RESISTANCE TO ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE: A CASE STUDY FROM ACADEMIA

ABSTRACT

Change initiatives and their implementation are a source of concern for organizational leaders. With employee resistance cited as the major reason for failure of nearly all change processes. However, employee resistance remains an underexplored area especially in academia. Furthermore, majority of the studies on resistance tend to define resistance as a socio-psychological phenomenon. This paper integrates the social constructionist lens to examine employee resistance within a college planning to apply for international accreditation in the next few years. The researchers adopt a multi-authored narrative process to provide insights both from an internal and external change agent perspective. The paper seeks to provide insights on various forms of employee resistance, employees’ reactions, office politics and leader’s tactics to overcome opposition within an academic environment. 
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RESISTANCE TO ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE: A CASE STUDY FROM ACADEMIA 

INTRODUCTION

Organizational change has become inevitable over the past few years. With globalization, competition, legislative changes like Briexit, strategic alignment, introduction of new management theories and models, organizations and their employees are continuously being exposed to change in a variety of ways. Inspite of careful research and planning by the organizational leaders, the change initiatives are a major source of concern. Usually all organizational change efforts have a “tendency to produce failure” (Sorge and van Witteloostuijn, 2004: 1212). Resistance to change has been cited as the reason for the failure of nearly all change initiatives (Erwin and Garman, 2009). However, resistance happens to be an unexplored area where a lot yet needs to be researched and investigated (Erwin and Garman, 2009, Paren, 2015). 

Inspite of a proliferation of literature on the topic of organizational change and resistance, very few studies pertain to academia. Further resistance has so far been “objectified as a socio-psychological phenomenon” (Dent and Goldberg, 1999 as cited in Ijaz and Vitalist, 2011: 119). Resistance however could also be considered within the postmodernist, social constructionist lens in which “there is no homogenous reality” (Ijaz and Vitalist, 2011: 119), leading to the possibility that resistance could be a “multi authored process” (Buchanan and Dawson, 2007: 669). This paper aims to examine resistance and its forms within a college functioning under the umbrella of a university, planning to seek international accreditation within the next few years. The paper will shed light on what “shape does resistance take place” (Ijaz and Vitalis, 2011: 112) when a college decides to apply for business accreditation. How do employees react? What politics are at play? How does the leader feel and deal with these outward behavioral displays? How do the change recipients interact with the change agents? are a few issues which will be explored to understand the intricacies of the change process. The paper will visualize the entire change process under a social constructionist lens to allow hidden perceptions, views and emotions of the change participants to emerge. Further to allow a complete image of the change process to emerge, two sides of the change process will be covered. The paper will portray the change process from the perspective of the external consultant (i.e., the accreditation specialist) and the internal consultant (i.e., college dean). 

This paper will consist of five sections. Section one will cover literature on resistance. Section two will discuss the social constructionist model. Section three will be about the methodology and the two perspectives of the change process. Section four will analyze the empirical data to provide insights about the change process and resistance forces at play. The last section will summarize the concluding thoughts. 

LITERATURE ON RESISTANCE 

Organizational change and resistance to change has been a topic of research for decades. Literature pertaining to organizational change can be traced back to Lewin and Gold’s (1999) unfreezing, moving and freezing model of organizational change. Systemic level factors (e.g. mission and strategy, policy and procedures and organizational structure), importance of individual behaviors, needs, values and motivation in understanding the change process were also explored by researchers (Damampour, 1991; Robertson, Roberts and Poras, 1993; Burke and Litwin, 1992). While Armenankis and Bedain (1999) investigated areas like content (what), context (environmental factors) and the process (how e.g. phases of change occurring over different time periods), drawing attention to individual reactions, and their interpretations of the change process. Isabella (1990) designed a four-stage model consisting of anticipation, conformation, culmination and aftermath. Jaffe, Scott and Tobe (1994)’s model discussed different reactions of the organizational members as they experienced the change process –denial, resistance, exploration and commitment. Others who contributed here included Judson’s (1991) and his five phases of organizational change and Kotter’s (1995) and his eight steps of effective change. 

