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Abstract In assessing the positive and negative connotations of ubiquity, this paper
favors association with cohabitation and domestication of technology rather
than colonization and domination.  Unpredicted user responses to technology
are often framed as resistance.  Despite its ubiquity, resistance remains a
neglected topic in information systems research, and belief in technology as
“the one true way” of solving a problem means that it will often be
demonized.  Recognition of the powerful nature of IS elucidates sources of
resistance:  the policies governing the behavior and reactions of users to
technology will impinge on the range of user activities deemed to be
recalcitrant.  This is especially important with the types of technology
involved in ubiquitous information environments as they are often used
outside of organizations for leisure and social activities.  However, one cannot
assume that newer mobile technologies deployed to achieve organizational
goals will be adopted and used by employees with the degree of success that
these technologies have enjoyed in voluntary environments.  An alternative
approach is advocated:  resistance is perceived not as a threat, but as a site
for personalization, and local adaptation; users’ subversive acts can play a
role in improving the technology; IS failure can be lessened and resistance
may ultimately play a role in stabilizing a system.  Finally, an argument is
made for personalization through user-driven codesign as part of a strategy
of utilizing resistance.
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codesign



322 Part 5:  Innovation & Diffusion of Ubiquitous Information Environments

1 INTRODUCTION

Portable artifacts, wireless communication, and wallet-sized smart cards—new
mobile information technology may herald an era of endless activity, devoid of the
boundaries that previously protected the haven of detached time.  With technology
keeping indolence at bay, users remain permanently connected, easily detected, and
inescapably contactable—never absent or idle.  Readings of the progressive nature of
such developments hinge on assumptions about the willingness of users to adopt the
technologies and the way of life they inaugurate.  Whatever the technical design of the
environment for usage, the social and political context of a change situation constitute
major factors in the successful implementation of technology.  To improve future
innovations, we need to learn the lessons of past implementations.  The argument in this
paper is that the codesign of ubiquitous socio-technical systems remains desirable, with
those who carry out the work orchestrating adaptations.  As shall be shown, this stand-
point challenges the negativity of managerialist and technocratic discourse concerning
resistance and acceptance.

The term ubiquity can imply the occupation and colonization of local environments
by dominating powers.  The notion of codesign then becomes a crucial consideration.
This paper pursues the critical call that “the control of technology by those affected by
it remains a desirable agenda” (Bauer 1995, p. 1).  At the same time, by revealing the
ubiquity of resistance, the reader is to be persuaded that noncompliance is an inevitable
consideration for implementers.  Correlating personalization with the adaptation of tech-
nology to local needs reveals the positive role and innovative potential of recalcitrance.
The suggestion here is that this alternative view of resistance forms the basis of
strategies for dealing with local reactions to new technology in ubiquitous information
environments.  This conclusion is reached by recognizing the prescriptions contained
in imposed technology, and that such an imposition invites subversion.  In all of this,
user responses to new socio-technical ensembles need to be contextualized in terms of
their mandatory or volitional environments.

To overcome the bias toward managerialism that infuses much of the writing on
employee responses to innovation, a critical perspective is employed to rethink
technology acceptance via an engagement with literature on resistance.  The position of
this paper builds on earlier alternative approaches to resistance (Hirschheim and Klein
1989; Hirschheim and Newman 1988; Markus 1983), while bringing in Waddell and
Sohal’s (1998) observation that “there is a strong case that suggests that resistance
should not be approached adversarilly because it can play a useful role in an organi-
zational change effort” (p. 544). Adopting a multidisciplinary approach, the view of user
agency described herein recognizes the power relations in organizations where
legitimacy of behavior is circumscribed by project sponsors.

