancy in the postmerger organization—positions that were necessary to accomplish 

the merger but were now redundant. 

At roughly the same time (late 2015/early 2016), BigSupply had missed some 

financial targets, partly due to Division’s performance. BigSupply and Division 

leadership had noted, in internal documents, press releases, and corporate financial 

filings, that the markets in which they competed were experiencing both a great deal of 

change and increased competition. Something had to be done, and quickly. 

The need to change was well communicated by leadership. It was discussed 

internally with employees, so they were aware that a review of business practices would 

be ongoing. Within Division, a small team of leaders (mostly vice presidents and above, 

with some directors) was brought together to plan a reduction in force and realignment, 

focused on closing unprofitable business lines and improving overall profitability. This 

team identified over 500 positions to eliminate. Some of the employees who were let go 

were those involved in the integration of Acquired Organization and Division over the 

previous 3 years, as that function had been largely accomplished. 

The change was announced to occur in March 2016. Yet, very few people in 

Division knew which groups and positions would be affected, or exactly when. What this 

meant for employees was that after March 1st there was a palpable tension in the air, as 

people waited to be told whether they would be retained or not. Employees were notified 

of their status in person, starting in mid-March. The organization believed that it acted as 



94 

responsibly and humanely as possible during this period, in accordance with its 

organizational values. In most cases there was a working period prior to departure to 

facilitate hand-off, as necessary. Some of these working periods exceeded 1 month.  

For the majority of the workforce, the action phase (Prochaska et al., 2001) of the 

change started in late March 2016. Although the phases of contemplation and 

preparation undoubtedly preceded the action phase, their duration was not part of this 

study. What was known to me at the outset is that there had recently been a significant 

number of personnel layoffs. The organization’s middle managers were beginning to lead 

their teams through the action phase. The adaptation needed during this phase was 

expected to take numerous forms. Within their teams, the middle managers were focused 

on leading change in primarily three areas: (a) what work must be accomplished, (b) what 

organizational roles would carry out that work, and (c) how that work would be 

performed. External to their teams, these same managers and their employees had to 

adapt to changes in their networks to account for the same forms of change in other 

teams. 

The organization met the three criteria for site selection. Because of the extent of 

the disruption in the organization, a wide range of responses were likely. The 

organization was sufficiently large to permit identification of an adequate number of 

middle manager participants. Finally, the change was ongoing and in the early phases of 

the action stage, permitting the collection of data at two points in that phase. 

Population Description 

Potential study participants were internal change managers, working either with 

their employees or with others throughout the organization. These change managers were 
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middle managers, who had taken organizational roles to which certain expectations are 

attached (Katz & Kahn, 1978). These expectations both enable and constrain their agency 

(Mantere, 2008). These roles are “between the core and the apex” (Mintzberg, 1989, 

p. 98) of the organization and are often responsible for a specific business unit. Middle 

managers have received a great deal of interest, especially as critical “change 

intermediaries” (Balogun, 2003, p. 69) or linking pins (Likert, 1961) between top 

management and operational levels of organizations.  

The middle manager performs numerous functions in the organization and within 

change initiatives. First, in relation to top management, middle managers receive 

decisions and strategy (Thompson, 1967), affect strategy by championing or selling 

issues they deem of value (Dutton, Ashford, O’Neill, & Lawrence, 2001), and provide 

information (Shrivastava, 1986). Second, they make internal sense of information 

received (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Weick, 1995) and undergo personal transformation 

(Balogun, 2003) in the process. Third, in relation to their subordinates, middle managers 

provide leadership through sensegiving (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991) and translate strategy 

into action (Balogun & Johnson, 2004; Floyd & Wooldridge, 1994). They do this through 

“microsituational . . . conversation” (Westley, 1990), in which they facilitate dialogue 

(Raelin, 2012), help to adjust change recipient schemata (Balogun & Johnson, 2004), and 

balance the competing forces of continuity and change by managing the emotional 

balance of employees (Huy, 2002). As such, middle managers were appropriate 

participants for this study. 
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Participant Sampling and Recruitment  

The choices made regarding participant selection can have an impact upon the 

conclusions that may be drawn and the confidence readers may place in those 

conclusions (Miles & Huberman, 1994). I used purposeful sampling, working with the 

organization to obtain a list of potential middle manager participants. The goal was to 

achieve maximum variation sampling (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Merriam, 2009), which is 

designed to elicit a wide variety of responses (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

Since interactions were the primary interest of the study, it was preferable to focus 

on the number of interactions rather than the number of participants. While the sample 

size was unknown at the outset, it was estimated that 18 to 24 interactions were desired. 

If each participant reported on two interactions with change recipients, a total of 9 to 12 

participants would be necessary. For this study, 13 potential participants at the director 

level (one at the vice president level) were provided a participant recruitment statement 

(Appendix B) in the solicitation, and all agreed to participate. Their participant number, 

gender, and general function at Division are listed in Table 3.1. 

 
Table 3.1 
Participant Data 

Participant  Gender       Function 
1 Female Human resources/change leadership
2 Female Product/supplier management 
3 Male Product development 
4 Female Compliance 
5 Male Marketing 
6 Male Product/supplier management 
7 Female Marketing 
8 Female Accounting 
9 Male Information technology 
10 Female Information technology 
11 Female Marketing 
12 Female Sales 
13 Female Finance 
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This number of middle manager participants is supported by the work of several 

researchers. Mason (2010) sampled 560 interview-based qualitative PhD studies of all 

types and found that the most common sample sizes were 20 and 30. Marshall, Cardon, 

Poddar, and Fontenot (2013) reviewed 83 peer-reviewed qualitative studies and 

suggested 15 to 30 case study participants. Further, they noted that inclusion of more 

than 30 case study participants would likely be a poor investment. Griffin and Hauser 

(1993) suggested that 90% saturation may occur with a sample size of less than 20. 

Crouch and McKenzie (2006) also suggested that “small sample size” studies, with less 

than 20 participants, can provide the deep engagement needed to understand 

respondents’ experiences. Guest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006) kept a detailed record of 

the number of codes identified in successive interviews with women in Africa and 

found that 73% of the codes had been identified by the sixth interview and 92% by the 

12th interview. This suggests that saturation may occur with a lower number of 

participants than 30.  

The concept of saturation has its roots in grounded theory research, where it is 

focused on generalization (O’Reilly & Parker, 2012). The focus in other qualitative 

methods (including this study) is on maximizing information, rather than facilitating 

generalization (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 202). Thus, the criterion used to determine 

when to stop sampling was informational redundancy (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  

Saturation was established for all the categories presented. The interview of the 

initial appearance of each theme was recorded. These initial appearances were plotted to 

demonstrate when the cumulative number of themes reached a point of saturation. 
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Data Collection 

The two primary sources of data collected for this study were documents and 

interviews. Data collection commenced with access to the site, consisting primarily of 

document collection prior to interviews. Specifically, documents related to the change 

were utilized to construct an understanding of both the overall context and content. 

Details of the specific context from the perspective of each participant were provided in 

the interviews. 

Documents 

Several documents were either provided to me or publicly available. Internal 

organization documents to which I had access consisted of internal releases of 

information and change planning documents. Publicly available sources included both 

financial filings and press releases. A list of documents analyzed as part of the study is 

included in Table 3.2. 

 
Table 3.2 
Documents Analyzed 

Document  
number Date            Originator Document title 

1 Jan 2016 BigSupply 2016 earnings press release 
2 Jan 2016 BigSupply Q&A with Division president 
3 Jan 2016 BigSupply Third quarter earnings 
4 Unknown Division Schedule of change events used by Division leadership 
5 May 2016 [News svce] Financial news report  
6 Mar 2016 Division Internal release from Division president regarding the 

change 
7 May 2016 Division Organizational chart 
8 Undated BigSupply Values poster 
9 Undated BigSupply Leadership values poster 
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Interviews 

At the beginning of the first interview, I presented each participant with a research 

consent form (see Appendix C). Each participant again agreed to participate and signed 

two copies of the form, retaining one. The other signed form has been retained for record 

purposes.  

Participant interviews were semistructured, following the interview guide 

provided in Appendix D and deviating when warranted. Each of the participating middle 

managers was interviewed once early in the action stage and then later in the change 

process, as negotiated between myself and the organization. The initial interviews 

occurred between June 8 and June 24, 2016, approximately 9 weeks after the personnel 

reductions were first announced. The interviews were conducted in the office of each 

participant, at the request of each.  

During the period between interviews, Participant 6 moved to another job within 

the organization and declined continued participation. That person’s initial interview 

transcript was not included in data analysis. The final number of participants was 12.  

Follow-up interviews were conducted between August 23 and September 12, 

2016. I reviewed the consent form with participants at the start of the interview, and each 

agreed to continue to participate. Certain aspects that emerged from the analysis of initial 

interviews were explored further in second interviews, where appropriate.  

Data Analysis 

Data analysis consists of a number of aspects that must be planned for and 

managed throughout the study. These include data handling and storage, the unique form 

of methodological bracketing specified by strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005), the 
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data analysis process, and data presentation. Two forms of data analysis were utilized. 

First, thematic analysis was performed on the entire transcript and document database to 

identify external and internal structures. Second, an analysis of the interactions 

themselves was conducted to identify strategies employed by the participants, perceived 

recipient responses, and outcomes.  

Data Handling and Storage 

Data handling and storage are critical elements in increasing the reliability of 

qualitative research. The data in this study were of several types, including digital 

interview recordings, interview transcripts (both uncoded and coded), narrative 

interaction summaries, graphical representations, the code dictionary, and the key linking 

participants to their pseudonym.  

Interview recordings were transferred from the recording device (including 

backup devices) to a password-protected computer as soon as possible following the 

interview and were saved with a coded filename. The recordings were provided to the 

transcriptionist via an electronic file management system to which only I and the 

transcriptionist had access. Two transcriptionists were used, and each signed a 

confidentiality statement (Appendix E) prior to the exchange of any data. Interviews were 

transcribed verbatim for analysis. The transcripts were received in the same manner in 

which they were sent to the transcriptionist and were stored in raw (uncoded) form on a 

password-protected computer, in a directory separate from all other work. Data analysis 

commenced following receipt of any comments or corrections the participant wished to 

make, based upon their review of the transcript (i.e., member check).  
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A duplicate of the transcript was then uploaded to the selected computer-aided 

qualitative data analysis software application for coding and analysis. Coded transcripts 

remained within the application at all times, with the exception of peer review, which was 

accomplished using printed forms of the raw and coded transcripts.  

I created summaries of interactions (and individual episodes) from the transcript 

and stored them in the same manner as the transcripts. The file containing the linkages 

between participant and pseudonym, and between participant and each recipient for 

whom an interaction was reconstructed, was stored in a separate location from the other 

files, both digitally and in hard copy.  

Methodological Bracketing 

Use of Stones’ (2005) strong structuration theory includes a specific form of 

“methodological bracketing” (pp. 121-123). Methodological bracketing provides “sets of 

regulative and selective guidelines that can direct a researcher to some dimensions of a 

social object rather than others” (Stones, 2005, p. 120) and serve to increase reflexivity. 

Methodological bracketing occurred in two forms: agent conduct analysis and agent 

context analysis. In this way, I was able to separately explore the participant’s action in 

the conjuncture (conduct analysis) and the participant’s understanding of the conjuncture 

at that time and what resulted (context analysis) as described by both Jack and Kholeif 

(2007) and Stones (2005). The interview guide (Appendix D) was developed to elicit the 

data required to permit this analysis. 
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Thematic Analysis 

As the volume of data was large, Atlas.ti™ was used for thematic analysis of the 

transcripts. Although the software has an automatic coding feature, I did not utilize this 

feature in order to maintain both control of the process and familiarity with the data. The 

analysis of transcript and documentary data was conducted using a procedure developed 

from Creswell (2013), Merriam (2009), and Saldaña (2013). This procedure was iterative 

and recursive in nature, but generally progressed through three stages: 

1. Reading and creating memos. This stage involved review of each transcript at 

least twice and the creation of analytic memos to record my initial impressions of 

the interviews. An initial code dictionary was created during this stage.  

2. Identifying individual quotations (or meaning units) in the transcripts, 

interpreting data into codes, and then aggregating codes into categories. This 

stage consisted of the detailed review of each interview transcript and 

identification of segments of text that embodied either codes currently identified 

in the dictionary or new codes. During this stage, a significant number of codes 

were developed. Codes were continually added, combined, merged, and split as 

the analysis continued. It was critical to methodically diffuse such code changes 

from the transcript in which they arose to both previously coded and remaining 

(uncoded) transcripts. Therefore, transcripts previously coded were reviewed and 

codes added or modified based upon the learning that was occurring. This task 

was greatly aided by the capabilities of Atlas.ti. In latter portions of this stage, the 

codes were aggregated into a smaller number of categories.  
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3. Identifying themes or patterns. This stage consisted primarily of iterative review 

of the transcripts and the resulting code structures for emerging themes or 

patterns.  

The resulting data from the thematic analysis, consisting of codes, categories, 

subcategories, and themes, were linked in a data structure. This data structure was then 

utilized to create the various data presentations in chapter 4.  

Interaction/Episode Analysis 

Using the transcripts, my interpretation of both participant actions and perceived 

recipient responses were entered into a data structure designed to represent the elements 

of the conceptual framework. In this effort, I utilized Stones’ (2005) procedure of 

methodological bracketing, first identifying agent conduct (both enacted strategies and 

perceived responses) and then identifying external structures, internal structures, and 

outcomes referred to by participants while describing the episode in question.  

Data Presentation 

The presentation of data in qualitative research requires much thought so as not to 

inundate the reader with data (Miles & Huberman, 1994). The challenge was to provide 

sufficient detail to support both the findings and the conclusions, but no more. 

Summaries of each series of interaction episodes (e.g., Participant X with Recipient Y) 

were created, along with an abbreviated overview for intelligible presentation. 
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Trustworthiness 

Four trustworthiness techniques (Johnson, 1997) were employed in the study. 

They are thick description, member checks, peer review, and the use of a subjectivity 

statement. 

Thick Description 

Based on the work of philosopher Gilbert Ryle (1949) and anthropologist Clifford 

Geertz (1973), thick description is now commonly taken to mean a “highly descriptive, 

detailed” (Merriam, 2009, p. 227) narrative that “presents detail, context, emotion and the 

webs of social relationships” (Denzin, 1989, p. 83). Thick description “builds up a clear 

picture of the individuals and groups in the context of their culture and the setting” 

(Holloway, 1997, p. 154). In short, thick description is a tool a researcher uses to build 

and convey meaning and to aid the reader’s comprehension. 

Thick description was used in several areas. First, during the interviews I 

encouraged participants to richly describe what they experienced. Second, I used thick 

description in development of the interaction summaries I created from the transcripts. 

Finally, I used thick description in crafting the final dissertation. By doing so, I have 

attempted to increase both internal validity and transferability (Merriam, 2009) by 

providing support for findings, conclusions, and assertions, and to build credibility by 

helping demonstrate the “authority of the researcher” (Krefting, 1991, p. 220).  

Member Checks 

Participant review of the transcripts was crucial to ensuring that they both 

faithfully reflected the interaction and accurately described the participant’s 
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understanding of events. Each participant reviewed the transcript from his or her initial 

interview, though only one provided feedback to me. Follow-up interview transcripts 

resulted in so few interaction episodes that these transcripts were not reviewed by 

participants. In addition, I had key informants review developing interpretations to ensure 

alignment with what they knew (Merriam, 2009).  

Peer Review 

Review of the developing coding and analysis by a knowledgeable researcher 

(peer review) was a vital element in ensuring the trustworthiness of this study. This effort 

was concentrated on whether (a) the coding was plausible given the transcript and other 

evidence, and (b) the emerging findings were consistent with both the coding and the raw 

data (Merriam, 2009).  

Following my initial coding of four interview transcripts, two uncoded transcripts 

chosen at random were provided to a knowledgeable colleague. This colleague 

independently coded the transcripts, following a discussion of the conceptual framework 

and research questions of the study. Afterwards, code differences between the 

independent coder and myself were discussed in detail. Differences were usually minor. 

An example of this is both parties identifying a section of text as significant, but 

assigning codes with different names (though similar meaning). In those rare occasions 

where there were substantive differences, a decision was made regarding which coding 

was most appropriate to the study as conceived. I then deployed the resulting coding to 

both the original four coded transcripts and to the remainder of the data going forward, in 

order to preserve consistency. 
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Subjectivity Statement 

Qualitative research is by its nature value laden (Creswell, 2013). This quality 

stems from the researcher’s role as primary instrument in both data collection and 

analysis (Merriam, 2009). The influence of a researcher’s values, interests, and biases is 

best identified via a subjectivity statement. If the researcher’s subjectivity is not 

identified and managed, then the emic perspective so highly sought after in qualitative 

research may be lost (Peshkin, 1988). By being aware of my subjectivity, I aimed to 

optimize the impact of those values, interests, and biases upon the final product. The 

elements of my subjectivity statement include my interest in the study, previous 

experience leading change, personality, and education.  

 Interest in the study. I was drawn to the ability of social constructivism to 

explain how individuals give meaning to their experiences, often in social interaction 

(Barrett et al., 1995; Berger & Luckmann, 1967), and to more recent readings regarding 

the structuration of social systems (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005). There have been 

numerous influences upon my perspective on organizational change and resistance, 

including past experience implementing change, personality, educational background, 

and my evolving views regarding social science. 

Experience. Having worked in project management and change implementation 

for nearly three decades, my experiences implementing change have not always been 

successful. Specifically, I have at times become frustrated with resisting employees. This 

frustration has likely arisen from a traditional perspective of resistance—of the problem 

being the change recipient rather than the change agent. Lacking sufficient knowledge 

about how to engage resistance, my subsequent engagements with resisting employees 
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have often involved defaulting to rational-empirical or power-coercive strategies. Power-

coercive strategies are likely to bring about short-term compliance, but little long-term 

commitment (Szabla, 2007). Thus, experience has fueled my interest in the topic of 

resistance to change in general and the nature of the development of resistance in dyadic 

interaction. 

Personality. Aspects of my personality—specifically my Myers-Briggs type of 

INTJ—may have colored data collection and analysis, if they were not controlled. Of 

specific interest is the Judging-Perceiving scale. The judging person prefers a decision, 

whereas the perceiving person prefers remaining flexible (Myers & Briggs Foundation, 

n.d.). During data collection, any tendency to favor certain elements of personal accounts 

over others was guarded against by remaining alert to any developing desire to firmly 

decide what a response meant. I sought to remain sufficiently flexible to follow an 

interesting disclosure within the semistructured interview framework, while delaying 

final judgment. During data analysis, this tendency may have manifested in coding 

certain text segments too quickly, and thus forgoing a deeper analysis to find the most 

appropriate coding. Finally, during data analysis I employed peer checks to ensure that 

the developing codes, categories, and themes were supported by the data. 

Education. My academic work has been primarily in technical disciplines. This 

background in positivist science may have predisposed me to accept preliminary findings 

as complete and thus potentially miss deeper connections. This potential was guarded 

against by remaining cognizant of the fact that multiple perspectives exist in social 

settings and remaining open to what they might be prior to conducting an interview, 

coding, and analysis. 
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 Use of phenomenological bridling. It may not be possible to eliminate the 

influence of a researcher’s preunderstanding (Vagle, 2009). However, I sought to limit its 

effects through the use of the relatively recent concept of bridling (Dahlberg, Dahlberg, 

& Nyström, 2008) from phenomenological inquiry. The term bridling was first used by 

Ekebergh (2001) and has been described as “restraining one’s pre-understanding in the 

form of personal beliefs, theories, and other assumptions that otherwise would mislead 

the understanding of meaning, and thus limit . . . openness” (Dahlberg, 2006, p. 16). 

Bridling is a conceptual alternative to the concept of phenomenological bracketing and 

involves both (a) restraining preunderstanding and (b) understanding the whole 

throughout the study (Vagle, Hughes, & Durbin, 2009). I employed bridling in order to 

“have a fair chance to discover false perceptual conclusions” (Dahlberg & Dahlberg, 

2003, p. 47). This was accomplished by keeping a personal research, or bridling, journal 

(Dahlberg et al., 2008; Vagle, 2009). This journal was referred to during data collection 

and analysis, just as analytic memos were in data analysis. 