Resistance is grounded in the belief that change is hard and painful for people and they tend to fight it. The deeply embedded belief in organizational change literature is that people resist change. It was under Coch and French (1948) that the concept of resistance first evolved. Over the years, resistance to change managed to garner special attention, although this phenomenon has been perceived as a negative and unfavorable reaction or force which hinders the change process. It has always been implied that resistance needs to be overcome or eliminated (Mabin, Forgeson and Green, 2001; Piderit, 2000). Resistance has been described as anti-change behavior which could be both covert and overt. Bovey and Hede (2001) categorized the employees’ reactive behaviors as supporting vs. resistance, active vs. passive and covert vs. overt. Lines (2005) identified the behaviors as strong or weak. While some protested that resistance can be useful, it could be harnessed to improve and refine the strategic and action plans and the decision-making processes (Lines, 2004). Resistance could also be channeled as a learning mechanism (Msweli-Mbanga and Potwana, 2006). While Piderit (2000) clarified these change reactive behaviors as cognitive and affective dimensions of resistance. Resistance was described as multi-dimensional, how an individual thinks (cognitive) and reacts (behavioral) to change and feels (affective) about the change process. Resistance deals with thoughts, feelings and behaviors of employees pertaining to the change process. It is not necessarily good or bad, positive or negative (Lines, 2005).

Resistance consists of both pro and anti-change behaviors. Anti-change behaviors expressed in a passive manner include not completely participating in the change process, just doing the bare minimum, not actively cooperating and promoting the change initiative or not making the effort to ensure the subordinates understood the change effort (Giangreco and Peccei, 2005). It also consists of how employees think about the change process—the negative attitude at play and its subsequent effects. Employees may not commit themselves to the change process and provide negative publicity about the change process (Oreg, 2006). They may experience fear, stress, anger, anxiety, enthusiasm and apprehension. The end outcome of these tridimensional attitudes (behavioral, cognitive and affective) would be either “embracing change, complaining about it, and/or sabotaging it” (Erwin and Garman, 2009: 43). To further add, this tridimensional attitude also creates an ambivalent personality whereby the same individual can feel uneasy and hopeful about the change process. 

Resistance also creates different psychological reactions within the employees which differ according to the individuals’ personalities. There is a direct relationship between personality variables and individuals’ reactions to the change process (Oreg, 2003). Employees with personality characteristics such as inclination for routines, short term focus and a rigid viewpoint are more likely to resist organizational change (Oreg, 2003). Wanberg and Banas (2000) further added how personal resilience could influence an individual’s willingness to accept change. Factors like self-esteem, locus of control and optimism could also predict an employee’s ability to accommodate change. Judge, Thoreson, Pucik and Welbourne (1990) found that self-concept and risk tolerance influenced an individual’s ability to cope with change. 

Bovey and Hede (2001) identified certain defense mechanisms and how they were used by individuals to deal with the change process. Defense mechanisms such as self-reported adaptive defense (i.e., humor and anticipation) and maladaptive defense (i.e., denial, dissociation, isolation of affect and projection) mechanisms could influence an employee’s decision to resist change processes. Also, individuals with tendencies to blame others for their mistakes, inert and passive were more inclined to resist change. 

Further if employees felt insecure, and believed they lacked appropriate skills and competences, it was highly plausible they would counter-attack any change process. Resistance to change process was also dependent on any perceived changes by the employees on their job security, intrinsic rewards (autonomy, flexibility and challenge) and their power and prestige. 

There is a direct relationship between manager’s style and employees’ decisions regarding the change process. Lack of trust in management generates higher levels of employee resistance. High levels of cynicism and skepticism automatically lead to employee resistance (Oreg, 2006). Employees’ relationships with their supervisors also influence employees’ perspective on change processes within organizations (Furst and Cable, 2008). Managerial behaviors can be categorized as sanctions (managers threatening to punish or withhold rewards for non-compliance), legitimization (managers forcing change on the basis of their rank), ingratiation (managers providing praise for employee efforts) and consultation (managers seeking employees’ opinions and assistance). Quality of management-employee relationships is dependent on factors like loyalty, emotional support, mutual trust and liking each other. Those with stronger employee- management relationships are less likely to resist changes while those with weaker relationships, based on sanctions, legitimization and ingratiation had higher levels of employee resistance (Furst and Cable, 2008).  van Dam, Oreg and Schyns (2008) similarly commented that factors such as supervisor support, opportunities for personal development and trust in management were associated with employee resistance [see Table 1 below for complete research listing on employee resistance).
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SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIONISM: A POST-MODERN APPROACH TO UNDERSTANDING EMPLOYEE RESISTANCE 