The paper is structured as follows.  First, existing critical literature on resistance to
information systems, technology, and change is reviewed.  Second, resistance is framed
within a political comprehension of organizational realties.  Third, an alternative rational
view of resistance is described.  Fourth, the creative aspects of resistance are delineated.
In conclusion, the contribution to the conference themes and a critical agenda are
described.
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2 USER AND EMPLOYEE RESISTANCE TO
TECHNOLOGY AND CHANGE

2.1 The Critical Information Systems Literature
on Resistance

The influential Information Systems literature on resistance contains seeds of what
has become identified as a critical approach.  Often containing emancipatory aims,
criticality entails a challenge to existing patterns of power and authority, critiquing
technological determinism, highlighting the subjective nature of information, and
demonstrating the existence of managerialist perspectives dominating approaches to IS
(Howcroft and Trauth 2004).  Within the set of writings that explicitly recognized the
political and conflictual nature of systems development within organizations (for
example, Franz and Robey 1984; Lyytinen 1987; Newman and Noble 1990), Markus’
(1983) seminal paper, in particular, pointed to assumptions about resistance as a function
of the political reality of organizations.  The power plays involved in the acceptance
process have been explored more recently by Cendon and Jarvenpaa (2001) and Doolin
(2004), while Brown et al. (2002) suggest that power and political issues associated with
implementation may be influential in driving resistance to new technology.  On this
theme, Munkvold (1999) offers us an account of users’ rationale for resisting a new IS.

In directing attention to the perspective of the user, and thereby underscoring the
marginalization of recalcitrant users, Hirschheim and Newman (1988) highlight the
implicit managerialist approach to acceptance that still pervades treatment of non-
acceptance.  Hirschheim and Klein (1989) further this revelation of perspectives,
reminding us that designers have their own world views which steer them toward
identification of different problems and solutions.  Lyytinen (1987) and Robey et al.
(1993) provide studies of differences in perspectives between systems developers and
potential users, thereby offering some explanation for the resistance phenomena.
Markus and Bjørn-Andersen (1987), and Beath and Orlikowski (1994) have decon-
structed the tensions that underlie the developer-user relationship.   Marakas and Hornik
(1996), meanwhile, examined the dissonance between stated support for a system and
actual resistance to that system.

In relation to IFIP Working Group 8.2 conferences, of late there have been a variety
of papers focusing on resistance (for example, Allen and Kern 2001; Sorensen et al.
2001; Tapia 2004; Whitley and Hosein 2001; Wilson 2002; Wilson and Howcroft 2000).
This may be explained by the increasing recognition of the ubiquity of resistance.

2.2 The Ubiquity of Resistance in Organizations

Resistance to change is always possible (Trader-Leigh 2002) and constitutes the
little-recognized but critically important contributor to the failure of change projects
(Waddell and Sohal 1998).  Organizational theory tells us that resistance is built into the
nature of organizations, thanks to the inertia that permits greater reliability and
predictability (Waddell and Sohal 1998).  So, the tendency toward stability and away
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1Historically, and in stark contrast, Resistance stands for the clandestine (and morally
praiseworthy) insurgence against an occupying, illegitimate power during World War II.

from risk means individuals will defend the status quo, thereby confronting change.  In
addition, people do not happily accept the domination of others:  “There is a general
tendency among those subject to power and control to resist by challenging the systems
and rules imposed on them” (Doolin 2004, p. 352).  This accounts for Schein’s (1998)
observation that resistance to change in organizations may be one of the most ubiquitous
of organizational phenomena. In relation to IS on a global level, variance in technol-
ogical development can be largely explained by the existence of resistance (Mokyr
1990), and even with strong closure around a technological framework, resistance
trhives (McLaughlin et al. 1999)

2.3 Resistance:  A Loaded Term

Despite the ubiquity of resistance in organizations and its influence on technological
developments (Mokyr 1990), this multifaceted phenomenon (Ansof 1988) still remains
a curious topic of study in a discipline where the very phenomena of study, information
systems, instigate change and leave upheaval in their wake.  Resistance is viewed as a
structural or a personal deficit, irrational, morally bad, and ultimately futile (Bauer
1995).  Zaltman and Duncan (1977, p. 63) define resistance as any conduct that serves
to maintain the status quo in the face of pressure to alter the status quo.  However,
resistance is a loaded term.  In the context of new technology, it is used in an accusatory
fashion, serving mainly to blame those who resist, and often implying a managerial and
technocratic bias (Bauer 1995).1