Delimitations and Limitations 

Bounding the study permitted it to be considered a case study. The study was 

delimited in several ways. It was limited to one organization, one change effort, and one 

time period, as previously noted.  

Based upon the nature of qualitative research and the delimitations employed in 

the bounding of the case, it is important to address the limitations in the study. They 

include a limited ability to generalize to other populations and situations, limited ability 

to generalize to resistance developing in groups of employees, lack of direct observation 

of interaction, and lack of interviews with change recipients. Each is discussed in turn.  



109 

Because of the qualitative nature of the study and the nature of case study in 

general, findings cannot be generalized. This is due to one of the main benefits of case 

study: the attendant particularity (Merriam, 2009) that comes from a deep understanding 

of the case itself (or the phenomena in this case). Indeed, some have argued that if there 

is to be generalizability from case study, it would be based not upon representativeness, 

as in quantitative work, but rather upon sound, logical analysis (Mitchell, 1983; Smith, 

1990). 

Study of dyadic interaction is not the whole story. Any planned organizational 

change effort involves human interaction on numerous levels. The individual level 

provides for the analysis of defined interactions between individuals. However, findings 

from this study at the individual level may not be generalizable to change agent 

interaction with groups, such as town-hall meetings.  

No real-time participant observation. This study did not include real-time 

observation and recording of change agent interaction with change recipients, for several 

reasons. It was impractical for the investigator to be present waiting for specific 

interactions that would, in hindsight, have proven interesting. It was also impractical to 

record all change conversations, due to privacy concerns. Instead, this study included 

reconstructed interactions from the perspective of the change agent.  

Lack of study of change recipients. This study involved collecting data from 

change agents, not recipients. Thus, it involved study of dyadic interaction from only one 

perspective, that of the change agent. While this may be viewed as limiting, it has the 

benefit of eliminating the need to deconflict accounts of the same interaction and 

permitted the study’s focus on the change agent and his or her experiences.  
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Ethics and Human Subjects Considerations 

Following approval of the proposal by the committee, and prior to commencing 

data collection, the study was submitted to and approved by the IRB at The George 

Washington University.  

The purpose of the study was to examine how change agent actions interact with 

perceived change recipient responses during a planned organizational change effort. 

Because the data collected were retrospective in nature, there was little potential for 

interaction with me during interviews to affect the past events recounted by participants.  

Each participant was advised that this research was conducted as part of a 

dissertation and that the information gathered would not be attributed to individuals or 

the organization. I offered an interview location that would not disclose participation to 

coworkers, though no participant expressed interest in using such a location. 

Additionally, participants were advised that their personal or specific information would 

not be published, except without attribution. Every participant had the opportunity to 

review and comment on the transcript of their interviews. All participants were informed 

of their right to refuse to participate or to withdraw at any time during the study, up until 

the end of data collection. 
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CHAPTER 4: 

RESULTS 

As noted in chapter 1, the purpose of this study was to examine how change agent 

actions and perceived change recipient responses interact during the implementation of 

planned organizational change. A conceptual framework was developed using Stones’ 

(2005) strong structuration theory as a conceptual lens. Strong structuration theory, as 

applied in this study, has four main elements: (a) external structures of context and 

content; (b) two forms of internal structures, the general dispositional and the 

conjuncturally-specific; (c) the participant’s agency; and (d) outcomes of the interaction. 

For this study, an interaction was conceived of as one episode or a series of 

sequential episodes occurring over time. In each episode, the participant (agent) had an 

understanding of the situation formed by the internal structures mentioned above. These 

internal structures were influenced by the external structures that act upon the agent. The 

participant’s understanding informed his or her active agency as the participant enacted a 

change strategy. The participant perceived a response from the recipient, which could 

then influence the participant’s internal structures or external structures. 

Two forms of analysis were performed as part of this study: a thematic analysis of 

the transcripts and an interaction/episode analysis. This chapter describes the results of 

both analyses, summarizes the findings, and describes how the data answer the research 

question and subquestions.  
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Thematic Analysis 

The thematic analysis is discussed using the elements of the theoretical 

framework (Figure 1.1), to include external structures, internal structures, change agent 

strategies, and perceived recipient responses. As noted in chapter 2, external structures of 

knowledge in this study constitute the context and content of change (Pettigrew, 1987; 

Stones, 2005) and provide the “conditions of action” (Stones, 2005, p. 84) perceived by 

the agent-in-focus to act upon him or her. Internal structures of the agent, according to 

Stones (2005), consist of both the general dispositional and the conjuncturally-specific. 

Change agent strategies are discussed in three sections, corresponding to the typology 

developed by Chin and Benne (1969): rational-empirical, normative-reeducative, and 

power-coercive. Finally, perceived recipient responses are described in four sections, 

corresponding to the categories developed by Oreg et al. (2018): proactivity, acceptance, 

disengagement, and resistance. Quotations from the interviews are provided to support 

the findings. 

External Structure: Change Context 

According to Pettigrew (1987), change context constitutes the reason behind the 

change (the ‘why’) and acts upon the participant in the study (and the recipients, to the 

extent that they are privy to it). External knowledge structures related to change context 

arising from the thematic analysis included (a) financial performance, (b) the need for 

cost review, (c) the need for new structure, (d) Division’s main office as the “center of 

gravity,” and (e) change planning. Each is discussed in order. 

Financial performance. The change was undertaken in response to changes in 

the market(s) in which BigSupply was operating. Most recipients noted that the 
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organization’s leaders, both at BigSupply and Division, communicated very clearly the 

financial pressures it was encountering. Participant 1 noted:  

People knew something was coming, and then this guy’s pretty unusual as a 
leader, he’s a little more candid than most, and he said we’re going to have . . . 
some big layoffs and then it’s going to be [in] March. 

Factors both internal and external to BigSupply were noted. Several external 

trends putting pressure on BigSupply and Division were noted in financial briefings, 

including weaker pricing, recent customer consolidation, and market changes, including 

mergers and acquisitions. Internal factors also contributed to change context. Chief 

among such factors was the performance of one business unit. Participant 9 explained, “It 

turned out also that in [Division] that there’s a subunit, . . . our [own-branded] business, 

that was performing much more poorly than was known.” 

Cost review. Division’s leadership was clearly communicating with the entire 

organization regarding the need to be more competitive. A cost review was referred to by 

several participants, primarily in two ways. Administrative costs would be reviewed, as 

noted in Document 3: “Each business unit and corporate function will examine various 

areas, with a sharp eye on outside services, travel and meetings, and, in certain cases, 

workforce costs.” Similarly, Participant 11 noted:  

From a financial standpoint [BigSupply] . . . had a rough year, and within 
[Division] specifically, we had a really rough year, and so. . . . [It] is one thing to 
have a rough year, but it’s another thing to try to look at the crystal ball and figure 
out if this is a one-and-done, or is this a perpetual issue, and so you know from 
that standpoint and the way the industry is going, we have to be a leaner and 
leaner organization to get to need to produce the way we’ve always produced.  

Need for new structure. A number of participants noted the need for a new 

organizational structure. Some managers who had been necessary to carry out the 
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integration of Division and Acquired Organization were no longer needed. Participant 1 

referred to this when she noted:  

We had a little too much at the top of the house, yeah, and it ran its course. You 
know, the really heavy work that needed to be done postintegration is sort of 
closed out, and when you’ve got three VPs doing the job of one, yeah you know 
it’s, don’t need the heavy, the heavy jobs. 

Participant 1 also noted, in a similar fashion: “In our business unit, I think it was a 

hangover from our large-scale integration from 3½ years ago.” 

Main office as the center of gravity. The headquarters location of Division was 

the main locus of power. Participant 1 noted that “the vast majority of the leaders are here 

in [headquarters location]” and that “if people resign [in nonheadquarters locations, then 

their replacements] typically get filled [in headquarters location], so the headcount’s been 

shifting.” 

Change planning. The sample included participants who had been involved in 

change planning and those who had not. Managers who had been involved generally 

viewed the planning as sufficient. An example was Participant 12, who commented:  

I personally was brought in early. In that, my direct manager, [name], she let me 
know early on that “Hey, we want to be more functionally aligned, and I think 
that we need to take a look at what we’re doing and what contract administration 
is doing,” yes. So I had a little more time to get involved in and understand the 
why [behind the changes]. 

Those participants who were not involved in change planning thought the changes 

would have been optimized by including middle managers. Examples of this include the 

following comment by Participant 7: “My VP who . . . because she’s a [role] VP . . . 

knew everything about the company, what they were doing, wouldn’t tell me anything, 

but I knew she knew.” 
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Participant 7 further noted her frustration at not being included by stating: 

Not even to have a meeting to say, “Let’s talk about your team. Let’s talk about 
the talent on your team. Let’s talk about if we had to make a cut or if we had to 
rank the people,” or anything, just to get us involved to feel like we were part of 
the change or whatever. That was not done, so really I was like, do they find my 
team valuable? What’s going on? Do they even know who I would let go if they 
had to make a choice? That’s where I felt like there could be involvement. 

In summary, the external structures of change context resulting from this study 

are represented and defined in Table 4.1. 

 
Table 4.1 
Change Context (External Structures) 

Theme Subtheme Definition 
Financial  
performance 

Leadership candid BigSupply and Division were candid regarding 
organizational performance. 

Fiscal challenges The financial situation was both challenging and 
undergoing change. 

Missed financial 
targets 

Both BigSupply and Division missed financial 
targets. 

More attuned 
(second interview) 

Increased attention to performance was noted in the 
second interviews. 

Self-focus 
(regarding the 
future) 

Employees were focused on how firm performance 
may impact their future. 

Cost review Administrative costs Administrative costs were a focus of cost review. 
Need to change cost 
structure 

Cost structure needed to change to remain 
competitive. 

Some leaders 
not needed 

 Some leaders were no longer needed, especially 
those working the late-stage integration of Acquired 
Organization. 

Headquarters 
as center 

 Division headquarters was viewed as where all 
decisions were made. 

Change  
planning 

Planned by select 
group 

Change was planned by a select few, mostly vice 
president level and above. 

Middle managers 
could have been a 
resource 

There was a feeling that middle manager 
involvement would have produced a better change. 

 



116 

External Structure: Change Content 

 As noted in chapter 2, change content constitutes the action undertaken in the 

change (the ‘what’) and also acts upon the participant in the study (and the recipient, to 

the extent that they understand it) by influencing internal structures. The analysis 

identified a series of external structures related to content, as noted below. 

Episodic, large-scale change. Several participants noted both the scale and speed 

with which the change was carried out. Quotations that supported this code included the 

following. Participant 1 noted that “it was such a large-scale episodic change for this 

group” and “this change effort that happened, that you’re looking at, was ‘we’ve got to 

do it, and we’ve got to do it right now.’” 

Optimizing performance. Participants referred to the goal of the change as being 

focused on the optimization of performance, both in Division and in BigSupply as a 

whole. For example, Participant 1 noted that “in some groups we systematically went 

through and where we have good performance metrics, just laid off the lowest 

performers.” In some cases, difficult choices were required. Participant 9 mentioned that 

“there is one, at least one person in particular in [location] who has . . . a tremendous 

amount of operations knowledge and just product and supply knowledge . . . that I’m 

going to lose, and . . . that’s impacting some plans that I had.” 

Forms of change. Participants mentioned four forms of change. The first was a 

change in workload, or what work is to be accomplished. This was described by 

participants as a loss of work, or a redistribution of work between individuals. Participant 

10 remarked of one recipient that “she estimated that over 75% of her [previous] day-to-

day work was associated with that piece that went away.” Participant 4 reported, “So we 
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said: All right, your workload, you know X, Y, and Z always is going to go to person A, 

and PDQ is going to go to somebody else.” Finally, Participant 5 noted that workloads 

were increasing due to unfilled positions. 

The amount, though, changed for sure because we had two empty seats in a lot of 
senses so, and wound up being more work for both of us to pick up in order to 
make sure the jobs got done. 

A second form of change was a change in role. Role change was described by 

several participants in various ways. Participant 12 noted that one recipient “went from 

being [in] issue resolution to . . . now she will be a strategic account analyst.” Participant 

2 noted that change in role could be a demotion: 

That person left and then it would have just been a manager with two people, [so] 
we changed her work so she was no longer in a manager role, but became an 
individual contributor, . . . acting more as a team lead. 

A third form of change described was a change in methods, or how work is 

accomplished. This could be as simple as making the job one’s own. Participant 12 noted 

of her own position that “I was not going to do everything 100% the way [the previous 

task owner] did.” This was also described as a change in process: 

I’ve changed the processes for this team in terms of how we receive work, how 
we manage hand-offs of work within the team, how we manage approvals and 
rejections by other parts of the business, before we even do the work. 

A fourth form of change described by participants was adaptation to change in 

others, whether individuals or groups. This involved both changes internal to a team and 

helping other affected teams learn how to interact with them. Participant 8 provided one 

description of this change: 

I feel that we were in some ways significantly impacted from a business 
partnership perspective. So we had business partners that were . . . significantly 
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impacted, or maybe our direct business partner wasn’t but their team was, so they 
re-org[anized]. So we had . . . to adapt to new business partners that were taking 
on new responsibilities, so you know, kind of caused us to have to start over, 
right? We had to, we had to re-explain from scratch something and kind of help 
them get to that level of understanding . . . the person before them used to have. 

Doing more with less. Doing more with less was described in several ways. 

Participant 13 noted that her peers urged the leadership to make some decisions regarding 

what work to cease doing: 

I think there was dialogue to leaders that you needed to stop doing things that 
don’t add value, because the idea of this change is not to burden people more with 
work, it was to stop doing stuff that’s not valuable, so that people can have, still 
have work-life balance. 

This desire was offset by the reality that most work effort or product would be 

retained despite this perceived need. Participant 2 commented: 

The work doesn’t go away no matter what. If the people go away, or the roles go 
away, there is still the same work that needs to be done. . . . Then at the working 
level, essentially everything that people were doing, there was a customer, either 
externally or internally, that actually wanted that [product or service]. So nothing 
actually stopped getting done, or very little. 

Middle managers having to ‘figure it out.’ Several participants referred to the 

need to figure the change out as they went. Participant 11 noted: “I still only had half the 

answers. I didn’t have all the answers to the questions that [my supervisor] had, and you 

know it was still very much you know blank slate, we had to fill in the blanks.” 

Participant 2 described the situation as follows: 

I was communicating change and as a result, you know, trying to organize around 
change that I didn’t have any sort of say in. . . . You’ve got to figure out how to 
work best and in the terms that you’re given and we’ll figure it out. 

Participant 3 described this as flying blind: 
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I felt like I was flying a little bit blind, but you know sometimes you’ve got to go 
in there and figure out, this is kind of my baseline of, of where this relationship, 
from a reporting standpoint was going to start and that, that was kind of the initial 
conversations. 

The structures related to change content arising out of the data are summarized in 

Table 4.2. 

 
Table 4.2 
Change Content (External Structures) 

Structure Substructure Definition 
Episodic 
change 

 The change was rapid, pervasive, and disruptive. 

Optimizing  
performance 

 A primary goal in the change was to perform better as 
an organization. 

Form of change Change in 
workload 

There was a change in what work an employee or 
group was responsible for performing. 

 Change in role There was a change in the role an employee or group 
was to fill. 

 Change in 
method 

There was a change in how work was to be 
performed. 

 Adapting to 
change in others 

There was a recognized need to adapt individual or 
group workload, role, or method in response to 
change in another individual or group. 

Doing more 
with less 

 Middle managers had concerns that greater 
performance was expected without either a 
commensurate increase in resources or a decrease in 
workload. 

Having to 
‘figure it out’ 

 Middle manager needed to define change beyond 
direction from higher leadership, even as that 
guidance was changing. 

 
 

Internal Structure: General Dispositional Knowledge Structures/Habitus 

Moving to internal structure, general dispositional knowledge structures are 

“generalized world-views and cultural schemas” (Stones, 2005, p. 88) and consist of 

classifications, typifications, people, principles and recipes of action, habits of speech, 

and gestures. These schemas are similar to Bourdieu’s (1977) habitus and are normally 

relatively enduring. These knowledge structures or schemas help agents adapt 
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generalized knowledge to a particular situation. Six classes of schema arose during the 

thematic analysis: (a) active engagement, (b) interpersonal conversation tailored to the 

recipient, (c) the need to allow the recipient a voice, (d) an acknowledgement that change 

is difficult, (e) the middle manager as lead evangelist for the change, and (f) the need to 

balance managing both upwards and downwards. 

Active engagement. Active engagement was considered critical to middle 

manager success in change. Active engagement took a number of forms. Participant 2 

suggested that leadership was relationship-based when she noted that “I rely pretty 

heavily on personal relationships with the people on my team.” Participant 12 noted 

that she was actively engaging with her people on a frequent basis. She explained: 

“I’m . . . personally . . . very hands-on with my team; I’m out and about; we meet 

regularly; I’m walking around. I don’t just come in my office. My door is almost never 

shut.” 

Openness and collaboration were also mentioned as important. Participant 4 noted 

that she made herself available to her staff: 

You have people approaching you and asking you: What do you think? How do 
you feel about it? . . . That whole trust factor . . . for me is very important with my 
team—that they felt comfortable to contact me and tell me, ask me how I felt.  

Participant 13 described this engagement more as collaboration: “I think it’s a 

collaborative effort with, with me and the employees.” 

Interpersonal conversation. The participants noted that interpersonal 

conversation was key to change leadership. Additionally, they noted that communication 

from the middle manager needed to be geared to the recipient, given the variety or 

diversity on the team. Participant 3 explained: 
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I’ve got a very diverse team. . . . I’ve got folks that have been here a very short 
period of time; I’ve got people on my team, I think I have a person that’s been 
here over 30 years; and then I’ve got various different levels and ages. So I’ve got 
a wide range of folks within my team and it, and very different . . . jobs. So, what, 
if there’s a certain change going on within the organization, it can have 
significantly different impact to each one of those folks on my team, so 
sometimes it can be very hard to have kind of that team meeting, or that team 
debrief on what’s going on and it almost becomes an individual conversation. 

Participant 3 expanded upon this sentiment: 

That’s probably the hardest part about it is, it means a little something different to 
everybody else, and with the wide range of a team like that, a lot of times I have 
to think about . . . the impact to each individual person, as opposed to looking at, 
how does it impact this position or . . . this team overall. 

Need to allow recipient a voice. While some change was directed at middle 

managers, implementation plans were developed by middle managers with the assistance 

of their knowledgeable team members. Participant 3 noted: 

At the end of the day, these people are going to be kind of the experts within their 
roles and in their jobs, allowing them to make recommendations back to me as a 
manager or to our team leadership as to how to best execute. I feel [that] makes it 
the most effective. 

The difficulty of change. One of the structures that arose for participants was that 

change is difficult for organizations and people. Participant 4 noted that “people fear 

change.” Participant 5 stated that “it’s hard to go through change.” Participant 11 

commented: 

The part that’s really hard is when you get down to the nitty-gritty of the how and 
what does this really mean. So like talking through reality versus intention—the 
reality is the part that’s really, really hard, . . . mapping out the process of how 
we’re going to get things done in the new world and determining the reality of, 
okay, now who is the new owner of this because we no longer have a person with 
that as part of their primary responsibility, so who owns it. . . . That’s where it 
gets very messy. 
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Middle manager as lead evangelist. Middle managers were clear that they 

served different roles as change leaders. One role was to serve as the driving force for 

change in the organization, whether or not they had been involved in planning it. From 

the description of what was changing, as noted by Participant 8, “I think the initial 

framing up, what’s changing, and what it means for staff is . . . challenging.” Participant 

9 noted that she felt she was serving as a change leader: “In terms of what I’ve been 

doing and what I’ve been focused on in terms of change, . . . [I] had to be the lead 

evangelist.” Participant 13 described it as selling the change: 

I think the way you introduce it, if you show this is what this task is set to do, 
these are the benefits of doing it, this is how it will develop you, so I think they 
can get an understanding. 

Each of these statements supports the knowledge that the middle managers were leading 

the change for their team, and their team was depending upon that leadership. 