Social constructionism is a theoretical framework which allows understanding and addressing the process of change in societies and organizations (Hosking and McNamee, 2006). Knowledge according to social constructionism theory is “historical situated and embedded in cultural values and practices” (Carmargo-Borges and Rasera, 2013: 2). Meanings are socially constructed when people interact and coordinate with each other. Knowledge generation is always fluid and dynamic (Gergen and Gergen, 2012). The external reality does not exist for one to discover instead it is constructed via language. “The terms in which the world is understood are social artifacts, products of historically situated interchanges among people … the process of understanding is not automatically driven by the forces of nature, but is the result of an active cooperative enterprise of persons in relationship” (Gergen, 1985: 267). In a social constructionist perspective, language and interactions are very important. Meaning and sensemaking takes place through regular interaction and dialogue with subjects existing within the external world. People construct the outside world through their interactions with each other. “Reality is an invention of which we each strive daily to maintain an understanding, using language and dialogue with others” (Moon, 2008: 2). 

Organizations under a social constructionist perspective are seen as “a potentially fluid field of meaning making” (Gergen, 2009: 321) “immersed in an ongoing process of development” (Carmargo-Borges and Rasera, 2013: 3). It allows integration of experiences, actions of management, employees and change agents. It is possible to show respect to ambiguity and multiple meanings of organizational members, their experiences and perspectives. Hidden meanings in conversations, shared conversations and background gossip, multiple contexts and roles can now be made sense of. Social constructionism allows understanding of organizations as social environments with employees who have different personalities, fears, perceptions and ranks and responsibilities, continuously interacting with each other creating meanings and external reality for the change agents. The change agent is directed towards the cultural processes of sense making. Emotions, conversations, identities, processes and mechanisms are deconstructed and made sense of. 

Social constructionism promotes openness, imagination and creativeness on part of the researcher. Alternative ways of presenting knowledge, which go beyond the traditional scientific texts, are encouraged by social constructionism. Reality can now be expressed in narratives, poetic forms and images (Carmargo-Borges and Rasera, 2013: 3). The entire process of interpretation consists of deconstruction, reconstruction and generating new knowledge and theory (Gergen, 1994). “Knowledge has its roots in shared interactions with others, gained through social exchanges, relationships and dialogue (Gergen and Gergen, 2004: 3). Research is based on the reflexivity of the participants and researchers. Because social constructionist theory is sensitive to rapid changes it is a useful approach to understanding organizational change and employee resistance. 

The next section will discuss the methodology and its appropriateness for this research study.

METHODOLOGY & EMPIRICAL DATA 

Social constructionism, favors methods like case studies which allow thorough and complete understanding of the context. Action research allows the researchers to collaborate with the participants to improve the research questions and results (Holstein and Gulbrium, 2008). Reflexive inquiry is another popular choice which allows multiple voices and perspectives to be used when making sense of reality. Methods which allow reflection, involvement and are sensitive giving the reader an opportunity to experience new events taking place within the organizations are appropriate when adopting a social constructionist model. 

This paper will use a case study in academia to understand employee resistance, the overt and covert forms of resistance existing within organizations during a change process. To allow a complete overview of this change process, two sides of the same context will be portrayed. First an internal perspective and second an external perspective will be portrayed in narrative formats. Then commonalities between the two narrations will be used to provide insights on the different forms of resistance which can take place within an academic setting. 

A case study was identified, a college, or Faculty of Business and Economics (FBE), planning on applying for international accreditation in the next few years. The college is part of a larger university located in West Bank/ Palestine. Palestine is part of the Arab world and also known as The Occupied Palestinian Territories (OPT) which consists of two separated territories; the West Bank and Gaza. The university is a public university in Palestine with limited resources. In Fall 2016, the students went on a major strike protesting, against the increase in tuition fees. Currently the students only pay 60 percent of the tuition fees and the rest is covered by the Palestinian Education Ministry. The Palestine government has been facing dwindling financial resources in the last few years and is unable to allocate the much-needed funds to universities in Palestine. The Palestinian universities lack sufficient funds, international faculty and student and faculty exchange programs. The West Bank is isolated from the rest of the world due to checkpoints and other enforced security measures. As a result, all Palestinian universities suffer from lack of diversity and opportunities to internationalize their curriculum and expose their students to multi-cultures. The college dean of FBE decided on pursuing international accreditation for her college. She invited an external consultant, an accreditation specialist to assess the college and its readiness for international accreditation. The specialist or the external consultant had to review the curriculum, faculty and staff, research and professional experience and suggest steps to overcome any existing limitations which might come in the way of the international accreditation failure. The dean was interested in minimizing the risk of accreditation failure in the future. 