The treatment of resistance by those engaged in IS development or research inherits
much from organizational theory and management research, where it has a history of
receiving a very bad press (Waddell and Sohal 1998).  Most commonly linked with
negative employee attitudes or with counter-productive behaviors (e.g., Brown et al.
2002), resistance is also associated with the introduction of unanticipated delays and
costs instabilities to the process of strategic change (Ansof 1988).  The notion of utility
in resistance remains overlooked (Waddell and Sohal 1998).  Likewise, in technology
and innovation studies, the term, resistance elicits contradictory connotations, loaded
with a managerial and modernization bias (Bauer 1995).   In addition, there is a tendency
to focus only on so-called technical issues, at the expense of the social; yet political,
social, economic, technical, and organizational factors are interwoven into ICT systems
(Dutton et al. 1995).

From the perspective of IS professionals, it may well be that the IS group in an
organization simply cannot understand the resistance on the part of the users (Brown et
al. 2002).  Bauer (1995, p. 13) argues that the managerial discourse inherent in the
treatment of resistance proves that “rationality is claimed by the designer, and actions
that challenge his or her proposal are ‘resistance’”; those who employ the designer
assume a Tayloristic “one best way.”  Overall, an attitude exists whereby all technol-
ogical projects are seen as a legitimate tribute to great human achievements, ignoring
the complementary stories that need to be told.
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3 POWER AND RESISTANCE

To overcome the managerial bias surrounding the study of noncompliance, a critical
approach undertakes an examination of the political context of technological deployment
in order to explore how environmental and political factors impact technology
acceptance attitudes and behaviors (Brown et al. 2002).  This also permits an under-
standing of the forces that give rise to, define, and discipline resistance.

3.1 Interests, Scripts and Quiet Politics

Understanding resistance to IS innovation implies examination of the organizational
distribution of power, not just factors inherent to the system (design features) and factors
inherent to the person (subjective norm and perceived behavioral control) (Brown et al.
2002, p. 293).  Organizational and economic interests are likely to be reflected in the
particular configuration of an information system (Shaiken 1986) and so, in return,
information systems are likely to support and enhance the interests of a minority who
already are in more powerful situations (Hirschheim and Klein 1989; Markus and Bjørn-
Andersen 1987).  Within the context of power relations in organizations, IS play a
crucial role in mediation, especially during times of change.

In addition, the control aspects of information systems have implications for issues
of power and inequality in organizations (Knights and Murray 1997).  When stabilized,
an information system may become a powerful media through which daily routines of
the organization are orchestrated.  Information systems can change work practices, and
inscribe a moral order (Bloomfield 1991).  Technology is perceived as an intermediary,
employed as a change agent to bring about behavior required by those sponsoring the
development project—such as standardization (Berg and Bowker 1997; Hanseth et al.
1996).  This implies that information systems incorporate particular assumptions and
particular world views (Hirschheim and Klein 1989) rather than some objective set of
facts about the organization.  Information systems are implemented with the intended
effect that operatives behave in accordance with their agenda or script (Wilson 2002).
These “quiet politics” should be investigated to see how they arouse resistance and how
they become embedded in information infrastructure, embodying particular values,
policies and modes of practice (Bowker et al. 1995).

3.2 Legitimacy, Resistance, and Retribution

In contrast to the attention paid to the existence and exercise of power through the
technology, acts of resistance by the non-legitimate, marginalized, and less-powerful
actors have been largely disregarded (Wilson 2002).  Yet resistance bears witness to
conflict, can take many forms, and implies that power and domination are never total:
they are processes, rather than permanently achievable states.  We need also to consider
the anticipated and actual consequences one may experience in response to acts of
resistance.   Resistance is a form of risky behavior (Bauer 1995).  A person who violates
norms and rules runs the risk of exclusion, punishment, and material sanctions.
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2Other research on acceptance has also suffered from such bias:  the theory of reasoned
action focuses entirely on volitional behavior.