Need to balance managing up with managing down. Finally, several 

participants noted that there was a need to manage both upwards (supervisors) and 

downwards (team members). Participant 11 stated this clearly when she said: “It’s 

challenging. I think this . . . role in particular, you very much have to manage up and 

down.” Participant 13 noted that she was “managing [her supervisor’s] expectations.” 

On the other side of the coin, Participant 13 also noted that “I was really trying to be 

protective of my team, and making sure I was kind of having the battles on their 

behalf.” 

In summary, the themes related to participant general-dispositional internal 

structures are depicted in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3 
General Dispositional (Internal Structures) 

Structure Definition 
Need to actively engage 
team 

Active engagement involved several facets, including leading by 
relationship, being among employees often, demonstrating 
openness, and working in collaboration with employees. 

Need for interpersonal 
conversation  

The need to ‘converse with,’ not talk ‘to’ (or ‘at’) employees was 
important to participants. 

Tailoring of interpersonal 
communication to recipient 

Participants were mindful of the need to tailor their communication 
to each recipient, to the extent possible. 

Allowing recipient a voice Participants were mindful that if recipients had a hand in designing 
the change, they’d be more likely to accept it. 

The difficulty of change  Participants recognized that employees (and managers) find change 
difficult, and that this is not abnormal. 

Middle manager as ‘lead 
evangelist’ 

Participants felt the need to be the voice of progress in the change. 

Managing up and down Participants noted the need to manage their supervisors as well as 
their subordinates. 

 
 

Internal Structure: Conjuncturally-Specific Knowledge Structures 

Conjuncturally-specific knowledge structures are the context-situated knowledge 

from which the agent draws to formulate and carry out his or her agency (as action). Five 

different conjuncturally-specific structures were noted in the thematic analysis. These 

structures were (a) knowledge of the recipient’s previous situation, (b) past experience 

with the recipient, (c) assessment of recipient habitus, (d) assessment of recipient work 

motivation, and (e) assessment of recipient developmental needs. 

Knowledge of recipient’s previous situation. In the case where a recipient was 

not originally part of a middle manager’s team, one of the resources mentioned was 

knowledge of the recipient’s former role, performance, and supervisor relationship. 

Supporting this theme is Participant 9’s comment: 

I was advised by multiple folks that she was not the best manager, and that her, 
her interpersonal skills are at times less than managerial. . . . But I’ve heard from 
some other folks that she’s really great, and she really works hard and, and that 
really should give her an opportunity to continue to grow. 
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Participant 10 remarked that “in the past, as it’s related to [her work], she’s done 

what she has wanted to do. No one gave her specific instructions, . . . rules [or] 

parameters. She’s had free rein historically.” 

Personal experience with recipient. Where there was adequate past experience 

with a particular recipient, that knowledge proved useful in change interaction. 

Quotations that support this theme include comments such as “I knew it wouldn’t be the 

last conversation” (Participant 12); “because she’s worked under me for the last 10 years” 

(Participant 12); and “he often will speak before, I wouldn’t even say before he thinks, 

because . . . he doesn’t really have the experience to understand the error in what he’s 

saying” (Participant 8). 

Assessment of recipient habitus. Given sufficient experience working with a 

particular recipient, middle manager participants developed their own assessments of a 

recipient’s general dispositional structures or habitus. This often showed up as comments 

such as “[she’s] not a small-talk kind of gal” (Participant 1). Participant 5 commented of 

one recipient: “He’s . . . going to want to catch up about what’s happening that night or 

weekend, and . . . easing into a topic, and nonabrasive as you approach certain subjects. 

So that’s just his personality in general.” Participant 4 noted of one recipient:  

Her nature is very intense. So . . . a lot of these conversations I have in person 
with her, because I want to be able to read her, to see if she’s panicking, and she 
doesn’t want to let go of things that are no longer hers. 

Assessment of recipient motivations. Several participants noted that one 

knowledge structure they used was their assessment of the recipient’s work motivation(s). 

Participant 4 noted: “She’s excited about it because it, it’s more interaction with other 

leaders. And it’s more project work [rather] than filling out these applications, because  
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. . . I think she’s getting a sense . . . of accomplishment.” Participant 7 remarked of one 

recipient: 

She’s in meetings and events. When she’s in ‘meeting time’ she’ll get here super 
early and work her butt off. It’s really a dichotomy with her because she’s an 
awesome, awesome performer at certain times when you need her, but if there’s 
not a big meeting going on, it’s like she’s [less attentive]. 

Assessment of recipient developmental needs. Finally, developmental needs 

were a factor in understanding the recipient, as evidenced by several quotations, 

including “I think [he] doesn’t have the . . . professional maturity” (Participant 2); “he 

doesn’t really have the experience to understand the error in what he’s saying” 

(Participant 8); and “I had worked with this person before. This person is a good 

performer but also kind of challenging from, at least that was my take from a . . . 

managerial standpoint.” 

In summary, conjuncturally-specific knowledge structures are unique to each 

middle manager and to each episode (and perhaps even to individual moments within an 

episode) as the participant’s understanding of the conjuncture evolves. As such, the 

deeply personal and situated nature of these structures necessitated a very general 

typology. The conjuncturally-specific internal structures arising out of the study are 

depicted and defined in Table 4.4. 
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Table 4.4 
Conjuncturally-Specific (Internal Structures) 

Structure Definition 
Knowledge of recipient’s 
previous situation 

The participant understood the former interteam relationship or 
dynamic for a recipient new to the team. 

Personal experience with 
recipient 

The participant had direct experience working with the 
recipient. 

Assessment of recipient habitus The participant understood the recipient’s generalized schemas 
or scripts of action. 

Assessment of recipient work 
motivation 

The participant understood factors that may motivate the 
recipient to do good work. 

Assessment of recipient 
developmental needs 

The participant understood areas where the recipient may 
require either additional skill or experience. 

 
 

Enacted Strategies of the Agent: Rational-Empirical 

The strategies enacted by the agent are informed by the internal knowledge 

structures available to the agent, as described by Stones (2005). Following inductive 

development of the strategies described by the participants, I utilized the Chin and Benne 

(1969) typology to categorize the participants’ enacted strategies. This typology consists 

of three broad strategies: rational-empirical, normative-reeducative, and power-coercive. 

The inductively developed strategies were retained as forms of each Chin and Benne 

(1969) strategy. 

Four different forms of rational-empirical strategy were noted in the thematic 

analysis. There were (a) communicating roles and/or expectations, (b) framing change, 

(c) providing facts, data, and plans, and (d) legitimation via supervisor. Each is discussed 

in turn.  

Communicating roles and/or expectations. Several examples of communicating 

roles or expectations, which a rational recipient would be expected to respond to (or 

comply with), were noted. Examples included the following statement: “I met with my 

staff before that happened and told them: This is more than likely how this is going to 
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happen, so here’s what I expect” (Participant 8). Another example came from Participant 

1: 

About that thing, I need you to own it. I did actually have that; I said the next time 
we talk, I’ve got to talk with you about owning this work. I need it on your desk. 
Let’s talk about that in more detail so on our next one-on-one. 

A similar comment from Participant 13 was “I was managing expectations 

because what I heard, and then what actually happened, were very disconnected.” 

Framing change. The framing of change was reported by several participants and 

included “the initial framing up, what’s changing, and what it means for staff” 

(Participant 8) and “so I had that conversation with her and, and really laid it out as how I 

thought it was in her best interest, but at the same time I thought was right for the 

function” (Participant 9). Additionally, Participant 2 noted: 

To say well now you, you don’t have to worry with this, this, and this, and you’ll 
have more time to do this, this, and this. So by the way, it’s great thing for you.  
. . . I was trying to put it in the, in the light that . . . she would feel good about. 

Communicating facts, data, and plans. Change agent action occasionally 

consisted of communicating routine change information, without an accompanying 

attempt to influence. Examples of this included: 

Her only issue was that she’s worried that she’ll have to own [the task] forever, 
which was not . . . the understanding that we’ll just have it for a little while. So I 
said, you know, right now, for the foreseeable future, we own it. (Participant 4) 

We finished our budget, this is the team moving forward, and so I said to this 
individual that there are things that the 12 individuals in [location] absolutely 
cannot get done. Now 17 [personnel] . . . is probably too much, . . . but we know 
already that 12 [personnel] isn’t getting it done in [location]. I said . . . we have 
people chomping and waiting in the wings for when we can take on more. I said 
I’m already thinking of when I’m, when we’re going to meet to expand this team; 
certainly, you know, not reduce it. (Participant 12) 
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Legitimation. One participant, when she could not get a recipient to respond to 

her authority, invoked the fact that a task originated with her supervisor to legitimate her 

request for a specific course of action: “Then I conveyed to her that the request for 

[specific course of action] came from the VP that she now reports under” (Participant 

10).  

Enacted Strategies of the Agent: Normative-Reeducative 

Six forms of normative-reeducative strategies were noted in the thematic analysis: 

(a) openness and building trust, (b) checking alignment, (c) supporting adaptation, 

(d) building together, (e) encouraging engagement, (f) encouraging improved 

performance, and (g) communicating interest in recipient development. Each is explored 

in turn. 

Building trust. The creation and maintenance of trust was noted as important by 

several participants. It often showed as openness, such as the following: “Figuring out 

what that approach would be . . . and it was to be as transparent, open, inviting . . . as 

possible” (Participant 5); “just encouraging open communication; needing help, and it’s 

going to be a little strange at first as we go through this first little bit together” 

(Participant 5); and “she knows that [with]in these four walls, she’s in a safe place 

because she can vent to me” (Participant 11). Participant 2, who had zero experience with 

a new group, commented: 

I don’t even know exactly what you guys do. . . . I want to set up some time for 
you guys to kind of walk me through your day-to-day job. I need some time to 
kind of react to that. I need some time to interview your customers and understand 
how we work best with, and then we can start talking about how to fix and 
streamline and kind of build the team out. 
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Checking alignment. Several participants noted the need to verify that the 

recipient with whom they were working held an understanding of what was needed that 

was sufficiently close to the participant’s own. Examples of this include “I try to get them 

to explain it back to me, so that I understand whether or not we are on the same page” 

(Participant 8) and the following quote from Participant 3: 

What I usually . . . do is have the initial conversations, get the person’s initial 
feedback, and then within, we’ll call it 2 weeks, meet with that person again, [and 
ask], “How’s it going?” You know, “Give me your feedback now. What have you 
learned about that change?” 

Supporting adaptation. Several participants reported that they felt it necessary to 

offer more direct support of a recipient’s adaptation. Participant 4 noted that she said to 

one participant: “You can’t do that. You’re [enabling] when you do that. Should we sit 

down together, or do you want to have a call? . . . Because otherwise, . . . this will always 

be yours.” Participant 10 noted that advising on behavior was necessary, as she worked 

with a recipient to “help her understand what, when it’s appropriate to reach out to the 

CIO [chief information officer] and when it’s not.” Participant 12 noted that sometimes 

she was teaching participants how to be more effective, as in the following:  

[I told him that] I have two people. . . . When an email comes in from them, it’s a 
different font so I quickly see that “Oh, [name] just sent me an email,” and I look 
at it. Just a simple thing like that really helps his situation. He was also open to it. 
I know at first he was like, “What more do you want from me?” But then when 
we broke it down, he was able to make it even more of an opportunity that 
actually we were able to share with the rest of the team. 

Building together. Being in the trenches with recipients was used by several 

participants. Some of their comments included “the biggest piece I feel makes the ability 

to have that change stick or be successful is to allow that individual some say in how they 

manage that change” (Participant 3) or the following quote from Participant 1: 
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I think what’s happening right now is a lot of negotiations between leaders and 
subordinates on what’s realistic to get done, given how many people, what they’re 
left with, and so things that you would expect to have had last year . . . they have 
to renegotiate what they’re there to do. 

Encouraging engagement. Several participants considered employee 

engagement to be crucial and mentioned the need to encourage engagement in change 

processes. An example of this strategy was described by Participant 11: 

My first interaction with her was: How do I reinforce and basically get her to 
reengage in her role in the company and, you know, know that I still support her 
in her development and her career path, and everything that she’s been striving to 
achieve, that doesn’t go away in, in this new structure, in this new organization. 
So it was really how to keep her engaged. 

Encouraging improved performance. A combination of coaching and 

mentoring was noted as necessary by a number of managers. Specific examples of this 

included providing the opportunity to demonstrate solid performance: “I did tell her that I 

would give her opportunity through projects and [other tasks] to show whether or not she 

is capable of leading at that higher level” (Participant 9). Providing specific feedback on 

where to improve was also described: “We’ve had to go over those details directly, of 

what you need to do to improve the situation, you know what did you do right and what 

do we need to do to make it better” (Participant 8).  

Communicating interest in recipient development. Participants reported that 

they also made an effort to ensure recipients knew their supervisor was interested in their 

development. Participant 9 described this in relation to a recipient who was feeling 

demoted:  

I said: Look, I don’t want you to think that I’m like putting you out to pasture 
because I’m not. In fact, I’m going to maintain a monthly one-on-one with you in 
perpetuity. So she and I have a regular monthly one-on-one, so that I stay close to 
her, and she kind of has one-on-one access to me. I mean she can access me any 
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time she wants. . . . Just so that she gets dedicated one-on-one time with me, 
because she’s one of my leaders, one of my people leaders. 

Participant 3 arranged for a recipient to seek guidance from others throughout the 

organization, as a way of understanding the different areas: 

I recommended a couple other folks in, in other departments for her to talk with, 
just from a career path perspective. She’s been in [BigSupply-branded products] 
for a long time. She continues to talk about wanting to get promoted; however, 
there’s no clear trajectory in the role she’s in. . . . So my challenge back to her 
was [to] interview other areas, figure out what your interests are. . . . In order to 
get to the next level, you might have to take a job in some other piece of the 
organization or some other piece of the department. 
 

Enacted Strategies of the Agent: Power-Coercive 

Strategies relying on use of power or coercion were less often used than either 

rational-empirical or normative-reeducative strategies. Three forms were identified in the 

thematic analysis, as noted below. 

Order, warning, or direction. The communication of a clear directive, order, or 

warning was noted, as in this exchange between myself and Participant 10: 

Researcher: So, did you have to go so far as to direct her to do it?  

Participant: Yes.  

Researcher: So what were your words? . . . Was it “you will”? 

Participant: Yeah, “We will have [specific outcome].” 

 
Participant 10 also noted the following: “They were told that they should only be 

working 40 hours a week.” Evidencing some frustration, Participant 10 also described the 

following: 

[I] let her know that I’m not going to take the heat for this for three quarters in a 
row, that, by the time, in early September, I want to see her plan for how she’s 
going to do this moving forward, and how she’s going to readjust the process to 
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make sure that, for the next quarter, that we don’t have the same missteps in the 
process. 

Communicating limits, policy, or law. In more than one situation, it was 

necessary to communicate both the requirements of employment law and 

organizational policy. In the following quotation, Participant 10 noted that she 

communicated the policy and said that “there will be no doctoring of time entry to 

reduce the time that you worked to get you to 40 hours; you need to manage those 

hours yourself, to maintain 40 hours.” Participant 10 also noted that the limits of law 

were clearly laid out: 

So [I] had three separate conversations with her that there’s no overtime 
approved. . . . I’m responsible for paying [her] for [no more than] 40 hours and 
to request that I change [her] time sheet to anything less than what [she] 
actually worked is a violation of the law. 

Withholding rewards. On one occasion, Participant 12 was very clear that she 

was deliberately choosing not to reward undesirable behavior: “I kind of struggled 

with that because . . . I didn’t want to reward bad behavior.” 

Enacted Strategies of the Agent: Summary 

In summary, the enacted strategies described by participants, inductively 

developed and then categorized using the Chin and Benne (1969) typology, are noted 

and defined in Table 4.5. 
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Table 4.5 
Strategies Enacted by Participants 

Chin & Benne  
(1969) strategy Form Definition 
Rational- 
empirical 

Communicating roles and 
expectations 

Describing roles and expectations attached to 
roles as a way of helping the recipient 
understand the change 

Framing change Describing the change in a way that may be 
helpful for the recipient 

Providing facts, data, and 
plans 

Providing information regarding the change 

Legitimation Invoking the desires of a superior by a middle 
manager 

Normative- 
reeducative 

Building trust Seeking to develop a relationship with the 
recipient based upon trust 

Checking alignment Verifying that the recipient’s understanding of 
planned action is aligned with the participant’s 

Supporting adaptation Supporting efforts to change on the part of the 
recipient 

Building together Committing to work together to define future 
methods, workload, etc. 

Encouraging engagement Inviting the recipient to become more actively 
engaged with both the group and the change 

Encouraging improved 
performance 

Inviting the recipient to improve his or her 
performance (whether specific or general) 

Communicating interest in 
recipient development 

Indicating to the recipient that the participant 
supports future development needs 

Power- 
coercive 

Order, warning, or direction Directing the recipient to perform a certain task, 
in a certain way 

Communicating limits, 
policy, or law 

Clearly communicating how far the manager will 
go, or is permitted to go, to accommodate a 
recipient 

Withholding rewards Wanting to deny, or actually denying, reward of 
an employee 

 
 
 

Demonstration of saturation. A table was created of the initial appearance of 

each form of strategy and the sequential interview in which that form first appeared. 

Figure 4.1 presents the cumulative initial appearances of the strategies versus the 

sequential number of the interview. It demonstrates that 100% saturation was reached by 

interview 11. 



134 

 

Figure 4.1. Cumulative forms of enacted strategy, by interview (saturation).  

 

Perceived Recipient Response: Proactivity 

 As noted in chapter 3, perceived recipient responses are as understood and 

reported by participant middle managers in this study. During the latter stages of data 

analysis, the study of Oreg et al. (2018) was published, suggesting that there are four 

categories of response to change—proactivity, acceptance, disengagement, and 

resistance—determined by two factors, the valence of emotion and the level of activation 

of emotion in the response. I utilized the structure of change responses suggested by Oreg 

et al. (2018) to categorize the responses from the thematic analysis. 

 Oreg et al. (2018) described the proactivity category as responses characterized by 

underlying emotions that are positive in valence and high in emotional activation. Two 

forms of response fit this category: (a) demonstrating ownership and (b) engagement. 

Each is described and supported below. 
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Demonstrating ownership. One form of response in this theme was responding 

to a tasking with a plan: “That next week [name] came to me and said, ‘I’m going to take 

what [name] did and I’m going to make a version for our team’” (Participant 12). 

Another form was contributing collaboratively to process change, as mentioned by 

Participant 3:  

[Recipient] was able to offer feedback to the QA [quality assurance] team in a 
constructive manner that showed that she was really bought in on the process . . . 
[and] wasn’t just taking it for what it is. [She] was using her expertise and her 
historical background to basically come in and say, “Hey guys, I need you to 
make sure that if we’re going to do this, we’ve thought about these two or three 
things. Can we revise the process to make sure we’re doing this and that?” 

Engagement. The second theme in this group is engagement, evidenced by an 

eagerness to get on with the work. Examples presented in forms similar to this quote by 

Participant 11:  

It was very much “yep, good, let’s go and let’s go get it, go get after it, let’s get 
started. If you want me to slow down, you’re going to have to tell me to slow 
down because I’m ready to just start getting to work here.” 

Another example was described by Participant 13: “She’s just been like ‘just pile 

it on and if I’m having a hard time balancing, I’ll come back to you before it looks like a 

problem.’” 

Perceived Recipient Response: Acceptance 

 Acceptance, according to Oreg et al. (2018), is characterized by underlying 

emotions that are both positive in valence and low in activation. Perceived responses in 

this category fell into five themes: (a) relief, (b) positive questioning, (c) comfort and 

trust, (d) compliance, and (e) acceptance. Each is described below.  
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Relief. This category consists of responses that appeared to describe a feeling of 

ease following an avoided negative outcome. An example of perceived relief was this 

description by Participant 7: “I could see him get a little more relaxed.” A second 

example was this short quote from Participant 12: “She got emotional and she started 

crying and . . . she said ‘I’m just so happy that I’m not [manning the phones], because 

[sales] reps would sometimes be very ugly.’”  