In this entire accreditation assessment process, the accreditation specialist (i.e., external change agent) and dean (i.e., internal change agent) came across numerous difficulties aside from the lack of quantitative data and evidence in the form of faculty non-cooperation, office politics and other forms of overt and covert resistance. The dean was aware of the opposition. She lacked the support of her higher-level supervisors, faculty was not in favor of her accreditation decision, and financial resources also seemed to be scarce. However, over the period of six weeks of review process things gradually changed. Given below are the two accounts of the entire change process and the forms of resistance faced. 

(a) The Change Process: An Insider’s Perspective

The dean was a well published female in her early fifties who had been working for the same institution for the past twenty-six years. She had occupied different administrative positions in the faculty as the chair of the department of business administration with two bachelor programs for two years and then the MBA program coordinator for three terms each of two years’ duration. Throughout her career, she was involved in program evaluation and assessment required by the ministry of higher education. She was also involved in introducing new programs to the faculty and had the responsibility of preparing all files related to the programs that included the description of the program, its objectives, and detailed course descriptions. In a recent edited book before becoming a dean, she had involved a number of her colleagues and the MBA students as authors of the different chapters. The dean was also part of a number of committees at a university level and a head of the steering committee for strategic planning few years ago, where an emphasis on quality assurance and curriculum development was made.

Early summer 2015 she was nominated for the deanship position and received a copy of an email from the former dean replying to an international accreditation representative for Middle East and Europe regions. The representative in his email had suggested coming and visiting the Palestinian university and the faculty (i.e., term for college in Palestinian academic culture). The former dean had replied that he was at the end of his term and the next dean (her or the other male colleague) would follow up. Once she received confirmation of her deanship, she followed up with the accreditation representative and arranged for him to visit the faculty in September 2015. She invited faculty council members and the academic provost to attend the meeting. The representative mentioned that the University had a good reputation and that the business school might be ready for international accreditation. 

However, once the top management of the university heard that the faculty was planning to seek international accreditation, they expressed their concerns about financial cost, and the inappropriateness of the decision. The top management felt international accreditation was not as important as local Palestinian accreditation which the faculty already possessed. They also cited the example of another faculty within the university which had applied for international accreditation and it had taken them six years to receive the international accreditation. The dean was disappointed at this reaction. She felt with the university’s high rankings, international accreditation would prove to be plus point. She however persisted in her efforts. After the university council and the president had made their views clear, the president formed a committee to discuss the pros and cons of accreditation and provide its recommendations to the university council. The committee submitted its report expressing that accreditation had more pros than cons. However, the top management was still concerned about financial limitations. 

During this time, the dean received an email about country specific consulate scholarships, and thought it was a good idea to apply and receive a specialist who could evaluate the program prior to applying for accreditation. The scholarship request was accepted. The faculty had to only cover the accommodation costs of the specialist. The selected specialist arrived and met with the dean, the department chairs, the dean's assistant and faculty colleagues. The dean asked the department chairs to assign someone from their departments to communicate and gather data from the departments for the specialist. The information requested by the specialist was not available in one place. The chairs had to request some of the information from the registrar’s office, computer center, and institutional research unit. The information was requested by the chairs however there were numerous delays in obtaining the identified information.  

When the specialist arrived, the departments were involved in developing program missions and objectives for the quality assurance unit at the university level. The dean observed the doubts and anxiety of her faculty members. The faculty was worried because of the low number of faculty members with PhD's and their limited published research.  One department chair had commented "we are working on too many requirements all at the same time" while another department chair added "the information is in Arabic and we don't have time to translate it to English." One faculty member mentioned that if the accreditation is obtained "it would be costly to maintain." A chair who was appointed just before the specialist arrived did not know where to obtain information from and asked "how can I obtain information about the department students’ accomplishments.”

Some faculty members did not cooperate with the chairs and did not provide them with the information they had requested like research output.  The dean felt like they restrained from giving information to their chairs, because they were not supportive of the dean and didn't want her to show results during her deanship. The dean happened to be a female in a leadership position which was very rare in the Arab world. She also happened to be well qualified and published as well. This created jealously and strong feelings rivalry amongst her colleagues. However, many of the younger faculty members were supportive of the accreditation because they wanted to enhance the quality of their departments and felt the need for quality research publications and doctoral degrees. On the other hand, the older faculty members felt that the accreditation would put extra pressure on them because many of them had very low research output. The dean constantly requested the faculty to cooperate and commit to deadlines. But it was a noticeable fact that a number of faculty members had no appreciation for time and tried to ditch their obligation to help by saying that the information was only available in Arabic or that it wasn't available at all, when in fact it was available all the time. 