Elsewhere, this reality has been related to dysfunctional organizational culture
where a practice of “shoot the messenger” means that the politics of blame pervade.
Given the hierarchical nature of most management structures, no one wants to be the
harbinger of bad news and thus top management rarely directly receives news of
slippage.  This culture of non-reporting of doubts, flaws, and failures to senior
management in organizations, argue Dutton et al. (1995), obfuscates the creation of a
climate where organizational learning can take place and prevents remedial action from
being taken.  This would suggest the need for a different approach to dissent.

3.3 Acceptance, Mandatory and Volitional Contexts

To improve our understanding of technology acceptance, we need to scrutinize
active policies toward usage.  In recognizing the political realities of organizational life,
we are concerned with distinguishing between mandatory and voluntary contexts, since
the policies governing the behavior and reactions of users to the technology will impinge
on the range of user activities deemed to be recalcitrant.  This is especially important
with the types of technology involved in ubiquitous information environments as they
are used outside of organizations, often for leisure or social activities.  However, one
cannot assume that newer mobile technologies deployed to achieve organizational goals
will be adopted and used by employees with the same degree of success that the same
technologies have enjoyed in leisure or voluntary environments.

In the IS literature, user responses have typically been evaluated via user
satisfaction, focusing on attitudes toward the outputs of a system and the IS group, rather
than that of using the system (Brown et al. 2002).  The major technique for measuring
and understanding acceptance is the technology acceptance model (TAM), which has
been used by a number of authors in IS (Adams et al. 1992; Agarwal and Prasad 1997;
Davis 1989; Davis and Venkatesh 1996).  According to TAM, other things being equal,
the easier the system is to use, the more useful it will be.  A more critical approach to
the use of TAM is offered by Brown et al. (2002), who argue that the model is limited
because of context:  the research was conducted in environments in which adoption was
voluntary.  This is key, since, as we have seen, issues of power and resistance hinge on
the notion of consent.2

As Brown et al. describe, the decision to implement a new IT architecture within
a firm results in individual users having limited, if any, control over the implications of
this decision.  Users will eventually be offered limited choices in the software available
and, therefore, will be forced to comply with the decisions of others.  Given this context,
the validity of the TAM is put in question when the behavior is mandatory:  “A
mandatory use environment is defined here as one in which users are required to use a
specific technology of system in order to keep and perform their jobs” (Brown et al.
2002, p. 283).  And despite the fact that people appear to use the technology, this does
not mean that their attitude is not one of resentment, which may display itself elsewhere.
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3To enable the fight against crime and terror, prevention of fraud, a halt to illegal
immigration, a stop identity theft, to move the UK into line with Europe with the government
claiming that the innocent had nothing to fear (Home Office,  www.homeoffice.gove.uk/
comrace/identitycards).

4The latter has meant a challenge from the Judicial Court of Human Rights, questioning
issues concerning storage of information, the entry of information otherwise available, obtaining
information from documents not designated for this purpose, the entry on the register by
compulsion, issues of disclosure of information, and issues of authorization for collection and
disclosure of information (Home Office, www.homeoffice.gove.uk/comrace/identitycards).

5The exception being broad-scope systems such as ERP systems, where employees do not
have a decision regarding use.

It is possible to have an effective information system without positive attitudes or
satisfaction on the part of users.  But the negative attitudes will have potentially pro-
found consequences in a mandatory situation.  Mandated use can lead to users  delaying
or obstructing the implementation; resenting, underutilizing, or sabotaging the new
system; or separating from the organization (Brown et al. 2002).

As Turner (1990) warns, the imposition of a system of control almost inevitably
invites its subversion.  The levels of prescriptions are also embodied in technologies:
the more prescriptive they are, the more constraints on users’ behavior, increasing sub-
versive acts.  Legitimate interaction is dictated by the script of the technology.  Addi-
tionally, although there is a continuum of voluntariness, user perceptions of volun-
tariness will vary (Brown et al. 2002).