Positive questioning. This theme describes questions about how to do the new 

job and was described by Participant 3 as “inquisitive. So, ‘Hey I’ve never done this 

before. Who would I even work with on that—like how do I get trained? What’s the 

timeline on it?’” Alternatively, Participant 13 described a different questioning response: 

“He has expressed, ‘I don’t know how I’m going to do this, if this doesn’t change.’ So 

. . . he’s expressed his concern about . . . workload.”  

Comfort and trust. One form of this theme consisted of perceived responses that 

depicted achieving comfort with some aspect of a role, as in “He’s now in the spot where 

he’s actually starting to feel more comfortable” (Participant 5). Another form was an 

indication of trust in the participant, such as “she basically said ‘I trust . . . you’re going 

to . . . do what you say you’re going to do, and I’ll be okay’” (Participant 12). 

Compliance. Responses in this group can be described as indicating that the 

recipient would carry out a specific responsibility or role, perhaps in advance of, but 

clearly short of, full acceptance. Examples of this include the following: “She got it. We 

have had two of the three socials [laugh] and we’ve had ice cream and cake [as was 

requested]” (Participant 10); “She said she’d ‘do what she has to do,’ and that she doesn’t 

want [me] to think she’s not a team player” (Participant 12). 
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Acceptance. Perceived responses in this category were quite numerous. Generally 

they denoted acknowledgment of what was required and a commitment to carry it out. 

This included perceptions based upon verbal cues, such as “she just really indicated that 

she thought that was acceptable and she didn’t indicate in any way, there was no body 

language of any sort—. . . and I’m pretty good a reading people—there was no body 

language [noted]” (Participant 9). It also included perceptions based upon both verbal and 

nonverbal cues: “He didn’t argue it, but . . . his body language said ‘we’re there’” 

(Participant 8), and “He understands that he’s that fast paced. He wants to get to the point 

and get there fast. So he didn’t disagree, didn’t argue. He understood why we needed to 

do what we would do and understood my concern” (Participant 8). 

Additionally, one subset of acceptance was what might be termed ‘assumed 

acceptance,’ often in response to the use of a power-coercive strategy. In these 

occurrences, it appeared that the participant was communicating the desired path and was 

disinterested in two-way communication, as specific perceived responses were seldom 

related by participants for these episodes.  

Perceived Recipient Response: Disengagement 

 This form of response was described by Oreg et al. (2018) as being characterized 

by a negative valence and low activation of underlying emotions. There were six separate 

themes arising within this form: (a) processing, (b) apprehension, (c) explanation, 

(d) frustration, (e) backsliding, and (f) implied exit.  

Processing. This group of responses described a processing of emotions or 

feelings. One example of this was experiencing grief: “So it’s been a process, and I think 

we’re at the tail end of her grieving process” (Participant 4). Another example was 
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processing feelings before other information, as reported by Participant 2: “When she 

processes information, she is essentially going to go to [her experienced] feelings and 

emotions first, rather than to any, what I would call information you would provide. . . . 

She has to kind of work through it.” 

Apprehension. This group of responses was more forward-focused, denoting 

concern regarding the future of some aspect of the work. One example of this was “I 

don’t know anything about [the new task], about how they do reports and stuff like that” 

(Participant 12). Another was this perception by Participant 4: “She’s afraid she may be 

let go.” 

Explanation. This group of perceived responses was more or less an explanation 

of previous work situations or processes. An example is a disclosure of the recipient’s 

relationship with his previous manager to Participant 7: 

Maybe 3 weeks after the [reductions], he said, “So-and-so hated me,” and he was 
talking about his former manager [who had been let go]. . . . Then he opened up 
and said, “Well, you know she told me the day that she left that I had made you 
upset because I had done this document incorrectly.” 

Explanation would also include the description of past practice (in this case, prior 

to the recipient working for Participant 7): “She said, ‘You know, our former manager 

had said, you know, we would, just kind of took calls from home.’”  

Frustration. This low-level perceived response can best be understood either as 

being annoyed or critical—“[She was] slow to pick up [the] task delegated to her [and I 

sensed] annoyance, as she used to delegate this task” (Participant 1)—or as feeling 

undervalued: 

So I think in his mind he’s thinking, “Oh, I’ve got some work out of this, and not 
a lot extra, you know . . . more responsibility” because there’s all that knowledge 
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that [the person who did the job before] took with her of having done [task] for 13 
years. It’s just his perspective of “I didn’t gain on [the change]” and . . . not 
seeing the positive side. (Participant 7) 

Backsliding. This group of perceived responses described a falling back to 

previous (higher) performance or greater acceptance earlier in the change. Participant 10 

described this as “there was some improvement initially that does not exist anymore.” 

Additionally, Participant 2 described a lower level as follows: 

I think . . . her initial “yes this sound great” was, had moved into a little bit more, 
“I’m not so sure,” not “I’m questioning things,” but just a little like “I think this 
will work out okay,” but you know . . . it wasn’t the [initial] excitement. 

Implied exit. Hirschman (1970) described exit as a potential outcome of social 

change. Implied exit occurred once in this study and appeared to fall short of a threat to 

exit. Participant 2 described a recipient’s response as “still pretty vague about ‘yeah, I’m 

doing a little bit more of this and I hope I’m here when they need me.’”  

Perceived Recipient Response: Resistance 

 Resistance was described by Oreg et al. (2018) as those responses characterized 

by both negative valence and high activation of the underlying emotions. The analysis 

revealed seven perceived response patterns with these features: (a) identity threats, 

(b) refusal, (c) frustration, (d) avoidance, (e) neuroticism, (f) negative questioning, and 

(g) exit threat. 

Threat to identity. This group of perceived responses appeared to be a 

manifestation resulting from a threat to the recipient’s identity. One example of this was a 

feeling that one was the best performer of certain work, as in “The recipient feels that 

‘Nobody does it like I do. I do it better than anyone. It’s going to be wrong, and I’ll be 
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responsible’” (Participant 4). It was also characterized as resulting from a loss of 

perceived status (and others’ perception of that), as described by Participant 11: 

“[Although she was demoted in level of authority only, not title] she has a perception that 

she is being perceived as having been demoted.” 

Refusal. Refusal was a very clear decision not to follow guidance or direction as 

given. An example was described by Participant 10: “She then came back a couple days 

later and said ‘No, I’ve decided we’re having ice cream and brownies [versus cake].’ 

[And] I was thinking [that] she’s going to continue to do whatever she wants to do.” 

Additionally, of the five examples of refusal in the study, all were reported by Participant 

10. 

Frustration. This group of responses was rather large and included several forms, 

including indignation, as reported by Participant 11: 

She knows . . . she’s in a safe place, and that’s okay, but that’s how it comes out is 
she needed to vent out that, how frustrating this was, that we were being called 
into question, and we, we have a year of success under our belt, and it kind of 
came through in the vent session of, “How dare she question me?” 

Another form of frustration was getting upset at minor things, as reported by 

Participant 10: 

So that all escalated to a point where I had [recipient] in my office, and we talked 
about the situation. She was very upset. She said that I kept changing my mind 
about [aspects of the change] and that I was not being consistent with her with my 
directions. 

One reported action reflected what could be insubordination, as reported by 

Participant 10: “[The recipient] responded to my email, and copied my manager, and 

[wrote], ‘You told me that I could not do any purchase orders going forward, and 

purchasing office supplies creates a purchase order.’” 
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Avoidance. This group of responses involved using excuses or defensiveness. 

Participant 4 described how during a discussion, one recipient was full of excuses: ‘I 

know . . . , I know, but. . . .” Participant 8 reported that one recipient “definitely got very 

defensive and almost snippy [in response].” 

Neuroticism. McCrae and John (1992), in their description of the five-factor 

model of personality, described neuroticism, one of the five factors, using the following 

adjectives: anxious, self-pitying, tense, touchy, unstable, and worrying. An example of a 

response that fit this label was reported by Participant 9, saying of one recipient: “She 

called me the next morning, and . . . I swear it sounded like she was drunk, but she was 

. . . asking me, . . . ‘Did I do something wrong?’ You know, just . . . ‘What’s going wrong 

here?’” This type of perceived response appeared to be driven by the recipient’s 

assumption that she had done something wrong, and that’s why the change was required.  

Negative questioning. Questioning could also be negative, as noted in responses 

similar to the following response described by Participant 1: 

Passive/aggressive [is] the wrong word, but just digging her heels in a little, or 
asking a whole lot of questions, like I would know the answer or maybe render an 
opinion. 

Exit threat. The threat of exit occurred with high emotional activation. An 

example was this verbal response, recounted by Participant 11: 

Okay, let me pause and I’ll backpedal and I’ll take care of it to make sure 
everybody’s feeling good, but if this is the new norm, this doesn’t fly. If this is the 
norm, then I’m on the wrong train. 
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Perceived Recipient Response: Other Perceived Responses 

 Two categories of perceived response did not easily fit into one of the four types 

posited by Oreg et al. (2018). First were those responses that had a valence the participant 

could not determine. Second were those responses that appeared to have aspects of more 

than one type of response.  

Undetermined valence. A small number of responses were of undetermined 

valence. This often happened when it was challenging to read the recipient. More than 

one participant made this observation. A typical description of this type of response was 

reported by Participant 12: “I can see [the recipient] just sitting there like, just having all 

of these emotions just going on, . . . [but] she’s got this kind of stone-faced [look].” 

Participant 5 reported of one recipient that “she didn’t want to talk about it. It wasn’t a[n] 

‘I’m really angry.’ It was just kind of that numb feeling.” Finally, Participant 3 noted that 

one recipient was “somewhat stone-faced as I expected, . . . and [I] walked away like, not 

knowing exactly how she took it.” 

Mixed-type responses. A few responses had elements that fit two different 

response categories described by Oreg et al. (2018). In each case, the two categories were 

acceptance and disengagement. No other combinations were noted. Two examples of this 

include “Her initial reaction was excitement . . . but she was then also concerned about 

learning it all, because we never did [the new function]” (Participant 12) and “She was 

fine with it. . . . Her only issue was that she’ll have to own it forever” (Participant 4). 

Perceived Recipient Response: Summary 

In summary, the inductively developed forms of perceived recipient response, 

categorized using the typology of response categories posited by Oreg et al. (2018), are 
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shown along with a definition of that form in Table 4.6. The table also includes the two 

types of response that did not readily fit into the Oreg et al. (2018) change event response 

typology: the undetermined valence (two instances) and the mixed-type category 

(acceptance plus disengagement, four instances).  

 
Table 4.6 
Perceived Responses Presented According to the Framework of Oreg et al. (2018)  

Oreg et al. (2018) 
response to change Form Definition 
Proactivity Demonstrating 

ownership 
Leadership, or significant contribution to task or effort 

Engagement Active, positive involvement in process/dialogue 
Acceptance Relief A response indicating a burden has been lifted 

Positive 
questioning 

Asking questions about how to perform a task or role in 
the future 

Comfort and 
trust 

Expression of trust in participant 

Compliance Indication of less than full acceptance 
Acceptance Indication of acceptance 

Disengagement Processing A perception that the recipient is still working through 
emotions 

Apprehension Perceived uneasiness regarding one or more aspects of 
the future 

Explanation Providing details, either of the past or present 
Frustration Voiced or demonstrated dissatisfaction with the current 

or future state (low level) 
Backsliding Retreat from a greater to a reduced state of change 

acceptance 
Implied exit Statements indicating a potential departure 

Resistance Threat to 
identity 

Responses denoting the recipient senses his or her 
identity is under threat from the change 

Refusal  Responses not compliant with earlier guidance 
Frustration Voiced or demonstrated dissatisfaction with the current 

or future state (high level) 
Avoidance Attempt(s) to avoid the change 
Neuroticism An anxious, self-focused, or self-pitying response 
Exit threat A threat of organizational exit 
Negative 
questioning 

Asking questions as a way to delay acceptance or 
frustrate the participant 

Uncategorized Undetermined 
valence 

Perceived responses of a valence the participant could 
not determine 

Acceptance + 
disengagement 

Perceived response displaying features of both 
acceptance and disengagement 
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 Demonstration of saturation. A table was created of the initial appearance of 

each form of perceived recipient response and the sequential interview number in which 

that form first appeared. Figure 4.2, created from this table, demonstrates that 100% 

saturation was reached by interview 10. 

 

 

Figure 4.2. Cumulative forms of perceived response, by interview (Saturation). 

 

Summary of Thematic Analysis 

The thematic analysis provided inductively developed external structures (both 

context and content of the change), internal structures (both general dispositional and 

conjuncturally-specific), and forms of both enacted strategies and perceived responses. 

Where appropriate, these data were then utilized in the interaction analysis. 
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Interaction Analysis 

As mentioned in chapter 3, at the outset there were 13 participants in the study. 

One participant opted not to continue with the second interview. Thus, the final number 

of participants in the study was 12. The interactions were mapped from the transcript to 

the summary of participant statements related to each element of the conceptual 

framework, episode by episode. An example of the data structure utilized appears in 

Appendix F. As noted in Table 1.1, intersubjectivity was defined in this study as the 

process by which people become social entities and attend to one another and the 

products of human interaction. 

Length (Number of Episodes) per Interaction 

The study yielded a total of 24 useful interactions, composed of a total of 73 

episodes. These interactions were of varying length. A histogram of the length of these 

interactions is shown in Figure 4.3. The shortest interaction consisted of only one 

episode; the longest, seven episodes. Most of the interactions were relatively short, with 

an average length of just over three episodes per interaction.  

 

 

Figure 4.3. Histogram of interaction length. 
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An interaction was conceptualized as one or more sequential episodes between a 

participant and a recipient. The designation of what constitutes an episode was notionally 

from a beginning state, through the influence of both external and internal structures, to 

an enacted strategy, and finally to a perceived response and outcome. Occasionally, an 

episode (a) included no previous episode from which to draw, or (b) was instigated by a 

recipient outside the structure of an episode as conceptualized. These episodes were often 

merged with the subsequent episode to best represent the communication. 

Strategies Employed by Each Participant 

It is useful to begin the analysis of participant-recipient interactions with an 

analysis of which strategies each participant enacted (see Table 4.7). 

 
Table 4.7 
Strategy Use by Each Participant 

 Enacted strategy 
 

Participant 
Intersubjectivity  

alone 
Power- 

coercive 
Normative- 
reeducative 

Rational- 
empirical 

 
Mixed 

1   2 3  
2   2 2  
3 1  2 2  
4 1  1 4 2 
5   2   
7   2 2 1 
8  1 3 3  
9   1 2  
10  6 2 7 1 
11   1   
12 1  1 3  
13   3 2  

Note: Mixed enacted strategies were as follows: Participant 4, 1 NR/PC, 1 PC/RE; Participant 7, 
1 RE/NR; Participant 10, 1 NR/PC. RE indicates rational-empirical; NR, normative-reeducative; 
PC, power-coercive. Participant 6, who moved to another job within the organization and 
declined continued participation, was not included in data analysis. 
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As shown in Table 4.7, a total of 66 instances of enacted strategies were noted 

from the analysis. Normative-reeducative and rational-empirical strategies were widely 

employed by the participants. All 12 participants enacted normative-reeducative 

strategies (22 instances). Ten of 12 participants enacted rational-empirical strategies (30 

instances). Only Participants 5 and 11 utilized exclusively normative-reeducative 

strategies. Power-coercive strategies were enacted by only two participants and 

constituted just over 10% of the total. Participant 10 enacted a power-coercive strategy 

six of the seven times such a strategy was employed. On occasion, a participant enacted a 

mixed strategy (four instances) or a move to intersubjectivity without an attempt to 

employ any form of Chin and Benne’s (1969) strategies (three instances).  

Strategy Selection Following a Perceived Response 

In the 48 instances when there was a perceived response to inform selection of a 

strategy to enact, the relationship between the two is depicted in Table 4.8. 

 
Table 4.8 
Strategy Selection Given a Perceived Response 

 Perceived response 
Enacted strategy Proactivity Acceptance Disengagement Resistance Mixed 
Mixed  1 (PC/RE) 1 (RE/NR) 1 (NR/PC)  
Rational-

empirical 
 9 3 7 1 

Normative-
reeducative 

1 7 6 4  

Power-coercive  2  4  
Intersubjectivity   1   

Note: Mixed perceived response indicates acceptance + disengagement; RE, rational-empirical; 
NR, normative-reeducative; PC, power-coercive. 

 
 
 
Several observations may be drawn from Table 4.8. First, a perceived response of 

acceptance led to enactment of rational-empirical and normative-reeducative strategies 
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more often than power-coercive strategies (16 to 2 instances, respectively). Second, a 

perceived response of disengagement led to normative-reeducative strategies twice as 

often as rational-empirical strategies (6 to 3 instances, respectively). Third, a perceived 

response of resistance led to nearly twice as many rational-empirical strategies as either 

normative-reeducative or power-coercive strategies (7 to 4 and 4, respectively).  

Participants were keenly aware that they were processing perceived responses in 

their efforts to enact effective strategies. This was noted in the conjuncturally-specific 

structures noted by participants during the interaction analysis. Examples include the 

following.  

Participant 2 noted fading acceptance and less excitement in Sam. She noted in 

the interview that Sam was concerned with how her perceived demotion looked to others 

and what they’d think (conjuncturally-specific knowledge). Participant 2 then responded 

by framing the change as something good for Sam (rational-empirical strategy).  

In a second example, Participant 3 was approached by Mary, who said she was “at 

a crossroads”; she enjoyed project management and asked if she could concentrate on 

that career-wise. Participant 3 was not sure what a project management career looked like 

in his organization but was sure that additional expertise would be good for her, his 

group, and the larger organization (conjuncturally-specific knowledge). Thus, he 

indicated that he wanted to support her goals and asked her to work in the product 

development ‘war room’ (a normative-reeducative strategy). 

In a third example, Participant 4 had asked Molly to manage an email inbox that 

belonged to another group, but was at that time unmanaged. She had accepted the task 

but was worried that she’d “own it” forever (acceptance + disengagement). Participant 4 
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was curious just how large a burden this new inbox really was (conjuncturally-specific 

knowledge). Thus, Participant 4 asked her to collect some data on how much time she 

spent managing it (a rational-empirical strategy).  

In a fourth example, Participant 8 had been asked by Ricky for more feedback on 

his work (‘no sugar-coating’). Though Participant 8 had misgivings about Ricky’s ability 

to accept such feedback (conjuncturally-specific knowledge), she presented the need to 

discuss some feedback during their next one-on-one meeting. Subsequently, in that 

meeting, Ricky got ‘snippy’ when given the feedback.  

In each instance above, the conjuncturally-specific structures demonstrate clearly 

that the participants knew that they were responding to previous perceived responses 

when enacting strategy, when there was a previous response to go on. 

Perceived Response Following Use of a Given Strategy 

It is also useful to examine which perceived responses were noted based on the 

strategy enacted by the participant. Table 4.9 reflects the results of 71 incidents of 

strategy enactment.  

 
Table 4.9 
Perceived Responses Following Strategy Enactment 

 Enacted strategy 
 

Perceived response 
Rational- 
empirical 

Normative- 
reeducative 

Power- 
coercive 

Inter- 
subjectivity  

 
Mixed 

Proactivity 1 2    
Acceptance 15 9 4 1 2 
Undetermined valence 1     
Disengagement 7 6 1  1 
Resistance 7 3 3 1 1 
Mixed (Acc.+Diseng.) 4 2    

Note: Mixed enacted strategies leading to acceptance were 1 RE/NR and 1 NR/PC; leading to 
disengagement, 1 PC/RE; and leading to resistance, 1 NR/PC. RE indicates rational-empirical; 
NR, normative-reeducative; PC, power-coercive. 
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A number of observations can be drawn from the table. First, perceived responses 

of acceptance were approximately twice as common (15 instances) in response to a 

rational-empirical strategy as the next most popular perceived responses of 

disengagement and resistance (7 instances each). Second, a perceived response of 

acceptance was nearly twice as common in response to a rational-empirical as to a 

normative-reeducative strategy (15 to 9 instances, respectively). Third, a normative-

reeducative strategy was twice as likely to result in either acceptance or disengagement 

(responses with low emotional activation) rather than either proactivity or resistance 

(responses with high emotional activation). Fourth, power-coercive strategies resulted in 

mostly perceived acceptance (four instances) and perceived resistance (three instances) 

rather than perceived disengagement (one instance). It should be noted that two of the 

four instances of acceptance in response to the use of a power-coercive strategy were not 

actual acceptance, but what might be termed assumed acceptance. Assumed acceptance 

occurred in two ways, including giving direction by email in such a manner that 

discourages response, or by not waiting for a response following a face-to-face strategy 

enactment. 