Based on the report and the presentation done by the specialist, a number of weaknesses were highlighted and gaps were identified. The dean appointed two committees one for assurance of learning and another for accreditation to follow up on the specialist recommendations and work accordingly. The dean thought these committees would help create new values within her faculty-- to believe in the importance of meeting the standards of accreditation and reinforce a culture that would be supportive of the college’s new strategic direction. 

(b) The Change Process: An Outsider’s Perspective
The accreditation specialist received a grant for 42 days to visit FBE which was part of a leading Arab university in Palestine. The specialist was in her early forties, happened to be a faculty member herself at a business college in USA. This was her first visit to Palestine and the Middle East region. The culture, language and geographical region, all were completely alien to her. The purpose of her visit was to assist FBE in assessing themselves on the different quality standards of the international accreditation. As per the grant regulations she submitted a scope of work plan prior to her travel in Fall 2016. The scope of work detailed the items and deadlines to ensure work was completed within the time-period allocated. However, it was not possible to strictly adhere to it. Things did not happen as she had planned. 

She first met the dean and faculty of FBE and got acclimatized to the college’s environment. The entire college could be divided into the dean and her supporters, senior and older faculty members, junior faculty consisting of teaching assistants and administrative staff. The specialist was assured of all support from the dean and her team of administrators. 

The major issue which was noticeable from the very first day was Arabic language. All documents, programs of study, tenure and promotion policies, recruitment and orientation policies happened to be in Arabic. The MBA Director had all his program policies and goals and objectives in Arabic. His offer to get the information translated never materialized. The dean was puzzled with this feedback because all documentation was always prepared in English and Arabic. The specialist finally took a faculty member’s advice and used Google Translate. This helped her in gathering evidence on all academic policies and regulations.

Another limiting factor happened to be their online portal which housed all their syllabi, policies and advisement plans. Everything was there, the convenient answer to all inquiries—“it is on the online portal.” Later at the end of the visit the specialist finally realized that some of the information was not actually there at all. She heard comments on her last meeting like “it should have been there”, “it is usually there”, “really how strange it is not there”!

She approached faculty members for their feedback on promotion and tenure policies, hiring policies and orientation processes in place. During these small meetings consisting of the specialist and 2-3 faculty members, she was told how the college was not ready for accreditation, the faculty was not qualified, none of the processes were in place, there was no need for accreditation—“we already have Palestinian accreditation” , “the dean is always trying to increase the quality of our college”, “there is no need to be international, we are not seeking international students….” She was informed that the college lacked computers in lab and latest technology. Although the dean informed her later, she had managed to renew two computer labs during the first semester of her deanship and the faculty members were aware of this fact.
Some calmly walked into the specialist’s office and during course of friendly conversations told her “there were no tenure policies, everyone was tenured. No one could be removed from their jobs.” She however found out later this was not so. The university had clear promotion and tenure policies for the faculty members. However, the publish or perish policy did not sustain at the university. One’s jobs were not threatened if one did not publish. No action was taken against the faculty member.  Another faculty member accosted her on the way to the restroom and informed her “that she had not submitted her excel spreadsheet along with the rest of her department. I have not kept regular record of what I do. Sorry.” Some others cheerfully chirped in as well, after giving a friendly wave or handshake “I have not submitted yet. So, busy teaching.” The specialist was also encouraged to visit places, not come to campus every day and just give a good report and leave. 

In some situations, the data was not formatted properly. For instance, one department head listed all her faculty members by names and the qualifications possessed by them. When requested to correct it, she modified it making the same mistake again. The specialist had to do some detective work (ask questions from others) to ensure she got everyone’s name and qualifications right in that department.