We can take the example of smart card technology to examine the significance of
voluntary and mandatory environments for adoption/non-adoption issues.   Smart cards
are to be understood as personal, portable, flexible, secure tokens that form an integral
part of a larger information infrastructure.  They have a range of uses in voluntary arenas
such, as supermarket shopping and access to transport systems.  As such they are
relatively noncontroversial (although there were more concerns during their earlier roll-
out).  Contrast this to the UK government’s plans for national identity cards operating
on a similar technology, but resistance to the proposed technology seems inevitable.  For
the government, the technologies were a justifiable mandatory technology.3  However,
opponents argued that the proposals are flawed on political, technical, and financial
grounds and constituted an ineffective response to the problems of security and fraud,
while posing an unacceptable threat to civil liberties.4

Alternatively, users may be able to elect to use a technology or not—even in
mandated environments (Brown et al. 2002).5  The crucial issue is whether there are
alternatives or not, and access to an earlier system or way of working may decrease the
possibilities of stabilization (Wilson and Howcroft 2002).  In both Munkvold’s (1999)
and Doolin’s (2004) longitudinal studies, usage of the technology was never mandatory
and choice was possible.  Combined with earlier mistrust of implementers, the users
chose the older substitute.  The risk of non-stabilization may increase with time rather
than decrease, depending on levels of support, as is seen in the cases of Munkvold and
of  Wilson and Howcroft (2002), where a spiral downward was created as early adopters
rejected the technology.  McLaughlin et al. (1999) recount the struggle to secure a
central place for the new system in the work practices of the staff located outside the
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6We may want to extend this to include the implications of ubiquitous information environ-
ments as this may mean an end to the boundaries between work and leisure (Wilson and Greenhill
2004).

center, who associated the earlier system with autonomy at the local departmental level.
These power issues relate also to the tension between global systems and local user
needs.

4 RATIONAL VIEW OF RESISTANCE TO
CHANGE AND TECHNOLOGY

The negative perspective and adversarial approach that dominates treatment of
resistance have little theoretical support (Waddell and Sohal 1998).  From a user
perspective, there is likely to be some rationale for resistance, including imperfect
technology whose flaws can be subsequently revealed by resistance.  This is a functional
view of resistance.  Properly directed, resistance can improve design and ensure
stability.  Indeed, Mokyr (1990) observes that, to historians, resistance can act as a force
that shapes technology.  These issues are now explored.

4.1 Rationale for Resistance

Resistance is far more complex than previously thought (Munkvold 1999).  It is a
function of a variety of social factors, and can, contrary to managerial discourse, stem
from a rational fear of detrimental effects to individual interests (Hirschheim and
Newman 1988).  At the same time, the nonrational factors are only nonrational from the
perspective of another (Lyytinen 1987).  Usually treated as sinister, even the negative
political factors, such as favoritism and point-scoring, have a rationale of their own for
the individuals concerned.  Krovis (1993) argues that if changes are considered negative
by organizational members, then there is likely to be resistance, which in turn will have
ramifications on the success of the information system, and on the ability of the organi-
zation to deal with IS-related change.

With the increased penetration of computers in society comes increased reasons for
resistance, yet the common-sense assumption that the object of resistance is technology
should be challenged.  Bauer (1995) suggests that causes relate to antecedents, which
are often ignored due to concentration on the process of resistance and effects.  In order
to understand what is being resisted and why, research should investigate social,
cultural, and organizational context, resistor’s perspectives of (negative) effects.
Resistance can be directed against technical devices because they are a symbolic focus
of what infringes on people’s livelihood—the traditional meaning of Luddism or
machine breaking.  In the case of IS, then, we should make a distinction between
resistance to computers/computerization (hardware), resistance to types of applications
(software), resistance to new work practices,6 and resistance to the (political) conse-
quences of the innovation.
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Where supporters of a new system may see only irrationality, alternative justifi-
cations underpinning acts of resistance include reduced autonomy, lack of involvement,
lack of felt need, bonds to existing technologies, and adoption costs (Munkvold 1999,
p. 265).  The sizeable number of variables deemed to have direct relevance to resistance
to change is significant in accounting for the ubiquity of resistance (Trader-Leigh 2002).