Findings from the Analysis of Interactions 

A number of findings emerged from the analysis of interactions. They include 

(a) the progression of responses toward either acceptance or proactivity, (b) the fact that 

responses are fluid, (c) the fact that recipients occasionally initiate episodes or try to 

assume the role of agent, and (d) the importance of intersubjectivity, for both participants 

and recipients. Outlier interactions were also identified. 
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Progression of Responses 

It is interesting to note that there was a general trend in all but one interaction. 

Each interaction had an initial state and trended generally toward a perceived response of 

either acceptance or proactivity. However, this path was not smooth in every case. This 

can be seen in Appendix G, which depicts the strategy enacted and the perceived 

response for each episode in each interaction. There were interactions within which a 

perceived response of disengagement or resistance followed one of acceptance in a prior 

episode, including Interaction 3 (Episodes 2 and 4), Interaction 6 (Episode 6), Interaction 

16 (Episode 2), Interaction 19 (Episodes 2 and 5), Interaction 20 (Episodes 2, 4, and 6), 

and Interaction 22 (Episode 4).  

Fluidity of Recipient Responses  

It was also noted that participants sometimes perceived an initial recipient 

response and then a subsequent response that was different. One example of this occurred 

between Participant 3 and Mary (Appendix G, Interaction 5; pseudonyms are used for all 

recipients). In Episode 1, Mary was asked to work two areas, one she was familiar with 

and one that she was not. Participant 3 framed the change as an opportunity for Mary to 

develop her project management skill set (a rational-empirical strategy). Participant 3 

could not tell what Mary’s response was for certain, as he could read no emotion or 

response (undetermined valence). No further strategies were enacted, but within a short 

time Mary was performing well, and Participant 3 noted that this was ‘true to type’ for 

her. Thus, Mary’s response had become identifiable to Participant 3 as both positive in 

valence and low in emotional activation (corresponding to acceptance) in the interim.  
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Another example occurred with Participant 12 and Constance (Appendix G, 

Interaction 22, Episode 4). Constance was told she would be returned to a problem-

resolution role in support of sales staff (using a rational-empirical strategy) by an 

intermediate manager. Participant 12 noted that Constance had experienced the sales staff 

as difficult, having been in that role for several years, and desperately wanted to avoid 

that role. Participant 12 further noted that Constance emotionally responded to the 

intermediate manager that she was told previously by Participant 12 that she would not be 

in that role, and she did not want that role any longer. She then emotionally texted 

Participant 12 (who was away on travel) that “I think you have a problem with [the 

intermediate manager]” (categorized as resistance). However, Participant 12 noted that 

the next morning Constance was in Participant 12’s office, saying that she had 

overreacted, had apologized to the intermediate manager, and now wished to apologize to 

Participant 12. According to Participant 12, Constance stated that she needed a break 

from the sales-support role, but would do what she had to do (categorized as acceptance). 

In essence, Constance’s reaction had evolved or matured overnight. These two examples 

demonstrate that recipient responses can and do shift over time.  

Initiation of Episodes by Recipients  

Recipients also initiated episodes. An example of this occurred in an interaction 

between Participant 9 and Cyndi (Appendix G, Interaction 17, Episode 2). Cyndi joined 

Participant 9’s team from another work group. In addition, Cyndi now reported at a 

different level in the organization, with no loss of title or pay. In Episode 1, Participant 9 

asked Cyndi to take on a critical function for her work group. Participant 9 noted that 

Cyndi gave a positive verbal response, but displayed none of the body language that often 
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accompanies verbal communication (Duck & McMahan, 2009) and would aid 

interpretation. The response was categorized by me as acceptance + disengagement. The 

next morning, Cyndi called Participant 9 and asked, “What did I do wrong? I was 

reporting to a senior director, and now I am reporting to a senior manager.” This response 

was categorized by me as resistance. According to Participant 9, she could not share the 

fact that Cyndi was being promoted in the near future, but was clearly aware of the 

perception of demotion in the response. In response to Cyndi, Participant 9 noted that the 

change was driven by what was best for the organization (a rational-empirical strategy), 

was not personal, and would give her a chance to grow. Participant 9 perceived that 

Cyndi was still seeing her new role as a status downgrade (categorized as 

disengagement). This was an improvement from earlier.  

Recipient Assumption of the Agent Role 

Recipients also at times took the agent role. This was noted in an interaction 

between Participant 7 and John (Appendix G, Interaction 1, Episode 1). John commented 

to Participant 7 that he was doing a lot of another person’s job (categorized as resistance). 

Participant 7 noted that he was thinking that John may be looking for recognition for the 

incrementally larger workload. Participant 7 noted that taking on additional responsibility 

can be an excellent way to advance (a rational-empirical strategy). Though John 

remained “stoic,” Participant 7 perceived that John felt that he “didn’t gain” in the change 

(categorized as disengagement). 
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Intersubjectivity 

Intersubjectivity appeared to play a role for both participants and recipients. Both 

participants and recipients sought intersubjectivity, as described below. 

Participants seeking intersubjectivity. Participants tried to get to 

intersubjectivity in their efforts to understand recipients more thoroughly. One example 

was an interaction between Participant 2 and Sam (Appendix G, Interaction 3, Episodes 2 

and 4). In Episode 1, Sam had been shifted from being a manager to being an individual 

contributor, which was framed as an increase in flexibility by Participant 2 (a rational-

empirical strategy). Participant 2 perceived a positive response from Sam (categorized as 

acceptance). In Episode 2, Participant 2 asked how she “felt” about the change and 

offered to help the recipient “talk through things” (seeking intersubjectivity). Participant 

2 perceived in the ensuing discussion that Sam’s initial acceptance was “fading a bit” 

(categorized as disengagement). In Episode 3, Participant 2 used the perceived response 

gained through the use of intersubjectivity in the previous episode to again frame the 

change for Sam—this time as “a good thing” for Sam and by showing her the “upside” of 

the change (a rational-empirical strategy). In response, the participant noted that Sam was 

“accepting that the change could be a good thing” (categorized as acceptance). In Episode 

4, Participant 2 asked Sam “if things had changed” and whether she was “getting 

involved in day-to-day activities” (seeking intersubjectivity). In response, Participant 2 

noted that Sam indicated that she was “doing a little more” and “hoped that she’d be there 

when needed.” I categorized this response as disengagement.  

Another example featured Participant 3 and Katie (Appendix G, Interaction 4, all 

episodes). Katie had recently been moved into Participant 3’s group, though they’d 
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worked together before. Participant 3 opened Episode 1 by “getting to know” Katie again 

(seeking intersubjectivity). Katie was very aggressive, asking what Participant 3 was 

going to “do for [her],” and suggesting several things to fix going forward (categorized as 

resistance). Participant 3 was put “back on his heels a bit” by Katie’s aggressiveness, but 

noted that it was probably good for her to “voice her emotions and concerns.” 

Subsequently, Participant 3 queried her customers and found that Katie was a good 

performer, though perhaps underutilized. Episode 2 opened with Participant 3 attempting 

to communicate interest in Katie and build trust (seeking intersubjectivity). Participant 3 

suggested his desire to build upon past successes and provide the opportunity for growth 

by adding responsibilities (a normative-reeducative strategy). The recipient was very 

open to this (categorized as acceptance) at the close of Episode 2. In Episode 3, 

Participant 3 suggested adding specific responsibilities, more as a point of discussion 

(seeking intersubjectivity), and framed these new responsibilities as supportive of Katie’s 

desired career path (a rational-empirical strategy). Participant 3 noted that Katie 

continued to be very interested in taking on the new role and was trying to understand 

that role (categorized as proactivity).  

Recipients seeking intersubjectivity. Some recipients also appear to have sought 

intersubjectivity in their interactions with participants. This occurred only once in the 

study, in an interaction between Participant 7 and John (Appendix G, Interaction 10, 

Episode 2). In Episode 1, John received a work product back from Participant 7, asking 

that it be redone. He came to her office and said he’d “never do anything to make 

[Participant 7] look bad” (categorized as disengagement). This confused Participant 7, 

and she concluded that there might be more going on than she was privy to. In Episode 2, 
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Participant 7 told John that his job was to do his best and feel comfortable doing it (a 

normative-reeducative strategy). John disclosed (seeking intersubjectivity) that his 

previous [fired] supervisor had “hated him” and had told him that John had already 

angered Participant 7 by performing [a task] incorrectly (categorized as disengagement + 

intersubjectivity). In Episode 3, Participant 7 revealed that she had “no negative 

information” from his previous supervisor. Further, she noted that if there was a problem, 

she’d be direct in saying that, so they could fix it (a combination of rational-empirical and 

normative-reeducative strategies). At the end of Episode 3, John was more relaxed 

(categorized as acceptance). 

Outlier Interactions 

There was one interaction between Participant 10 and Junia (Appendix G, 

Interaction 18) that appeared different from the other interactions. In four consecutive 

episodes she enacted power-coercive strategies. Both Participant 10 and Junia were 

attempting to determine the course of action for an event, even in the presence of a 

supervisor/subordinate relationship. It was not until the fourth episode that Junia gave in 

and accepted the direction from Participant 10, and then only when the participant used 

legitimation (the fact that her vice president supervisor had directed the course of action) 

to support her direction.  

Though Participant 10 did not mention it during our interviews, there are 

numerous potential causes of Junia’s resistance. It is possible that Junia was known to 

Participant 10 to be prone to have a dispositional intention to resist (Oreg, 2003) or to 

lack openness to change (Wanberg & Banas, 2000). She may have felt the transferred 

work as a perceived loss (Dent & Powley, 2003) or that she was irreplaceable (Macri et 
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al., 2002). Finally, she may have seen little benefit to the change (Giangreco & Peccei, 

2005) and thus was not supportive. 

The Analysis in Response to the Research Question and Subquestions 

This section examines how the analysis presented thus far responds to the 

research question and the three subquestions.  

Identification of Enacted Strategies and Perceived Responses 

Strategies that were enacted, and the perceived responses to those strategies, were 

identified during the analysis to answer the research question and subquestions. These 

results are briefly reviewed below. 

Enacted strategies. Table 4.5 presented the forms of strategy enacted by the 

participants, categorized using the framework of Chin and Benne (1969). All three 

strategies (rational-empirical, normative-reeducative, and power-coercive) were utilized, 

and several forms of each were noted. Strategies were also used in combination, as 

predicted by Kerber and Buono (2005). Additionally, participants sought intersubjectivity 

in their interactions with recipients, either alone or in combination with rational-

empirical, normative-reeducative, or power-coercive strategies. 

Perceived responses. Table 4.6 presented the perceived recipient responses, 

categorized using the framework suggested by Oreg et al. (2018). Several forms of each 

category (proactivity, acceptance, disengagement, and resistance) were noted. In addition, 

two types of perceived response did not fit the framework suggested by Oreg et al. 

(2018): (a) those responses that were of an undetermined valence, which participants 

found difficult to respond to, and (b) those perceived responses containing elements of 
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more than one category described by Oreg et al. (2018). These responses had elements of 

both acceptance and disengagement; no other combinations were noted.  

Research Question 

The research question for this study was: How do change agent actions interact 

with perceived change recipient responses during the implementation of planned 

organizational change? The response to this research question follows in the 

interpretation of the analysis described thus far. Table 4.7 described the strategies enacted 

by each participant. Table 4.8 described the influence of perceived recipient response, 

normally from the previous episode, upon strategy enactment. Table 4.9 described the 

influence of strategy enactment upon the subsequent response, as perceived by the 

participant.  

Use of strategies by individual participants. Table 4.7 presented the number of 

times a participant enacted each strategy. Most participants were comfortable selecting 

and enacting rational-empirical and normative-reeducative strategies. However, power-

coercive strategies were only enacted by two participants, one of whom was responsible 

for six of seven uses of power-coercive strategies. Second, occasionally participants 

resorted to intersubjectivity either alone or in combination with other strategies. These 

opportunities were often not immediately used to influence or gain compliance, but to 

better understand the recipient or to build trust. Third, participants did utilize a 

combination of strategies on occasion.  

Influence of perceived response upon strategy selection. Table 4.8 presented 

the number of times a strategy was selected and enacted by each participant, given a 

perceived response. This analysis can help understand the linkage between what was 
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observed by the participant going into the conjuncture or episode and what was then 

enacted.  

Review of this analysis yielded three observations. First, when responding to 

perceived acceptance, participants were three times more likely to choose either rational-

empirical or normative-reeducative strategies than a power-coercive strategy. Second, 

when responding to perceived disengagement, participants were twice as likely to use a 

normative-reeducative strategy than a rational-empirical strategy. Third, when responding 

to perceived resistance, recipients were nearly twice as likely to resort to a rational-

empirical strategy than either a normative-reeducative or power-coercive strategy. 

The influence of enacted strategy upon perceived recipient response. Table 

4.9 presented the number of times a perceived response was noted following enactment 

of specific strategies. It supports our understanding of the linkage between the strategy a 

participant enacted and the perceived recipient response.  

This analysis revealed four observations. First, a rational-empirical strategy was 

more than twice as likely to result in perceived acceptance than either disengagement or 

resistance. Second, a perceived response of acceptance was nearly twice as common in 

response to a rational-empirical than a normative-reeducative strategy. Third, a 

normative-reeducative strategy was twice as likely to result in either acceptance or 

disengagement compared with either proactivity or resistance. Fourth, a power-coercive 

strategy was at least twice as likely as any other response to result in resistance, once the 

two instances of assumed acceptance were removed.  
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Taken together, Table 4.8 and Table 4.9 portray the full cycle of interaction 

between both enacted strategies and perceived responses. Appendix G depicts the 

strategies employed and the perceived responses for all 24 interactions, by episode.  

Subquestion 1 

Subquestion 1 was: How does change agent understanding influence his or her 

action during an initial interaction episode? Change agent understanding is reflected in 

the conceptual framework as the combination of both general dispositional and 

conjuncturally-specific knowledge structures.  

 General dispositional knowledge structures from this study were presented in 

Table 4.3. As Stones (2005) noted, these structures are relatively durable and explain “the 

particular character of . . . the agent’s more or less taken-for-granted world view” 

(p. 117). In this study, there were two foci of these structures. The first focus was inward. 

Examples of this inward focus included (a) being the ‘lead evangelist’ for the change, and 

(b) recognizing that change is difficult for everyone. The second focus was outward, 

toward how the participant must interact with recipients. Examples of this outward focus 

included (a) being actively engaged, (b) gearing interpersonal communication to the 

recipient, (c) allowing recipients a voice, and (d) managing both up and down. 

Conjuncturally-specific knowledge structures from this study were presented in 

Table 4.4. The knowledge structures resulting from this study were all related to how the 

participant understood the recipients, including (a) what the participant knew about their 

previous experience, (b) what motivates the recipients, (c) how recipients generally are 

(their habitus), and (d) how recipients have related with the participant in past 

interactions. Stones (2005) noted that these structures may help understand the “range of 
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possible action and the potential consequences of such action” (p. 117) and are 

“perceived from the perspective of the general dispositional” (p. 117).  

Subquestion 2 

Subquestion 2 was: How do change context and content influence change agent 

understanding? The external structures of context and content were summarized in Table 

4.1 and Table 4.2, respectively. It is these external structures that influence the agent’s 

internal structures (Stones, 2005).  

For the participants of this study, the context was focused on five areas: (a) recent 

financial performance, (b) the review of cost, (c) the fact that some leaders were no 

longer required, (d) the headquarters location as the ‘center of mass’ of the organization, 

and (e) lack of middle manager input to change planning.  

The content of the change, as noted in Table 4.2, was described by participants in 

terms of four types of change and four main themes. The four types of change were 

common to many organizational changes and included (a) change in workload, 

(b) change in role, (c) change in method, and (d) adapting to change elsewhere in 

Division. The four main themes were (a) the episodic nature of the change, (b) the change 

being focused on optimizing performance, (c) doing more with less, and (d) the need for 

middle managers to ‘figure it out.’  

Subquestion 3 

Subquestion 3 was: How do perceived change recipient responses and their 

outcomes influence change agent understanding in either the current or subsequent 

episodes? Participant responses directly impacted change agent understanding, primarily 
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by acting upon the conjuncturally-specific external knowledge structures noted in Table 

4.4. This was demonstrated by changes from episode to episode within the same 

interaction.  

An example was an interaction between Participant 8 and Ricky (Appendix G, 

Interaction 15). Preparing to introduce the change, Participant 8 felt (conjuncturally-

specific knowledge—personal experience) the “need to put everyone at ease.” She 

proceeded to introduce the change to the group by laying out the changes that were likely 

to happen (using a rational-empirical strategy). In this meeting, she noted that she 

perceived that Ricky showed “relief at being retained.” Going into Episode 2, Participant 

8 was concerned that Ricky would likely “struggle more than others”; he was new to the 

workforce and may have not yet possessed the skills he would need (in the change) 

(conjuncturally-specific knowledge—developmental needs). In a one-on-one meeting, 

Participant 8 noted to Ricky that his “need to move fast” and “be efficient” may make 

helping others difficult. In reply, Ricky noted that he knew this about himself and had 

heard Participant 8’s concern (categorized as acceptance). Going into Episode 3, 

Participant 8 held concerns regarding Ricky’s ability to do as promised (conjuncturally-

specific knowledge—past experience). Participant 8 sat in on meetings in which Ricky 

was having to work with employees new to their duties in other groups, and slowing 

things down when necessary (normative-reeducative strategy—supporting adaptation). 

Participant 8 perceived that Ricky was able to operate at a pace suitable to the other party 

(categorized as acceptance). As can be seen above, Participant 8’s conjuncturally-specific 

knowledge structures were altered following each of Ricky’s responses. 
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Another example relates to a portion of an interaction between Participant 2 and 

Sam (Appendix G, Interaction 3). In Episode 1, Sam had been informed that her role had 

been changed from manager to individual contributor. Going into Episode 2, Participant 

2’s general dispositional knowledge structures related to how she depended upon 

personal relationships to lead. Her conjuncturally-specific knowledge structures related to 

how Sam “processes feelings first” (recipient habitus) and wanting to see how well she 

had absorbed the previous conversation. In Episode 2, she asked Sam “how she felt” 

(intersubjectivity) and helped Sam “talk through things” (a normative-reeducative 

strategy). Participant 2 perceived that Sam’s initial acceptance was “fading a bit” 

(categorized as disengagement). Between Episode 2 and 3, Participant 2’s conjuncturally-

specific knowledge structures related to the fact that Sam was concerned with how her 

change in role looked to others (personal experience). Again, it can be seen that 

Participant 2’s conjuncturally-specific knowledge structures were changed by what she 

had learned in the previous interaction. 

The outcomes, as reflected in the original conceptual framework, were intended to 

be compliance or noncompliance. One implication of adopting the Oreg et al. (2018) 

framework for perceived responses is that it provides nuances, which include both 

perceived responses and outcomes. However, that framework can also be seen as a 

duplicate of interaction outcomes. Therefore, the impact of outcomes separate from 

perceived responses was not pursued.  

The final chapter addresses interpretations of the findings, conclusions, and 

recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 5: 

INTERPRETATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This instrumental case study was designed to explore the interaction between 

change agent actions and perceived recipient responses during a planned change. The 

research took place during an episodic change within a very large single-sector 

wholesaler/distributor, in response to two related factors: changing market conditions and 

unit underperformance. The case was instrumental rather than intrinsic, as the 

interactions were the focus of the study more so than the change itself. 

Structuration theories are concerned with understanding the influence between 

structure and agency in social systems. Strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) was the 

theoretical lens through which the case was viewed. The conceptual framework included 

several elements, including the agent’s external and internal knowledge structures, the 

agent’s active agency (including in this case change strategies enacted by the agent and 

perceived recipient responses in dyadic interaction), and the resulting outcomes.  