Inspite of deadlines and time schedules, there were always delays. In fact, information was submitted to her even after the report was submitted. Data submitted was not consistent across the entire college as well. Some departments submitted others did not. The person identified as data point, did not submit all the required information. He in fact jocularly remarked to the specialist “I might give it to you in the last week what you had been waiting for the entire six weeks.” The information kept pouring in and the net result was not a proper and complete picture. The specialist approached the heads of departments personally but it was of no use. 
Another puzzling factor was faculty claiming to have emailed her but she never received those files. One faculty, a younger recently joined member, would repeatedly come down to her office and keep stressing the fact that she had emailed the information—“something strange is taking place. I email it to you but it keeps bouncing back….” She however never submitted anything to the specialist during the entire visit and it was always the email system’s fault. Another common complaint was the emails did not open properly. Else the file would not open. Or the tables were not formatted properly and one was unable to fill it up. 
The specialist had numerous conversations with the dean usually at the end of the working day. The dean would give her an account of the office gossip going on. The specialist heard conversations from the dean like “so much money being wasted paying this new consultant (specialists who have grants are not paid by the host university)”, “all this accreditation will cost so much money. The engineering school received it after six years….” The dean told the specialist how a former FBE’s dean was causing trouble for the dean by making the faculty feel anxious about their jobs. He was providing false reports to the provost’s and institutional research’s office. 

The dean chose to come open on the purpose of the visit and its outcome. The specialist was invited for faculty meetings where the dean detailed the purpose of the visit, financial resources for the visit and the duration. The dean then sought faculty support on the accreditation decision. The dean identified the trouble makers, directly seeking clarifications for their behavior and non-cooperation. For instance, she questioned a department chair “…why did you say students have no accomplishments when they participated in this case study competition, published papers …”? Again “why did you inform…when there is survey data on the program participants feedback…”? The specialist was invited to the advisory board meetings and other committee meetings as well. This provided opportunities for open dialogue and conversations with new understandings and perceptions being created. 

The farewell meeting consisted of a presentation before the faculty covering the outcome of the entire visit. This allowed faculty to get an idea of the report, ask questions and feel reassured about the purpose of the accreditation. The specialist had earlier suggested forming two new committees. Before leaving the specialist discussed with the committee members about the findings, the gaps and limitations of FBE on the accreditation standards and how the two committees could improve them.
EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATIONS

The theory of social constructionism recommends understanding the process of change and then addressing it. All change processes are historically embedded, meanings are socially constructed through interaction with the subjects (Hosking and McNamee, 2006; Carmargo-Borges and Rasera, 2013). Knowledge about the change process is created by observing, discovering and understanding the subjects and their actions within the change environment (Gergen and Gergen, 2012). The entire empirical analysis was guided by the social constructionist ideology and was influenced by its philosophy. 

The first step in empirical analysis was to read both the narratives, that of internal and external change agents to decipher commonalities in experiences, approaches and resistance strategies if any. In the next stage, employee resistance mechanisms were deconstructed to allow better understanding of the employees’ fears, anxieties and worries. The authors strongly encourage the reader to first read the dean’s narrative and then the specialist’s. An interesting fact is, the dean’s narrative provides the historical context to the entire change process taking place within the college. The events leading to the arrival of specialist are clearly etched out. If read before the specialist’s narrative it allows better reconstruction of the entire picture of the change process and the sequences of events in the change process. It also allows the reader to empathize with the employees and their pathetic attempts to hinder the accreditation review process, judge the leader, her leadership style and methods to overcome the employee non-cooperation and collaboration existing within the college. 

Also, another interesting fact, is the difference in language in both the narratives. The dean and specialist use different terminologies which can be attributed to cultural differences. The dean works in academic setting in Palestine while the specialist is an academic from USA. In the dean’s narrative, the college FBE is referred to as “faculty”. The specialist refers to FBE as a college, the dean and her department chairs as administrators and professors as faculty members. 
In the next stage, themes were generated to reconstruct the entire change process and resistance mechanisms used by the employees. The themes which emerged have been discussed below.

Leader & External Environment: In the last few years, the educational environment has become highly competitive due to globalization of the world economy. Universities across the world have been forced to reflect upon their quality, curriculum and schools’ rankings. FBE is also facing a similar situation. The new dean, is a transformational and collaborative leader. The dean is a young administrator, in her early fifties and an active researcher “…well published female in her early fifties who had been working for the same institution for the past twenty-six years….” She had slowly evolved into the role of the leader of the college. She had been the department chair, the MBA program coordinator and was then offered the deanship. She had wide conceptual skills having been involved in strategic planning at the university level in varying administrative capacities. She possessed a nurturing style of leadership, had honed and mentored her faculty members. She had supported and encouraged both the junior faculty members and students in their efforts in authoring papers. “…she had involved a number of her colleagues and the MBA students as authors of the different chapters.” Inspite of possessing the correct type of leadership qualities, she happened to be a female in a strongly male dominated academic environment located in the Arab world (again a male dominated society). The dean therefore constantly had to prove herself and leadership capabilities. She was described as a personality who was always striving to improve the college. As her faculty complained --“the dean is always trying to increase the quality of our college.”