4.2 Resistance as Indicator of Alternatives

The questionable notions of progress and the technocratic discourse noted above
can be challenged by acts of resistance.  Resistance points out that it is a fallacy to
believe change itself to be inherently good.  We know that a design is necessarily
bounded within constraints of space and time (Simon 1981), and so the notion of a
single best solution—rationality writ large—is hardly justifiable since “under any
constraint, different assumptions suggest different solutions and legitimate the ‘resis-
tance’ to a single best design” (Bauer 1995, p. 13).  Hence, resistance also encourages
the search for alternative methods and outcomes (Waddell and Sohal 1998), a critical
source of innovation and a testament to the fallacy of the “one best way.”

4.3 Resistance as the Pain of Innovation

Resistance can also be seen as the acute pain of the innovation process (Bauer
1995), a signal, warning of things that should be examined (Waddell and Sohal 1998).
It is naïve to assume that a change process that occurs only with minimal resistance must
have been a good change and managed well; evidence of resistance can be a useful
window into underlying tensions (Trader-Leigh 2002).  Resistance can be used to secure
a sustainable future—a tool to negotiate the change versus status quo boundary (Waddell
and Sohal 1998).  Resistance balances demands for change against the need for
constancy and stability.  On the creative front, resistance brings with it an influx of
energy.  Apathy is not a good response to change, whereas resistance can be harnessed:
“With resistance and conflict comes the energy or motivation to seriously address the
problem at hand” (Waddell and Sohal 1998, p. 545).

5 THE PRODUCTIVE ASPECTS OF RESISTANCE

5.1 Local Resistance to Adapt and Stabilize
Standard Systems

Given the importance of the implementation stage, and the fact that local
consequences are almost certainly likely to differ from consequences in distant places,
an information system may well be stabilized in one location, yet destabilized upon
implementation elsewhere.  McLaughlin et al. (1999) concur with the open nature of the
information system, noting that the systems they studied were reopened and reshaped,
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and that “attempts to close the lid will only be successful where managers recognize the
distinction between standardized use and integration of the system, and local versions
of its stabilization by different groups” (p. 224).

In relation to personalization, this paper seeks to underline the importance of
context for interactions and responses by users to socio-technical ensembles by
differentiating between mandatory and volitional environments.  This is because person-
alization requires examination of organizational distribution of power (Brown et al.
2002).  In particular, we emphasize that within work organizations, users will be more
likely to experience a mandatory environment.  However, the comments made could be
extended to more user-driven innovations.  Second, we argue that personalization may
be improved by the adoption of a less confrontational stance toward subversive acts,
incorporating such innovations as part of a user-driven codesign strategy where
resistance is utilized.

Within large, distributed organizations, issues of personalization will overlap more
strongly with localization, although elsewhere they may be treated as distinct
phenomena.  In such (mandatory) environments, the possibilities of personalization are
related to innofusion:  the adaptation of technology to suit local needs.  This endorses
a view of the innovative characteristic of recalcitrant behavior.  McLaughlin et al.
recognize the fundamental tension that managers have to resolve:  the move to standard-
ize the system on the one hand, and the need to respond to the requirement to localize
the system on the other.  Relating resistance to the regulation of users, local practices
can be analyzed for their role in mediating regulatory control from central management.
We might ask, how far can local practices be regarded as a form of resistance to new
technologies?  Yet this need not be framed negatively since “frequently, initial resis-
tance by staff to new technology turns out to have facilitated the ultimate stabilization
of a system” (McLaughlin et al. 1999, p.  222).  Strong resistance to new procedures by
users ensured modification of the system, accommodating most of the users’ demands.
Similarly, Munkvold (1999) sees implementation as a process of maturation.  He
implicitly acknowledges that in distributed organizations the resistance will be from the
local, where IS successes will be enabled if adaptation at a local level is permitted.