Internal knowledge structures of the agent were conceptualized by Stones (2005) 

as the general dispositional and the conjuncturally specific. General dispositional 

knowledge structures are the schemas, scripts, and patterns of behavior available to the 

agent and are similar to Bourdieu’s (1977) habitus. Conjuncturally-specific knowledge 

structures are influenced by the agent’s knowledge of external structures and are 

continually altered as perceived recipient responses are evaluated and internalized by the 

agent. 

Enacted change agent strategies are those actions taken by the participant in 

interaction with the recipient. These actions are goal directed and are usually focused 
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upon recipient change compliance in some form. Perceived recipient responses are as 

perceived by the participant.  

While the interaction was conceptualized in a linear fashion in the conceptual 

framework, in practice it became clear that human interaction is more nonlinear, 

dynamic, and fluid than the conceptual framework suggests. The challenge for me has 

been to portray this nonlinear process in a linear fashion to aid the reader’s 

understanding.  

Summary of Findings 

Before proceeding, it is useful to provide a brief summary of the more significant 

findings noted in chapter 4. This summary is provided in Table 5.1 and Table 5.2. 

 
Table 5.1 
Summary of Findings: External and Internal Structures 

Structures Findings 
External  Context Content 

• Financial performance 
• Cost review 
• Some leaders not needed 
• Headquarters as ‘center’ of 

Division 
• Change planning 
 

• Episodic change 
• Optimizing performance 
• Change category 

o Workload change 
o Role change 
o Method change 
o Adapting to others’ change 

• Doing more with less 
• Having to ‘figure it out’ 

Internal  General dispositional Conjuncturally-specific 
• Need to actively engage team 
• Need for interpersonal 

conversation  
• Tailoring of interpersonal 

conversation to recipient 
• Allowing recipients a voice 
• The difficulty of change  
• Middle manager as ‘lead 

evangelist’ 
• Managing up and down 

• Knowledge of recipient’s 
previous situation 

• Personal experience with 
recipient 

• Assessment of recipient habitus 
• Assessment of recipient work 

motivation 
• Assessment of recipient 

developmental needs 
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Table 5.2 
Summary of Findings: Interaction Strategies and Perceived Responses  

Participant strategies Perceived responses 
Rational-empirical 
• Communicating roles and expectations  
• Framing change 
• Providing facts, data, and plans 
• Legitimation 
 
Normative-reeducative 
• Building trust 
• Checking alignment 
• Supporting adaptation 
• Building together 
• Encouraging engagement 
• Encouraging improved performance 
• Communicating interest in recipient 

development 
 
Power-coercive 
• Order, warning, or direction 
• Communicating limits, policy, or law 
• Withholding rewards 
 

Supportive of Oreg et al. (2018) framework: 
 
Proactivity 
• Demonstrating ownership 
• Engagement 
 
Acceptance 
• Relief 
• Positive questioning 
• Comfort and trust 
• Compliance 
• Acceptance 
 
Disengagement 
• Processing 
• Apprehension 
• Explanation 
• Frustration 
• Backsliding 
• Implied exit 
 
Resistance 
• Threat to identity 
• Refusal 
• Frustration 
• Avoidance 
• Neuroticism 
• Negative questioning 
• Exit threat 
 
Not accounted for in the Oreg et al. (2018) 
framework:  
• Responses with undetermined valence 
• Acceptance + Disengagement 
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Discussion and Interpretation  

This section addresses the findings noted in Table 5.1 and Table 5.2. 

External Knowledge Structures 

External knowledge structures in this study included Pettigrew’s (1987) context 

and content. A number of external structures were identified for both context and content.  

Context. Pettigrew (1987) conceptualized context as the “why” of change 

(p. 658). Change managers in this study were influenced by a number of contextual 

factors. These included (a) Division (and thus BigSupply) financial performance, 

(b) leaders no longer being needed, (c) positions moving to headquarters, and (d) change 

planning having been accomplished by a small group of senior leaders (i.e., without the 

involvement of most middle manager participants).  

Content. Pettigrew (1987) conceptualized content as the “what” of change 

(p. 658). As noted in chapter 4, the change managers in this study were influenced by a 

number of contextual knowledge structures: (a) the change was rapid and episodic; 

(b) the change focused on optimizing performance; and (c) several forms of change were 

required depending upon the situation, including change in what work is done, who does 

that work, how that work is done, and adapting to change in others. In addition, the 

participants noted some frustration, including the need to “do more with less” and to 

“make it work.” 

Interpretations. The context- and content-related external structures resulting 

from the study portray those “conditions of action” (Stones, 2005, p. 84) acting upon the 

agents of this study through the internal structures. The organization had formulated an 

organizational change, based upon recent financial performance in markets undergoing 
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change. Using the forms of organizational strategy posited by Mintzberg and Waters 

(1985), Division’s change could be categorized as partially imposed by the environment 

and partially emergent. 

The change was perceived by participants as rapidly executed and episodic in 

nature. Episodic changes (Weick & Quinn, 1999) are those which are “infrequent, 

discontinuous, and intentional” (p. 365) and focus upon “short-run adaptation” (p. 366). 

In the case of Division, the structure no longer suited the environmental conditions, 

which Weick and Quinn (1999) called divergence. 

The change was planned by a group of leaders senior to the participants, most of 

whom worked in the main office location. Mintzberg and Westley (1992) described this 

as normal for “turnaround” (p. 47) organizational changes that feature (a) central leader 

direction and (b) quick and resolute movement in a new strategic direction. Nevertheless, 

the central planning of this change was a frustration for participant middle managers, who 

felt that inclusion of their intimate knowledge of their teams and employee strengths 

would have produced a better change. It may be that the participants were used to 

contributing to more gradual, or continuous (Weick & Quinn, 1999), changes and were 

surprised when they were not asked to contribute to planning this more episodic change. 

Alternatively, it may be that middle manager participants’ frustration at not being 

involved in planning was merely low-level resistance. Lines (2004) found that change 

involvement was negatively correlated with resistance. Middle managers are 

intermediaries in change (Balogun, 2003) in that they are both recipients of, and agents 

for, organizational change (Balogun & Johnson, 2004).  



169 

The change affected four key elements: (a) what work was done by recipients, 

(b) who did that work, (c) how that work was done (i.e., methods), and (d) how changes 

in other individuals or groups had to be accommodated by change in their own teams. 

These forms of change noted by participants demonstrate the pervasiveness of the change 

within Division.  

There was some frustration at the fact that the participants had to make the change 

work, to figure it out. This may be related to either (a) the previously mentioned 

frustration at not being involved in change planning, or (b) the amount of coaching and/or 

training provided to the participant middle managers relative to the scope of the change. 

Participant 1 noted that a “change tool kit” had been prepared for the middle managers, 

but that formal training was not given. No participant related any learning or coaching in 

how to execute change except Participant 1, a vice president who had been involved in 

change planning.  

Hamilton (1988) suggested that comfort with ambiguity is essential for change 

agent success. Cohen and March (1986) identified three forms of ambiguity: ambiguity of 

authority, goals, and technology. The first two may help explain the frustration at having 

to make the change work. A number of participants identified discomfort at not knowing 

exactly what the organization wanted in the final outcome (ambiguity of goals). 

Additionally, it is possible that some middle managers were unsure just how far they 

could go (ambiguity of authority) in adapting their teams and processes to accomplish the 

change. 

The influence of external structures upon internal structures in this study was 

difficult to determine. Participants usually mentioned in their comments more than one 



170 

external structure. In most cases, they noted several external structures. No patterns 

between specific external and internal structures emerged through the analysis.  

Internal Structures 

As noted previously, Stones (2005) posited two types of internal structures: the 

general dispositional and the conjuncturally-specific. It is these internal structures that the 

agent draws upon to formulate action. As noted in the earlier chapters, it is the 

combination of general dispositional and conjuncturally-specific internal structures that 

was conceptualized as the change agent’s understanding of the conjuncture. 

General dispositional. Stones (2005) noted that general dispositional structures 

are reasonably durable. This study identified seven such structures in two groups, those 

focused upon the agent and those focused on engagement with the recipient. Those 

focused upon the agent included (a) active engagement with the team, (b) the need for 

interpersonal conversation, (c) the difficulty of change, (d) the view of the manager as 

lead evangelist, and (e) the need to balance managing up with managing down. Those 

focused upon how the participant should engage with the recipient included (a) the need 

to tailor interpersonal conversation to the recipient, and (b) the need to allow the recipient 

a voice. 

Conjuncturally-specific. Stones (2005) noted that conjuncturally-specific 

structures are more variable. This study identified five broad categories of conjuncturally-

specific knowledge structures: (a) knowledge of the recipient’s previous situation, (b) 

personal experience with the recipient, (c) assessment of recipient habitus, (d) assessment 

of recipient work motivation, and (e) assessment of recipient developmental needs.  
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Interpretations. According to Stones (2005), general dispositional knowledge 

structures are durable in nature, similar to Bourdieu’s (1977) habitus. Stones (2005) 

referred to these structures as “sedimented” (p. 101), which implies that they are likely 

accumulated and altered slowly over time. This was noted in the study, as participants 

seldom related changes to the general dispositional structures they mentioned.  

The separation of general dispositional knowledge structures into two groups was 

interesting. The first group focused on the agent describes how participants should fulfill 

the role of a change manager at Division. The second group focused on how the 

participant should best engage recipients highlights efforts to allow them a voice and 

tailor communication to them. If the habitus is built through interaction between structure 

and action, as Bourdieu (1977) claimed, then it seems logical that habitus would involve 

elements of both. The participant interacts on the individual level with the recipient, but 

acts to embody the change content, which is structural in nature. 

The conjuncturally-specific structures provided the other portion of the 

participants’ moment-to-moment understanding of their interactions. Their 

conjuncturally-specific structures were constantly undergoing revision from episode to 

episode, as the participant’s understanding of the conjuncture evolved. As interaction 

episodes occurred, the participants were trying to understand their employee recipients 

from several aspects. This understanding included the general dispositional knowledge 

structures (or habitus) of those recipients. The quality of that understanding cannot be 

determined from this study. It is unknown to what degree it is possible to know another’s 

habitus, though that knowledge is likely accumulated over time (Stones, 2005) and from 

numerous sources. 
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As noted in chapter 2, Stones (2005) de-emphasized the elements of Giddens 

(1984), including the modalities of power relations, interpretive schemes, and normative 

expectations. However, it is possible to link the structures identified in this study with 

those modalities. Knowing something of the recipient’s former environment may help the 

participant better relate in a way that would be understood and is thus related to 

normative expectations. Having personal experience with the recipient would include 

some familiarity, which would in turn provide both experience-based interpretive 

schemes and normative expectations regarding how the participant should best work with 

the recipient. An assessment of recipient habitus is directly related to the normative 

expectations of the participant. An assessment of recipient work motivation is related to 

interpretive schemes on how to draw upon that motivation in interaction. Assessment of 

recipient developmental needs is most closely related to power relations. The participant 

is in a position of power, both evaluating performance and specifying how to elevate 

performance or add skills. 

Enacted Change Strategies 

Change strategies enacted were initially developed inductively and then 

categorized using Chin and Benne’s (1969) typology. The typology has also been 

employed in quantitative studies (Szabla, 2007). This study identified several forms of all 

three of the strategies in the typology: rational-empirical, normative-reeducative, and 

power-coercive. 

Use of strategies in combination with one another was also noted, as Kerber and 

Buono (2005) suggested. Of three such combinations possible (rational-empirical + 
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normative-reeducative, normative-reeducative + power-coercive, and power-coercive + 

rational-empirical), at least one example of each was noted. 

Interpretation. The findings of the study serve as confirmation of the continued 

utility of the Chin and Benne (1967) typology of change strategies. Additionally, the 

participants’ awareness that they were responding to previous perceived recipient 

responses demonstrates just how closely linked the strategies and perceived responses are 

in such interactions. As noted in chapter 2, the participant and recipient come to know 

each other in a situation that is both context-sensitive and intersubjective (Stolorow, 

1988). Finally, the findings also demonstrates some of the mundane nature of such 

interactions (Boden, 1994) as well as the complexity of organizations (Boje et al., 2004).  

Perceived Responses 

The participant perceptions of recipient responses were inductively developed and 

then categorized using a recently developed typology suggested by Oreg et al. (2018), 

shown in Figure 2.1. This typology denotes four possible responses to change events, 

based upon the valence of experienced emotions (positive or negative) and the level of 

emotional activation (high or low). Thus, the four potential responses are (a) proactivity 

(positive valence, high activation), (b) acceptance (positive valence, low activation), 

(c) disengagement (negative valence, low activation), and (d) resistance (negative 

valence, high activation).  

Several forms of each of the four potential responses were identified (as perceived 

responses). In addition, this study identified two new forms of response that did not 

neatly fit the Oreg et al. (2018) framework. The first of these was responses of 

undetermined valence. The second was a combination of acceptance and disengagement.  
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Interpretations. Several authors (Oreg, 2006; Piderit, 2000; Smollan, 2011) have 

noted the multidimensional nature of response to change. In doing so, they have shifted 

the conversation from just resistance to a wider spectrum of responses. Their work was 

followed by Oreg et al. (2018), which suggested the circumplex of responses to change 

events used in this study. This study is likely the first empirical use of that typology (S. 

Oreg, personal communication, November 6, 2018). The fact that several forms were 

found of each of the four possible responses posited by Oreg et al. (2018) provides 

support for that framework.  

The two new forms of perceived response identified by this study are interpreted 

as follows. The first new form was responses of undetermined valence. The response may 

not have been perceptible due to low emotional activation. The lowest emotional 

activation is at the bottom of Figure 2.1, between acceptance and disengagement. The 

second new form, a combination of acceptance and disengagement, may be best 

represented as existing along the vertical line between acceptance and disengagement in 

Figure 2.1. The perceived responses of acceptance and disengagement become 

recognizable to the perceiver once there is sufficient emotional activation. Thus, this 

second form may be represented by a shape that is wider in areas of low emotional 

activation and narrower as emotional activation increases.  

This interpretation of the two forms of perceived response not accounted for by 

Oreg et al. (2018) is reasonably consistent with the ambivalence response discussed by 

Piderit (2000) and the apathy response discussed by Smollan (2011). Ambivalence was 

characterized by Piderit (2000) as possible conflict amongst cognitive, affective, and 

intentional dimensions of response. Apathy was characterized by Smollan (2011) as 
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passive yet professional performance, with emotional disenfranchisement. This, 

coincidentally, is an example of conflict between positive behavior and a negative 

cognitive and affective evaluation, similar to Piderit’s (2000) ambivalence.  

The Influence of Perceived Response upon Subsequent Strategy Selection 

Three findings emerged from the analysis of the influence of prior perceived 

response upon strategy selection and enactment, when there was a prior perceived 

response to inform that choice. First, when responding to perceived acceptance, 

participants were three times more likely to choose either rational-empirical or 

normative-reeducative strategies than a power-coercive strategy. Second, when 

responding to perceived disengagement, participants were twice as likely to use a 

normative-reeducative strategy as a rational-empirical strategy. Third, when responding 

to perceived resistance, recipients were nearly twice as likely to resort to a rational-

empirical strategy compared with either a normative-reeducative or power-coercive 

strategy.  

Interpretations. Some potential explanations for the findings noted above are 

offered. The first finding, that when responding to perceived acceptance the participants 

chose rational-empirical and normative-reeducative strategies over power-coercive 

strategies, may be due to multiple participant conclusions, including (a) that rational-

empirical or normative-reeducative strategies would be sufficient to bring about either 

continued acceptance or a move toward proactivity, or (b) that there was insufficient need 

to resort to the application of force through power-coercive methods. 

The second finding, that when responding to perceived disengagement 

participants chose normative-reeducative over rational-empirical strategies, may be due 
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to participant conclusions that (a) the former would either be successful in its own right, 

or (b) the former would yield information that the latter would not. 

The third finding, that when responding to perceived resistance participants chose 

a rational-empirical strategy over either a normative-reeducative or power-coercive 

strategy, may be due to participant conclusions that (a) a rational-empirical strategy was 

preferred over a normative-reeducative strategy because telling the recipient what is 

desired required less effort, or was more familiar to the participants, than working to 

loosen attachment to old norms and create attachments to new norms, or (b) the 

application of power, in any form, was unlikely to result in anything but more resistance. 

The validity of any of these potential explanations for the findings cannot be 

determined from the data collected. However, they suggest that exploration of the 

justifications used by change agents for enacted strategy selection may be an interesting 

future research focus. 

The Influence of Enacted Strategy upon Subsequent Perceived Response 

First, perceived responses of acceptance were approximately twice as common 

(15 instances) in response to a rational-empirical strategy as the next most popular 

perceived responses of disengagement and resistance (7 instances each). Second, 

perceived responses of acceptance were nearly twice as common in response to a 

rational-empirical as to a normative-reeducative strategy (15 to 9 instances, respectively). 

Third, a normative-reeducative strategy was twice as likely to result in either acceptance 

or disengagement (low emotional activation) than either proactivity or resistance (high 

emotional activation). Fourth, power-coercive strategies resulted in mostly perceived 

acceptance (four instances) and perceived resistance (three instances) rather than 
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perceived disengagement (one instance). It should be noted that two of the four instances 

of acceptance in response to the use of a power-coercive strategy were not actual 

acceptance, but what might be termed assumed acceptance.  

Interpretation. Some potential explanations for the findings noted above are 

offered. The first finding noted that rational-empirical strategies resulted in perceived 

responses of acceptance (a perceived response with positively valenced affect) more 

often than either disengagement or resistance (both perceived responses with negatively 

valenced affect). The second finding noted that perceived responses of acceptance were 

nearly twice as common in response to a rational-empirical as to a normative-reeducative 

strategy. Another way to restate this finding is that rational-empirical strategies were 

more effective at bringing about acceptance than normative-reeducative strategies.  

The third finding reported that normative-reeducative strategies were more likely 

to result in perceived responses of acceptance or disengagement (responses with low 

emotional activation) rather than proactivity or resistance (responses with high emotional 

activation). No parallel to this finding was found, though the resulting perceived 

responses with low emotional activation did result from a nonconfrontational normative-

reeducative strategy.  

Fourth, after removing those instances of acceptance that represented assumed 

acceptance, it was noted above that power-coercive strategies resulted in perceived 

resistance and perceived acceptance rather than perceived disengagement. This is 

supported by the quantitative analysis of Szabla (2007), who concluded that “change 

[recipients] who perceive a power-coercive change strategy will have less positive 
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[responses] than those who perceive a rational-empirical or normative-reeducative 

strategy” (p. 547).  

There are no parallels to this study with which to compare. Szabla (2007) and 

Nutt (1986) both performed studies of organization-wide strategies and responses. 

However, those results are not directly comparable to the individually perceived 

responses to individually enacted strategies resulting from this study. 

Progression of Responses 

It can be noted from Appendix G that, with the exception of a few interactions, 

over half tended towards either acceptance or proactivity.  

Interpretation. This may be an indication that as episodes take place within an 

interaction, each successive episode “narrows down the number of possible next moves” 

(Watzlawick, Bavelas, & Jackson, 1967, p. 113), presumably until there is no option 

other than acceptance or exit (Hirschman, 1970).  

Change of Perceived Recipient Responses over Time 

Piderit (2000) suggested that recipient responses may change over time. On 

several occasions in this study, perceived change recipient responses were found to 

evolve over time (e.g., overnight or after some time had passed). In most cases, the initial 

response had a negative valence and the later response had either a less negative or even a 

positive valence. Wang et al. (2011) noted that “the ebb and flow of human interactions 

can be emotionally charged and often lead[s] to actions that actors and observers might 

see as interpersonally inappropriate or unfair” (p. 53). It is appropriate to consider what 
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may be happening as a recipient begins to be uncomfortable with a recently enacted 

negatively valenced (and perhaps emotionally activated) response to change. 

Two related bodies of literature, appraisal theory and emotional regulation, are 

germane to this discussion. Appraisal theory assumes that emotions are extracted from a 

person’s cognitive evaluation of encountered events. While several versions of appraisal 

theory exist (Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 2009; Lazarus, 

1991; Smith & Kirby, 2009), the most well known is Lazarus’ (1991) suggestion that two 

separate appraisals occur in an encounter with a stimulus. The first appraisal is related to 

“the stakes one has in the outcomes of the encounter” (p. 827) and is concerned with the 

(a) goal relevance, (b) goal congruence, and (c) goal content of what is at stake. The 

question being asked in this appraisal is “Will this affect accomplishment of my goals?” 