The dean after reading the forwarded email early in her deanship realizes change is unavoidable and international accreditation is a natural subsequent event for the college. She is proven right with the evaluation received from the international accreditation representative for Middle East and Europe – “University had a good reputation and that the business school might be ready for international accreditation.”

Lack of Support: The dean however faces stiff opposition from the top management consisting of the President and Provost of academic affairs. Her decision to seek international accreditation is determined to be correct “…committee submitted its report expressing that accreditation had more pros than cons.” However, the top management remains adamant that the university was not yet ready for international accreditation. Reasons cited were lack of financial resources and lack of knowledge about the accreditation standards and processes. An example was given of another college which had applied for international accreditation and had been approved after six years. The faculty members at the college also did not support her decision. They did not want to work harder and were comfortable with present working environment and it’s routine. They commented to the specialist—“we already have Palestinian accreditation”, and “there is no need to be international, we are not seeking international students….”
Lack of managerial and employee support ultimately lead to lack of cooperation and employee resistance leading to an incomplete quality review process. 

Employee Resistance: Resistance means to stop anything from being implemented. In this case study, the employees or rather the faculty members of FBE were against the accreditation decision. They certainly resisted this move. The strategies adopted were a combination of overt and covert (Bovey & Hede, 2001; Giangreco and Peccei, 2005; Lines, 2005). 
The employees openly protested. For instance, refusal to translate documents from Arabic into English inspite of being requested by their dean—“the information is in Arabic and we don't have time to translate it to English.” Again, refusing to submit information requested by the specialist. The employees openly rebelled as evident from their statements:

“I have not submitted yet. So busy teaching.”

“I might give it to you in the last week what you had been waiting for the entire six weeks.”

In some cases, the resistance was more covert, employees did not cooperate even though on exterior pretending to do so. The example of online portal, where employees pretended all the required information was in Arabic language - —“it is on the online portal.” And the specialist discovered that not all information was there in the last faculty meeting – “it should have been there”, “it is usually there”, “really how strange it is not there”!

Again, the incident when a faculty member kept insisting she had emailed the information but the specialist never received it. “…something strange is taking place. I email it to you but it keeps bouncing back….” Similarly, other faculty members emphasizing the fact that they had not received the emails, or that the specialist’s email account was not working properly or of the tables not being formatted properly. Another incident is of, information being emailed but not in the format required making it useless. 

Also, employees tried to provide negative publicity about their workplace to a rank outsider (Oreg, 2006; Erwin and Garmin, 2009). Like faculty informing the specialist that their college lacked latest technology and computers. Although the dean had managed to renew two computer labs during the first semester of her deanship and the faculty members were informed about this fact. Again, another faculty member trying to mislead the specialist by telling her that the college lacked tenure policies. All these are clear indications of employee resistance and employees not being happy about the accreditation decision. 

Reasons for Resistance: the internal change agent, the dean was aware of her faculty members’ fears, doubts and anxieties. She knew that faculty members were worried about their jobs. They lacked doctoral qualifications and substantial number of published research papers in quality journals. She reasons out that is the reason why faculty members did not submit information or did not cooperate because they were weak in that area—“lack research output….” She knew that due to limited financial resources, the faculty was overburdened with too many responsibilities –“we are working on too many requirements all at the same time.” She admits information was there but it was scattered it required time and effort to locate it. Some of the faculty members were aware of it while others did not –“how can I obtain information about the department student's accomplishments.” Whereas some incidents were purely political, “they were not supportive of the dean and didn't want her to show results during her deanship….” She however tries to be fair in this no-win situation when change would help the college but would require making hard decisions in the long run. 
Strategies to Overcome Resistance: this case study had two change agents, internal and external who were communicating with each other regularly throughout the change process. The internal change agent happened to be the dean, the leader of the college. She was aware of the culture, issues, faculty members, their fears and personalities. She also had her own supporters and detractors. She was aware of the office gossip – “so much money being wasted paying this new consultant”, “all this accreditation will cost so much money. The engineering school received it only after six long years…” etc. 
To overcome resistance and ensure faculty cooperation, she uses the strategies of honesty, openness, dialogue, communication and consultation with the faculty members. She initially, initiates the process of international accreditation and receives the specialist. And on face of faculty opposition, she immediately calls for faculty meetings consisting of faculty members and the specialist. She questions the faculty members about their actions and reactions “why did you say students have no accomplishments when they participated in this case study competition, published papers …?” Again “why did you inform … when there is survey data on the program participants feedback…?”. She answers their questions and tries to resolve their doubts. She discusses the pros and cons of accreditation. She makes arrangements so that the final review results are presented before the faculty giving them a chance to ask questions, seek clarifications and feel more confident of the entire change process. The dean’s actions support the findings of Furst and Cable (2008) who state that level of employee resistance is dependent on employees’ relationships with their supervisors and extent to which the supervisor consults with his/her employees prior to taking any decisions. 