Given the political nature of IS development in organizations and our critical
emphasis on human agency and emancipation with regard to the issue of user resistance,
this opens the door to ask questions about the right to control technological develop-
ment.  The first step in direct control is to ensure people obtain the technology they
prefer.  In more volitional environments, ubiquitous computing systems aspire to offer
a more personalized (and presumably better) experience, in return for the disclosure of
some personal information by the users of the systems.  However, the personalized is
limited to the menu of possibilities envisaged by the designers.  It does not allow for the
users to develop something more original and creative.

5.2 Codesign:  Participation or Managing Resistance?

Resistance behavior continues to be an unmanaged process (Trader-Leigh 2002).
Waddell and Sohal (1998) suggest a thoroughly positive approach, arguing for actively
utilizing resistance to stabilize the change process.  The difficulty of organizational
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change is exacerbated by the management of resistance, derived from a simple set of
assumptions and misunderstandings of recalcitrance.  This adversarial approach needs
to be replaced with one that retains the possibility of benefitting from resistance.
Techniques need to be extended to carefully manage change and to utilize resistance,
with an emphasis on communication, feedback, and teamwork.

In the past, codesign has been on the model of participation and enrolment as a
means to involve users in the development process.  Participative approaches are advo-
cated where resistance is expected to be high and it is intended to lower noncompliance
by increasing the commitment to change (Waddell and Sohal 1998).  The degree to
which participation is an “authentic process” varies from the inspiring and genuine
workers input enabled by the early Scandinavian School (see, for example, Nygaard
1992), through to tokenism and even authoritarianism (Howcroft and Wilson  2003b).
Nevertheless, it is unlikely that without industrial action workers could insist on
participation where management was averse to a more democratic work form.  Hence
the paradox of terms, such as “empowerment,” since the control by management of the
boundaries of power reveals that the participation process is itself controlled by
management and, therefore, cannot lead to an equality of input (Howcroft and Wilson
2003a).   In the main, participation is not quite the same as utilizing resistance.  The
behavior of users in repugning technology is likely to be framed in terms of their
deficiencies in understanding the benefits (Munkvold 1999; Wilson 2002; Wilson and
Howcroft 2000, 2002).  Less authentic participative forms can end up being a one-way
marketing process, including battering the users with information, and a misunder-
standing of user needs (McLaughlin et al. 1999).  “Though these techniques may be
categorized as participative in form, they are far from participative in nature.  They
amount to little more than an exercise in salesmanship and clearly illustrate an
adversarial management mindset” (Waddell and Sohal 1998, p. 546).  Reporting
mechanisms should perhaps allow users to establish how the technology is best suited
to them and the way they carry out their work.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper contributes to the study of technology adoption and non-adoption by
setting out to rethink our biased views toward resistance.  It is thus critical in nature
(Howcroft and Trauth 2004) with its underlying emancipatory aims:  it seeks to
emphasize that ubiquity does not equate to colonization but rather cohabitation.  Further,
it explicitly recognizes the political nature of organizations, intending to upset existing
patterns of power and authority.  It entails a critique of technological determinism, and
highlights and challenges the managerialist perspective that pervades the treatment of
resistance to date.  In their stead, a more constructive language is offered in association
with resistance, and the validity, usefulness, and indispensability of challenging new,
yet untried solutions is suggested.

In offering a critical approach to the literature on resistance to technology and
organizational change, the paper sought to remind the IS community of lessons we have
yet to learn from past experience with IS development.  It is hoped that this will inform
the approach to new phenomena brought about the ubiquitous nature of new information
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environments.  In rethinking technology acceptance, the paper have challenged many
traditional assumptions about organizations, computing, and work insofar as they relate
to resistance.  It also touched on the issue of personalization from the perspective of
codesign consisting of local modifications in a process of innofusion, replacing negative
views about non-conformity and usage.  The work now is to provide concrete examples
of adoption and resistance, with users placed center stage and the account analyzed with
the theoretical insights entailed in the paper.
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