The second appraisal, when it occurs, is related to “options and prospects for coping” 

(p. 827) and is concerned with (a) blame or credit, and towards whom it should be 

directed, (b) coping potential, and (c) future expectations. Coping potential is related to 

two factors: the ability to change the situation (problem-focused) and the ability to 

change one’s relation to the situation (emotion-focused). The question being asked here is 

“How can I handle a situation not aligned with my goals?”  

If behavioral responses to change events are as closely linked to experienced 

emotions as suggested by Oreg et al. (2018), then the attenuation of emotional response 

with the passing of time is of interest, especially if we are to understand the observed 

phenomenon. Literature related to this subject is found in the field of emotional 

regulation. 
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Emotional regulation is closely related to appraisal theory. Fridhandler and 

Averill (1982) noted that as individuals become farther removed (temporally) from an 

emotion-arousing object, the emotions associated with that object often dissipate. Several 

possible mechanisms have been posited to alter an emotional response over time 

(Bushman, 2002; Gross, 1998; Wang et al., 2011), including catharsis, attention 

deployment (e.g., distraction), rumination, and cognitive reappraisal. Catharsis (or 

“venting,” p. 725) was found to make participants more aggressive (Geen & Quanty, 

1977). Distraction from negative stimuli, or attention deployment, was found to have 

little effect upon emotional state (Bushman, 2002). Rumination (or “self-focused 

attention”) over negative emotional stimuli has been found to significantly increase 

negative emotional states (Bushman, 2002; Segerstrom, Tsao, Alden, & Craske, 2000). 

Cognitive reappraisal has been shown to be efficacious in minimizing negative emotions 

in response to negative stimuli (Gross, 1998, 2002; Gross, Richards, & John, 2006; Haga, 

Kraft, & Corby, 2009; Ray, Wilhelm, & Gross, 2008). 

Interpretation. In the cooler light of day, recipients were likely cognitively 

reappraising their previous responses within the current situation. Such cognitive 

reappraisal may have included approaches such as considering (a) new information 

related to how to cope, and (b) new perspectives on the relationship of the stimulus to 

one’s goals.  

Recipient Initiation of Episodes and Efforts to Assume the Role of Agent 

During this study, recipients were trying to share information in order to be better 

understood or assume the agent role by exercising some form of control. This was not 

unexpected (J. D. Ford, personal communication, August 10, 2015).  
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Interpretation. As they entered an interaction, both participant and recipient had 

goals. For the participants, the goal was to bring about some form of change in the 

recipient. For the recipient, the goal may have been less obvious at the outset, but became 

more apparent as interactions unfolded. Change agents should be ready for this 

possibility so that they can respond appropriately.  

Agent Contribution to the Development of Resistance 

Ford, Ford, and D’Amelio (2008) argued that agents contribute to the 

development of resistance by breaking agreements, violating trust, communicating 

poorly, and misrepresenting information. This study did identify a perceived violated 

trust and a perceived broken agreement, both of which immediately led to resistance. 

First, in the case of violated trust, Participant 10 had informed Junia that she was to create 

no further purchase orders. Later, she was asked to get some office supplies. Junia replied 

(to both Participant 10 and Participant 10’s manager) that “you told me no more purchase 

orders, but ordering supplies requires a purchase order.” In a subsequent face-to-face 

interaction, Participant 10 recounted a previous challenging interaction and then 

recounted the current interaction and expressed her concern (a normative-reeducative 

strategy). Junia replied that Participant 10 kept changing her mind and was giving 

inconsistent direction (categorized as resistance). Clearly, Junia perceived that her trust in 

Participant 10 had been violated. 

Second, in the case of a perceived broken agreement, Participant 12 had moved 

Constance from customer support (an area she did not like) to another area, with time to 

train and get up to speed. Constance expressed trust in Participant 12 (categorized as 

acceptance). Later, while Participant 12 was out of town, one of her subordinate 



182 

managers told Constance that she’d be taking over customer support for one group (a role 

she really did not want). Constance got emotional and told the subordinate manager that 

she did not want to be involved in customer accounts (categorized as resistance). 

Constance then sent an emotional text to Participant 12, saying “I think you have a 

problem with [Participant 12’s subordinate manager]” (categorized as resistance).  

Further, two additional forms of potential change agent contribution to resistance 

were noted. The first was the practice of assuming recipient acceptance of the change 

following use of a strategy. More than one participant communicated a desired course of 

action (sometimes face to face, more often via email or other electronic means) and 

moved on without the benefit of a reply. This behavior was in effect an assumption (by 

the participant) of acceptance (by the recipient). The second was repeated use of an 

ineffective strategy. Participant 10’s repeated use of power-coercive strategies with Junia 

was an example, and only when Participant 10 fell back upon legitimation (Giddens, 

1984) did Junia cease resisting and accept the change.  

Interpretation. Ford, Ford, and D’Amelio’s (2008) argument that managers 

contribute to resistance by broken agreement and violated trust was supported by this 

study. Two additional forms were noted: assumed acceptance and repeated use of an 

ineffective strategy. Assumed acceptance is problematic for two reasons. First, it may 

falsely lead the agent into concluding that compliance is forthcoming. Second, it may 

prevent the recipient from exercising the option of voice (Hirschman, 1970). If the 

repeated application of the same strategy is not working, a change agent may be well 

served by the ability to apply one of the other strategies, if change in the recipient is 
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desired. The ability to enact a variety of strategies, which I will term agility, may prove 

useful and improve change agent effectiveness. 

Intersubjectivity 

Intersubjectivity was defined in chapter 1 as the process by which people become 

social entities and attend to one another and the products of human interaction. 

Intersubjectivity appears primarily in the psychology, sociology, and phenomenology 

literature, as noted in chapter 2. In dyadic interaction, the participants are two active I’s, 

who know themselves only in the past tense as Me (Crossley, 1996; Mead, 1967). Said 

another way, the Me is I’s “objectification . . . of itself” (Crossley, 1996, p. 55). The I’s 

interact through various means, including spoken word and other attendant forms (e.g., 

vocalics, kinesics, and proxemics). The Me is always under construction, as we “take the 

attitudes and views of others into account before we act” (Crossley, 1996, p. 56). 

In interaction, the participants move continuously in and out of I-It and I-Thou 

relations; they interact in I-Thou relations, and seek to understand the other in I-It 

relations (Buber, 1958). They seek meaning (Merleau-Ponty, 2012), both objective and 

subjective (Schutz, 1967). The objective meaning of a speech act is the understanding of 

words spoken, whereas the subjective meaning of a speech act is the meaning arising 

from the contextual elements of the speech act (Schutz, 1967). However, both 

participants also look for the other’s motives. As each attends to the other, they seek first 

the other’s in-order-to motive (Schutz, 1967), or the ‘what’ of the meaning. Second, each 

can move beyond the in-order-to motive and seek the because motive (Schutz, 1967), or 

the ‘why’ of the meaning.  
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Instances of both participants and recipients seeking intersubjectivity were noted. 

Seeking intersubjectivity was a useful tool for both participants and recipients. 

Occasionally, an effort to reach intersubjectivity was combined with other Chin and 

Benne (1969) strategies by some participants. In the process of developing and 

maintaining intersubjectivity, a We-relationship is developed (Schutz, 1967). It may be 

that what is happening in change acceptance is related to what Gilbert (1992) referred to 

in her discussion of joining a group or a We-relationship: “to put one’s own will into a 

‘pool of wills’ dedicated, as one, to a single goal” (p. 411), and perhaps that goal is the 

specific change objective (both global and local). 

It is in this We-relationship that structure influences action, and action builds, 

alters, or perpetuates structure. For Giddens (1984), structuration occurs through the 

modalities of interpretive schemes, power relations, and normative expectations. For 

Stones (2005), structure’s influence flows from external structures to internal structures 

to agency, and agency shapes both internal and external structures. The middle manager 

participants in this study interacted on the individual level, but in doing so, they were 

exerting organizational influence upon the recipients. With a foot in both the 

organizational and individual levels, the participants truly were change intermediaries 

(Balogun, 2003). 

Interpretation. Intersubjectivity only rarely appears in the organizational change 

literature. This may have limited the understanding of intersubjectivity that change agents 

hold. Yet the use of intersubjectivity enabled the parties to better understand the other. 

No participant-recipient pair sustained intersubjectivity continuously, and participants 

varied in the importance they placed upon intersubjectivity. 
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Conclusions 

From the findings of this case study, the following conclusions can be drawn. 

1. Use of Stones’ (2005) strong structuration theory as a conceptual lens provided 

detailed insight into the knowledge structures that were found to influence both 

change agent strategy selection and enactment and perceived recipient responses. 

2. Most change agents employed a variety of change strategies designed to elicit 

change from recipients. Intersubjectivity appeared to be an important strategy for 

both agents and recipients. Intersubjectivity is nearly absent from the change 

literature and may thus be both poorly understood by change leaders and 

underutilized in practice.  

3. Perceived change recipient responses showed significant variety, though they 

generally supported the circumplex of responses to change events posited by Oreg 

et al. (2018). Two perceived responses were not accounted for by that framework, 

and a modification to account for them is warranted.  

4. In this study, the assumption of acceptance on the part of the agent prevented the 

participants from ensuring alignment with the recipient and precluded further 

dialogue. Ensuring alignment may be increasingly important in a digitally 

mediated world, in which change communication is not always face-to-face, but 

can also be via email or online messaging applications.  

5. Middle manager change agents fill challenging roles and often find themselves 

with a foot in both camps—those of leadership and their teams. It appears that 

insufficient time and effort may have been expended in allowing change agent 
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participants to (1) come to terms with the change and (2) learn how to be an 

effective change agent prior to acting as one.  

Implications 

For Theory 

Several implications for theory have resulted from this study, as noted below. 

Chin and Benne (1969) framework. This study validated the original framework 

and identified several forms of each strategy: rational-empirical, normative-reeducative, 

and power-coercive. While qualitative studies in other contexts may not arrive at forms of 

strategy identical to those identified in Table 4.5, it is likely that some of these forms will 

be identified. Continued use of the Chin and Benne (1969) typology of change strategies 

is warranted. 

Intersubjectivity. Intersubjectivity was previously defined as the process by 

which people become social entities and attend to one another and the products of human 

interaction. While seeking intersubjectivity was not part of the Chin and Benne (1969) 

typology, participants in this study did seek to reach intersubjectivity, both alone and in 

combination with other strategies. Seeking intersubjectivity was an important element in 

numerous interactions in this study. When seeking intersubjectivity appeared alone, it 

took the place of a strategy in an episode. When it was enacted in conjunction with a 

form of change strategy, it was often used prior to that strategy. In both cases, the 

information that intersubjectivity afforded was used by participants to shape subsequent 

enacted strategies.  

It is unlikely that this phenomenon is limited to the context of this study. Since 

seeking intersubjectivity can take the place of (or be used in conjunction with) a strategy, 
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there may be an argument for inclusion of seeking intersubjectivity as a new change 

strategy in the Chin and Benne (1969) typology. Therefore, future studies should examine 

whether (and how) seeking intersubjectivity is used in other contexts prior to making a 

stronger recommendation.  

Oreg et al. (2018) responses to change events typology. This study, the first 

empirical utilization of the typology suggested by Oreg et al. (2018), partially validated 

that typology. In addition, two forms of perceived recipient response not predicted by the 

theoretical responses to change events typology suggested by Oreg et al. (2018) have 

been identified. A modified Oreg et al. (2018) typology is shown below in Figure 5.1. 

This modification accommodates the two forms of response identified in this study that 

are not supportive of the Oreg et al. (2018) typology by adding a gray area between 

acceptance and disengagement. This area is represented as a wedge.  

 

 

Figure 5.1. Revision to Oreg et al. (2018) circumplex of change event responses. 
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The wedge representing the gray area may be understood in the following 

manner. The lowest portion of the proposed gray area is where one might locate 

responses of undetermined valence, where emotional activation is lowest. With little 

perceptible emotional activation, the valence may be obscured. The upper portion of the 

proposed gray area is where one might locate responses that contain elements of both 

acceptance and disengagement. As the response approaches the apex of the gray area, 

with increasing emotional activation, one response may begin to dominate the other, 

making it easier to classify as either acceptance or disengagement. Where this apex of the 

wedge is has not been determined. Thus, the proposed gray area may in fact be vertically 

shorter than depicted  

Importance of an evaluation process within the construct of agency. In the 

context of an episode, the participant is called upon to either select a strategy and enact it, 

or choose not to. The study did not address either (a) why participants chose the strategies 

they did, or (b) why recipients responded the way they did. However, it appears that the 

conceptual framework may be improved, which may help answer these questions.  

Bandura (1977a, 1977b, 2006) discussed social learning/cognitive theory. 

Bandura (1977b) defined an outcome expectation as “a person’s estimate that a given 

behavior will lead to certain outcomes” (p. 193). He also defined an efficacy expectation 

as “the conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the 

outcomes” (p. 193). Both expectations are elements of his social cognitive theory. 

Further, the two expectations are different; one may conclude that a certain action will 

produce a specific outcome, yet question whether he can perform said action. The 

difference between these two expectations is depicted in Figure 5.2. 
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Figure 5.2. Efficacy and outcome expectations. From “Self-Efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory 
of Behavioral Change,” by A. Bandura, 1977, Psychological Review, 84(2), p. 193. Copyright 
1977 by the American Psychological Association. Adapted with permission. 
 

 
The inclusion of one or both of these expectations as elements of future studies 

exploring change agency may prove useful. By inclusion of these expectations, it should 

be possible to understand (a) which strategies were considered likely to bring about the 

desired outcome (outcome expectation), and (b) whether the change agent judged herself 

likely to be successful employing that strategy (efficacy expectation). This idea may also 

be applicable to the study of recipients, though it may be more challenging. To the extent 

that emotion may preempt cognition (Zajonc, 1980), it should be possible to understand 

(a) which responses were considered likely to bring out the desired outcome (outcome 

expectation), if such an outcome is known, and (b) whether the recipient judged herself 

likely to be successful responding in that manner (efficacy expectation). 

Alternative research design. This study employed a social constructionist 

worldview. That worldview encouraged the selection of interview questions that were 

general in nature, providing the opportunity for the participants and me to make meaning 

together out of the responses that were salient to them. Use of other research approaches 

would likely have encouraged the development of different interview questions. One 

example of a worldview that may be employed with success is symbolic interactionism 
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(Blumer, 1969). While still social constructionist, symbolic interactionism may have 

encouraged the use of more direct questions and would likely have surfaced some 

different findings. 

For Practice 

Several implications for practice emerged from this study. Improvements in 

change leader training may lead to better change implementation. These include the 

introduction of (a) the Chin and Benne (1969) change strategies, (b) the need for agility 

with the Chin and Benne (1969) strategies, (c) the value of intersubjectivity in change 

leadership, (d) recognition that change recipients can and do attempt to exert control, 

(e) the importance of affirming recipient alignment, and (f) an understanding that 

recipient responses can change with time. Each is discussed below. 

Chin and Benne strategies. It was not clear that the middle manager participants 

had prior knowledge of change leadership or potential change strategies to employ. 

Change leaders would benefit from being aware of the different strategies available to 

them, even if only the three broad strategies of Chin and Benne (1969). Additionally, 

having some experience in enacting these strategies prior to a change would be 

beneficial. This practice could be as simple as a simulation that presents a scenario, to 

which the trainee would respond with a strategy and then observe a recipient response. 

Change agent agility with various strategies. Abraham Maslow wrote, “I 

suppose it is tempting, if the only tool you have is a hammer, to treat everything as if it 

were a nail” (Maslow, 1966, pp. 15-16). Change agents are likely to use the strategy they 

presumably know best. One participant in this study repeatedly used a power-coercive 

strategy with the same recipient. There may be several reasons for those strategy 
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selections, but they were not bringing about the desired outcome. Absent any compelling 

reason to the contrary, it is probably better for a change agent to have the ability to enact 

more strategies rather than fewer. 

Intersubjectivity. This study pointed out that seeking intersubjectivity may be a 

useful addition to the Chin and Benne (1969) strategies. Intersubjectivity can yield 

knowledge useful to change agents in both the short term (interaction episode) and the 

long term (relationship building). By knowing the recipient, at least on some level, the 

agent may be better able to choose a change strategy to effectively enact.  

Change recipients’ initiation of episodes and efforts to exert control. During 

this study, recipients were either trying to share information or assume the agent role and 

exercise some form of control. Change agents should be ready for this possibility, so that 

they can respond appropriately.  

The importance of affirming alignment. The affirmation of alignment between 

agent and recipient can take many forms, from “Did you hear me?” to “Did you 

understand me?” and “Will you carry out the desired course of action?” Avoiding the 

assumption of acceptance after strategy enactment is an important step in (a) avoiding a 

false impression in the agent’s mind that what is desired will happen, and (b) avoiding the 

false impression in the recipient’s mind that what might have been communicated by the 

recipient (including “I heard you,” “I understood you,” and “I will do as you asked,” or 

questions from the recipient) was not of value. 

 Change of responses with time. Change agents should be made aware that 

perceived recipient responses can change over time, without any agent action. Change 

recipients are likely to reappraise their responses and moderate those for which they 
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deem it appropriate. Thus, it may be sound guidance to ‘sit with’ a reaction, especially a 

negative emotional reaction, for a time before responding.  

Incorporating after-action assessment. After-action reviews can be utilized to 

learn from both success and failure. Argyris and Schön (1996) suggested a theory of 

action that links values, strategy selection, action, and observed effects. In their view, 

(a) values influence strategy selection, (b) strategy selection influences action, and 

(c) action leads to a set of observed effects. Further, their conception of single-loop 

learning holds that the observed effects can improve future strategy selection. 

Additionally, their conception of double-loop learning holds that the observed effects can 

also influence the underlying values driving how decisions are made. Using both single-

loop and double-loop learning in post-action reviews is likely to accelerate the 

development of change leaders. 

With time and experience, change agents may reach a state of practice similar to 

Schön’s (1983) reflection-in-action. Within the ebb and flow of change interactions, there 

are likely “intervals which provide opportunity for reflection” (p. 278). These 

opportunities can help build the ability of change agents to manage the continual 

interplay between thinking and doing which makes reflection-in-action possible. Further, 

the failure to do so may doom the change manager to her “self-reinforcing patterns of 

knowing-in-practice” (p. 281). 

Recommendations for Future Research 

From the conclusions noted above, the following recommendations are presented 

for future research: 



193 

1. Future empirical investigation of change responses should seek to determine 

whether the modified Oreg et al. (2018) circumplex of responses to change events 

suggested herein is valid in other contexts. 

2. Future research should explore whether there are aspects of social structure that 

may either amplify or minimize certain forms of recipient response, including 

resistance. Referencing Stones’ (2005) strong structuration theory, such a study 

could include aspects of social structures that may amplify or minimize certain 

recipient responses. An example may be the influence of organizational culture 

upon recipient responses.  

3. A longitudinal study of change and other processes is suggested with data 

collection at various points in time. Points of engagement with research sites 

should be carefully planned, to the maximum extent possible, to coincide with the 

critical periods in organizational changes.  

4. Interviewing both change agents and change recipients regarding the same 

interaction episodes has the potential to bring to light the differing perceptions 

each may develop. This knowledge could further enrich our understanding of 

change interactions between agents and recipients. Such an examination may be 

most profitably performed with a social constructionist worldview. Use of a more 

realist ontology would likely introduce the complication of needing to deconflict 

those interpretations to identify a specific reality. 

5. Exploration of the goals, behavior, and outcomes of change agents and recipients 

may provide additional clarity regarding the influence of motivation upon agents 

and recipients. Kanfer (1990) discussed several different motivation theories. 
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Most promising may be those theories grouped under the heading of self-

regulation-metacognition theories (p. 124). 