In fact, the dean then handovers the accreditation process to her faculty. Two faculty committees are formed—accreditation committee and assurance of learning committee who sort of takeover the responsibility of specialist. The dean hopes this would create a culture where faculty members imbibe values pertaining to quality, dialogue and collaboration. She also feels by empowering her faculty members she is assured of their cooperation in steering the college in the correct strategic direction. 

CONCLUSION

To conclude an academic environment has resemblance to that of a corporate organization. A college could also face change which might result in employee resistance. This paper examined a college in Palestine which was planning to apply for international accreditation in the next few semesters. The dean, who was the internal change agent had decided on international accreditation for her college. But she lacked the support of university’s top management and her faculty. To ensure college’s readiness to accreditation before applying, she decides to invite a specialist to review the curriculum and faculty qualifications. The entire review period duration is around six weeks. But these six weeks are not smooth, information is scattered and faculty does not cooperate in compiling it, locating or in submitting it. The dean and specialist face faculty opposition, overt and covert resistance and political maneuvers. The dean tries to overcome resistance through open dialogue and employee confrontation and involving them in the entire accreditation review process. However due to limited time, and required information not being received on time, the review process is not exactly complete and accurate. She however forms two committees: accreditation and assurance of learning, to encourage and empower her faculty to think strategically. She is positive her colleagues would gradually come around and support the accreditation journey. 

This paper contributes towards the literature on organizational change, resistance and methods to overcome resistance. The paper uses the theoretical framework of social constructionism to understand and investigate employee resistance. This happens to be different from other resistance studies which have tended to visualize resistance as a socio-psychological process. Further the study adopts a qualitative methodology consisting of narrative accounts of both the change agents—internal and external. To allow a two-sided picture of the entire change process and how each change agent experienced the change taking place within the college. The objective was also to allow an understanding of how each change agent interpreted the change process and influenced the subjects in the change environment. The empirical analysis revealed differences in interpretations and reactions of both the change agents regarding the change process. It would be interesting to know why these differences existed. Could these differences be attributed to personality, culture and ideologies of the change agents? Would these differences have persisted if the change environment had been that of a corporate and commercial organization? are issues worth exploring. In fact, studies so far have concentrated on the resistance practices, the employees, the leader or the top management. Studies in future could focus on the change agents, internal and external—how their personalities, culture and ideologies could influence the change process and the employees’ perception of the change process. 
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APPENDIX A
	Resistance research findings

	What is resistance?

Resistance to change

Individuals may have negative thoughts, feelings, and behaviors towards organizational change initiatives.



	How do personality differences influence resistance?

Predisposition to resist

Some individuals are inclined toward negative reactions to change, and tend to be shortsighted, rigid and dogmatic.

Those who resist change often deny, dissociate, use projection, act out, blame others, avoid difficulties and have irrational thoughts about the change.

Openness to change

Other individuals are more open to change with greater self-esteem, optimism, more confidence in their abilities to control outcomes of change, and greater willingness to take risks. 

What are key concerns and responses to change initiatives?

Response to change

Individuals may have concerns about the value of change, how it influences their roles and status, job security, their departments, the organization and customers, along with how it fits with organizational values and norms.

Individuals may not support change resulting in disagreements, complaining, a lack of cooperation, undermining or doing minimum work.

Individuals may also experience stress, anger, fear, frustration and anxiety in response to change.
Competence

Individuals consider their competence and the likelihood of achieving successful change which create anxiety and fear.


Table 1: Research on Resistance (Source: Erwin, D. G., & Garman, A. N. 2009. Resistance to organizational change: Linking research and practice.  Leadership & Organizational Development Journal, 31 (1), 39-56.