6. Why change agents choose the strategies they do should be explored. Interpreting 

Figure 5.2 within the context of change interactions between agents and 

recipients, the agent must have an expectation that (a) a certain change strategy 

(delivered a certain way) will likely result in the desired outcome, and (b) the 

agent is capable of carrying out that strategy ‘performance’ (Goffman, 1974) 

successfully. These two expectations could be included in a modified conceptual 

framework, as shown in Figure 5.3. 

 

 

Figure 5.3. Modified conceptual framework. 
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Reflection 

This study resulted in a number of learning points for me. The first point was the 

value of intersubjectivity. Both change agents and recipients sought intersubjectivity. 

Change agents used it to gain information to inform strategy selection. Recipients used it 

to either disclose information or to take control. Intersubjectivity is not a common 

element in the organizational change literature; it resides in the psychological, 

sociological, and phenomenological literature. As such, it is likely not well understood 

(or utilized) by change agents. 

The second point was the value of outliers in the data. Outlier interactions proved 

most interesting to me, and perhaps to readers as well. Examples included (a) Participant 

10’s repeated use of power-coercive strategies in the face of repeated noncompliance, (b) 

the apparent assumption of acceptance by a few participants, and (c) the forms of 

perceived response not easily accommodated by the Oreg et al. (2018) circumplex of 

responses to change events. 

A third point was the complexity of interpersonal communication. On the surface, 

interpersonal interaction is simply words spoken and interpreted. But interpersonal 

interaction is far more nuanced, complex, and highly personal (Baxter & Montgomery, 

1996). Interpersonal communication also involves nonverbal elements such as distance 

between participants (proxemics), sound-based cues to interpretation of utterances 

(vocalics), movement (kinesics), and time (chronemics), as noted by Duck and McMahan 

(2009). Additionally, interpersonal interaction takes place within the context of some 

form of relationship (Duck, 1994, 2007, 2011; Sias, 2009). This study explored 
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interactions within the context of work relationships, which involve various forms of 

power (Yukl, 2013; Yukl & Falbe, 1991).  

During human interaction, multiple levels of perception are continually evolving, 

in the mind of both the agent and the recipient. Self-perception is how a person views 

himself or herself. Other-perception is a person’s perception of the other. Meta-

perception is a person’s perception of how the other perceives them. Each party develops 

a meta-perception of how the other person views them, often based upon how they view 

themselves, whether accurate or not (Kenny, 1994). While this study was partially 

focused on other-perception (i.e., perceived responses), participant meta-perceptions 

influence both other-perception and subsequent action. In the end, each episode “is the 

result of process dynamics that drive the shifts in behavior” from episode to episode 

(Holmes & Poole, 1991, p. 290).  

Fourth, the use of strong structuration theory has advantages and disadvantages. 

The former include the ability to break a situation (in this case, an interaction episode) 

into component parts so that influences between the parts may be observed. The latter 

include the challenge of assembling from those parts a whole for presentation in the final 

analysis. Because there are so many elements (in this case, two types of external 

structure, two types of internal structure, agency/action and outcomes), this can prove 

challenging. 

Finally, my view of what constitutes resistance has changed. At the beginning of 

this study, I thought there were actions that could be clearly called resistance, by both 

participants and observers. It seems more likely that there is merely recipient behavior or 

action, to which agents may apply a label, such as resistance. 
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Summary 

This study was initiated to explore the interaction between change agent actions 

and perceived change recipient responses during a planned change, using Stones’ (2005) 

strong structuration as a theoretical lens. Both enacted change strategies and perceived 

recipient responses were identified. The knowledge structures internal to the agent, both 

the general dispositional and the conjuncturally-specific, were identified. The knowledge 

structures external to, and acting upon, the agent were identified. The influence of 

external structures upon internal structures was also explored. Finally, the dynamic 

interplay between agent conjuncturally-specific internal structures, enacted strategies, and 

perceived responses to those strategies was explored.  

Significant contributions to theory were advanced. A modification to the Oreg et 

al. (2018) circumplex of response to change events was suggested, to accommodate two 

forms of response not predicted by that framework. A revision to the theoretical 

framework of this study was advanced, to incorporate elements of Bandura’s (1977b, 

2006) social cognitive theory. This new conceptual framework was developed in order to 

explore why agents selected the strategies they did. This question, while not a part of the 

current study, may be a logical next step.  

Significant contributions to practice were advanced, centered upon improving 

change agent training. These improvements may have improved Division’s ability to 

carry out the change and could be useful to other organizations.  
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APPENDIX A: 

INTRODUCTION AND SITE ACCESS REQUEST LETTER 

The Interaction of Change Agent Actions and Perceived Change Recipient Responses 
During Planned Organizational Change: A Strong Structuration Study  

IRB # 041621 
Warren P. Lundblad, wlundblad@gwmail.gwu.edu 

Sponsor: The George Washington University 
Graduate School of Education and Human Development 

 

Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
I am writing to request that you consider allowing me to study the interaction of 
managers leading change and those asked to change how they do their work at your 
organization. Your organization has been identified as an organization that has recently 
undergone a planned organizational change effort related to (subject).  
 
My dissertation research is focused on understanding the interaction of managers leading 
change and those asked to change how they do their work. I believe that if I were allowed 
to discuss such interactions with your employees, a rich understanding of such 
interactions would emerge. This understanding could provide new insight at your 
organization to inform future professional development, and could be shared with other 
organizations in many fields.  
 
I have provided my contact information above and would like the opportunity to speak 
with you at your earliest convenience. I have attached a one-page summary of the 
proposed study, to inform your decision. I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Warren P. Lundblad, Researcher 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachment: Research Study Overview 
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Research Study Overview 
 
Title: The Interaction of Change Agent Actions and Change Recipient Responses During 
a Planned Organizational Change. 
 
Purpose of the Study: The purpose of the study is to examine how change agent actions 
interact with change recipient responses during planned organizational change. 
 
Problem Addressed: Change in organizations requires that individuals change, often in 
numerous ways. Most studies of change interaction have been focused on the individual 
asked to change (the change recipient). This study focuses on the organizational middle 
manager leading change (the change agent), and the interaction he/she has had with 
change recipients. 
 
Significance of the Study: The study is expected to add to the literature in several areas, 
including change interaction, change leadership, and resistance to change. 
 
Participants Sought for the Study: The focus of the study is the middle manager 
implementing change. It is likely that middle managers implementing change have 
interacted with several change recipients. Thus, it would be ideal to identify a sufficient 
number of middle managers to yield approximately 20 descriptions of interactions. 
Ideally, they should come from various areas in the organization.  
 
The primary means of data collection for the study are semistructured interviews and 
organizational documents related to the change in question. Change managers will be 
asked to participate in a single individual interview with the researcher. The goal of the 
interview will be to describe a series of interaction episodes with a change recipient (or 
with individual change recipients if the manager interacted with more than one recipient). 
Interview questions may vary slightly from person to person, in order to elicit detailed 
description of their experiences.  
 
The interviews will be audio-recorded and transcribed. No participant or organizational 
names will be used in the interviews, and all participants will be assigned a participant 
number to identify them. Participants will have the opportunity to review the transcripts 
and make corrections for accuracy. The dissertation may be published, as may articles 
that are derived from the findings. Findings may also be presented at conferences or other 
educational venues. At no time will any individual participant or their organization be 
identified. Data will be reported anonymously (e.g., at “organization x . . .,” or “one 
leader said . . . ,” or “change manager 3 said . . .”). 
 
About the Researcher: Warren Paul Lundblad is a doctoral candidate in the Executive 
Leadership Doctoral Program at the Graduate School of Education and Human 
Development, George Washington University in Washington, DC.  
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APPENDIX B: 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN STUDY INTERVIEW(S) 

Dear ______ 
 
I am writing to you today as a doctoral student at George Washington University, 
studying resistance to planned organizational change. I am pleased to be conducting a 
case study at [organization] and would like to invite you to participate in an interview 
with me as part of this study. I hope that this research will add to the body of knowledge 
regarding how organizations and individuals implement planned organizational change.  
 
As you know, [organization] has recently been through a significant planned change 
effort related to [subject]. The subject this research will be exploring is the interaction 
between change managers in the organization and those asked to change, in the recent 
effort at [organization].  
 
No doubt you have heard about this research from organizational leadership and you have 
been asked to consider participating. I will be interviewing change managers in the 
organization regarding their interactions with one or more employees who were initially 
resistant to the change. I would welcome the opportunity to schedule 60 to 90 minutes 
with you for an interview.  
 
All interviews will be confidential, and every effort will be made to protect your privacy. 
All quotes and distinguishing comments from interviews will only be referred to 
generically, and you will be assigned a pseudonym.  
 
This study has been approved by the George Washington University Institutional Review 
Board. Should you choose to participate, we will review your rights in participating in 
this study prior to conducting the interview. Please note that your decision, whether to 
participate or not, will not affect your employment status in any way.  
 
Please contact me directly at [researcher’s personal cell phone number] or by return email 
to [researcher’s personal email address]. Alternatively, I will follow up with a phone call 
to you within the next week. Thank you in advance for your time and your consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Warren Paul Lundblad 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachment: Research Study Overview 
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Research Study Overview 
 
Title: The Interaction of Change Agent Actions and Change Recipient Responses During 
a Planned Organizational Change. 
 
Purpose of the Study: The purpose of the study is to examine how change agent actions 
interact with change recipient responses during planned organizational change. 
 
Problem Addressed: Change in organizations requires that individuals change, often in 
numerous ways. Most studies of change interaction have been focused on the individual 
asked to change (the change recipient). This study focuses on the organizational middle 
manager leading change (the change agent), and the interaction he/she has had with 
change recipients. 
 
Significance of the Study: The study is expected to add to the literature in several areas, 
including change interaction, change leadership, and resistance to change. 
 
Participants Sought for the Study: The focus of the study is the middle manager 
implementing change. It is likely that middle managers implementing change have 
interacted with several change recipients. Thus, it would be ideal to identify a sufficient 
number of middle managers to yield approximately 20 descriptions of interactions. 
Ideally, they should come from various areas in the organization.  
 
The primary means of data collection for the study are semistructured interviews and 
review of documents related to the change in question. Change managers will be asked to 
participate in a single individual interview with the researcher. The goal of the interview 
will be to describe a series of interaction episodes with a change recipient (or with 
individual change recipients if the manager interacted with more than one recipient). 
Interview questions may vary slightly from person to person, in order to elicit detailed 
description of their experiences.  
 
The interviews will be audio-recorded and transcribed. No participant or organizational 
names will be used in the interviews, and all participants will be assigned a participant 
number to identify them. Participants will have the opportunity to review the transcripts 
and make corrections for accuracy. The dissertation may be published, as may articles 
that are derived from the findings. Findings may also be presented at conferences or other 
educational venues. At no time will any individual participant or their organization be 
identified. Data will be reported anonymously (e.g., at “organization x . . . ,” or “one 
leader said . . . ,” or “change manager 3 said . . .”). 
 
About the Researcher: Warren Paul Lundblad is a doctoral candidate in the Executive 
Leadership Doctoral Program at the Graduate School of Education and Human 
Development, George Washington University in Washington, DC.  
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APPENDIX C: 

RESEARCH CONSENT FORM 

Study Title: The Contributions of Change Agent Actions to the Development of 
Resistance to Planned Change 
 
GW IRB Number: 041621 
 
Principal Investigator: Dr. Andrea Casey, [office phone number] 
 
Sub-Investigator: Warren Lundblad, [researcher’s phone number] 
 
Sponsor: None 

 
Introduction and Request for Participation 
You are invited to participate in a study under the direction of Dr. Andrea Casey of the 
Department of Human and Organizational Learning, Graduate School of Education and 
Human Development, George Washington University. You are being asked to participate 
because you are an employee of [organization]. [Organization] is the site of the case 
study for this research. Please read this form and ask us any questions that will help you 
decide if you would like to participate in this study.  
 
Taking part is completely voluntary, and even if you decide to participate, you may 
withdraw at any time. You must be at least 18 years old to participate in this research. 
Your employment will not be affected in any way, should you choose not to participate or 
withdraw. Should you decide to participate, but are no longer employed by [organization] 
prior to completion of the research involvement, your participation may be terminated by 
the researcher. 
 
Research Purpose 
The purpose of this research is to conduct an in-depth examination of the interaction 
between change managers in the organization and those who were asked to change, 
during the recent change at [organization].  
 
Study Procedures 
Should you choose to take part in this study by volunteering your participation, you will 
be interviewed for approximately 60 to 90 minutes. The interview questions will focus on 
your understanding of the change itself (its genesis, scope, and overall strategy) and 
interactions you had with one or more employees in the organization who were asked to 
change some aspect of how they accomplish their work. You will have the opportunity, at 
a later date, to review the transcript of your audio-recorded interview. Additionally, 
should questions arise subsequent to your interview, the researcher may ask if you would 
voluntarily answer several follow-on questions. The maximum total amount of time you 
will be engaged in the study is approximately 2 to 3 hours, inclusive of follow-on 
questions. 
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Risks and Confidentiality 
There are no physical risks associated with participating in this study.  
 
One minimal risk, however, is the loss of confidentiality. We will take every precaution 
to protect the confidentiality of your information and reduce this risk, including use of 
alpha-numeric coding to identify data, which will be linked to a key stored in a separate, 
secure location; removal of identifying and distinguishing features from quotes or 
comments; storage of data on a password-secured computer; and offering the use of an 
interview location other than the work environment. The records from this study will be 
kept private; any future published articles or presentations will not include any 
information that will make it possible to identify you personally as a subject.  
 
Another minimal risk is that some questions may be uncomfortable for you to answer or 
cause some cognitive or emotional distress. You have the right to refuse to answer any 
question at any time, just as you have the right to withdraw from the study at any time. 
 
Potential Benefits of Participation 
Taking part in this research will not benefit you directly, and you will receive no 
compensation for participating. However, the potential benefits of this study may help 
organizations better plan for, and implement, organizational change. 
 
Questions 
If you have any questions about your rights involved in your participation, you may 
contact the Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at [number]. If 
you have other questions or concerns, you may contact the Principal Investigator of this 
study, Dr. Andrea Casey, at [office phone number]. Additional information regarding the 
study is available from the Sub-Investigator, Warren Paul Lundblad, at [researcher phone 
number]. 
 
Documentation and Consent 
If you understand the information in this document, and agree to participate in this study, 
please sign below. After you sign and date the consent form, the research team will 
provide you with a copy. Please keep a copy for your records, in case you wish to read 
this document again, or wish to contact someone about the study. 
 
 
 
             
Participant’s Name (printed) and Signature    Date 
 
 
             
Name (printed) and Signature of Person Gaining Consent  Date 
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APPENDIX D: 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

The Interaction of Change Agent Actions and Change Recipient Responses 
 
 
Date of Interview:       

Time:         

Place:         

Participant Interview Number:     
 
 
Preamble (interviewer read to participant): 
 
Thank you for agreeing to spend this time with me. I would like you to know that my 
research interest is in understanding the interaction between change managers and those 
from whom they seek to elicit change. As a participant in the research study, you will be 
asked to answer a few questions about your background and previous experiences, if any, 
as a manager executing change. These questions are intended as a guide. The interview 
can explore other aspects of your perspective that you think are particularly relevant to 
the study. 
 
You will be assigned a participant number, and your responses will be kept confidential. 
This interview will be digitally recorded for transcription, and the data will be analyzed 
for use in my dissertation. You may stop the interview at any time, for any reason. I am 
requesting your name now so I can contact you later, in case I have additional questions. 
Additionally, I will give you an opportunity to review the transcript from the interview to 
ensure it accurately reflects your comments. I will be the only person with access to the 
key that connects you to the interview transcript.  
 
During the interview, please refer to specific people by title, not proper name, and to 
organizations as “group x” or another similarly appropriate pseudonym. Don’t worry if 
you accidentally forget this. I will edit the identifying information from the transcript. 
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No. Question Probing for . . .  
1 Set up: First, I’d like to learn a little about you and your 

role.  
Question: Tell me about your current role in the 
organization. 

 

 Prompt: How long have you had it? Values 

 Prompt: What are the duties of that job? Power relations 

 Prompt: With whom do you normally interact? Position-practices 

2 How does it compare with other jobs? General dispositional, 
habitus 

 Prompt: Do you think you are given the resources you 
need? 

Change context 

3 Set up: As you know, my study is focused on how 
people lead change, and you’ve been identified as a 
change leader.  
Question: What has it been like for you as a change 
leader? 

General dispositional 
 

Prompt: What is the most challenging aspect of this part 
of your job? 

Context 

Prompt: What’s the easiest? Context 

Prompt: How do you know whether you are being 
successful, in terms of leading change? 

Interpretive schemes 

4 Set up: Now, think about the recent change your 
organization has gone through.  
Question: What was that experience like for you?  Internal structures 

Prompt: What was affected by the change (e.g., 
structure and reporting relationships, work process)? 

Change content 

Prompt: What was driving the need for change? Change context 

Prompt: In general, how did your employees respond to 
the change? 

General dispositional 

5 Set up: Now please think about your interactions with 
one specific person whose work you asked to change in 
some way. You may have had a series of interactions 
with this person regarding the change, and such 
interactions often occur in a series of more or less 
distinct episodes over time. I am interested in 
understanding your perception of the interaction 
episodes.  
Question: Will you describe those interaction 
episodes for me, starting with the initial episode 
when you introduced or announced the change?
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No. Question Probing for . . .  

 Prompt: What was your perception going into the 
episode?  
[Note: If not an initial episode, then prompt with: “How 
did your previous episode with (person) affect your 
perception prior to this episode?”] 

Conjuncturally-specific 
internal structures  

 Prompt: What did you do in that episode? Change agent action(s) 

 Prompt: How did the person respond? Perceived recipient 
response 

 Prompt: How did you interpret that response? Interpretive schemes, 
power relations 

 Prompt: What changed as a result of that specific 
episode?  

Episode outcomes 

 [If there were additional episodes, repeat Q5]  

6 Set up: Now please think about your interactions with 
one additional specific person whose work you asked to 
change.  
Question: Will you describe those interaction 
episodes for me, starting with the initial episode 
when you introduced or announced the change?

 

Prompt: What was your perception going into the 
episode?  
[Note: If not an initial episode, then prompt with: “How 
did your previous episode with (person) affect your 
perception prior to this episode?”] 

Conjuncturally-specific 
internal structures 

Prompt: What did you do in that episode? (Note: 
designed to elicit actions taken) 

Change agent action(s) 

Prompt: How did the person respond? Perceived recipient 
response 

Prompt: What changed as a result of that specific 
episode?  

Episode outcomes 

[If there were additional episodes, repeat Q6]  

7 Question: Is there anything else regarding the change 
in question, or your interactions related to it, that 
you would like to add? 
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APPENDIX E: 

TRANSCRIBER’S LETTER OF CONFIDENTIALITY 

I understand that I have been asked to listen to, and transcribe, the content of digital audio 
recordings of interviews for research related to a doctoral dissertation. I agree to maintain 
confidentiality regarding the information heard on the digital audio recordings. 
 
Furthermore, I agree that I will not make any copies of the digital audio recording files I 
have transcribed and will destroy the files with the transcriptions once the transcriptions 
are judged satisfactory by the researcher. 
 
 
______________________________ 
Researcher 
 
 
______________________________  
Date 
 
 
 
 
______________________________  
Transcriber 
 
 
______________________________  
Date 
 
 



238 

APPENDIX F: 

SAMPLE DATA SHEET 
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APPENDIX G: 

STRATEGY USE AND PERCEIVED RESPONSE BY EPISODE 
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APPENDIX H: 

PERMISSIONS 

Figure 2.1 (page 1 of 2) 
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Figure 2.1 (page 2 of 2) 
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Figure 2.2 (page 1 of 2) 
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Figure 2.2 (page 2 of 2) 
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Figure 2.3  
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Figure 2.4 (page 1 of 2) 
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Figure 2.4 (page 2 of 2) 
 

 
 
 
 
  



248 

Figure 2.5 (page 1 of 4) 
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Figure 2.5 (page 2 of 4) 
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Figure 2.5 (page 3 of 4) 
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Figure 2.5 (page 4 of 4) 
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Figure 5.2 (page 1 of 3) 
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Figure 5.2 (page 2 of 3) 
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Figure 5.2 (page 3 of 3) 
 

 
 


