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Abstract: Frequent employee resistance to innovation is one of the main barriers of change failure
in a health care organization and one of the negative stimuli of employment relationships. Identifying the reasons of resistance is a topical issue for every organization, as the speed of change can
affect their competitiveness. Consequently, it is helpful not only to know the causes of potential
resistance but also to be ready to control any implicit opposition. The organizational climate and
the attitude of the staff play an important role in understanding and accepting innovation. Purpose
of the study is to develop a model, which would facilitate the choice of an appropriate strategy
necessary to enable the health care organization to eliminate or at least to reduce resistance to often
essential innovative changes. The article analyses the root causes of resistance and identifies strategies that help to mitigate or eliminate staff resistance for innovation. Use of suggested model can
make easier reducing staff resistance to change processes and thus speed up the implementation
of innovations. This methodology can be used to eliminate the reasons for staff resistance to
change in health care institutions of different countries, but it was tested in Lithuania and achieved
good enough results.
Keywords: innovation, resistance, staff behavior, employment relationship, strategy, organizational climate

1. Introduction
A constantly developing and changing environment is susceptible to affect organizational
processes. Therefore, nowadays, in order to adjust to the environment, business, educational, medical and other organizations are forced to introduce innovations, to change/upgrade production processes, to implement cutting-edge technologies, and sometimes even
to choose new fields of activity. Each health care organization has to learn (and to know
how) to receive innovation, accept it as a positive challenge and manage the activities of
the organization accordingly. The most commonly reported benefits for an innovative enterprise include an increased market share, faster growth of the enterprise, increased profitability, promotion of the need for internal changes in the organization, better opportunities for planning new product development, access to the benefits of the latest medical technologies, increased competitiveness, a better image of the health care institution, good repute of the undertaking, and a manifestation of competence. Proper planning as well as
assessment of the current situation and the capabilities of the organization are required to
enjoy the above benefits and thus to justify the need for innovation. Many authors argue
that innovation is always appropriate, regardless of the existing situation. However, before
any innovation is introduced, the costs, risk, and consequences must be planned and analyzed in great detail [1]. Innovation in an organization is often followed by team and staff
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resistance, which can hinder innovation [2], while the time lost in the competition may lead
to unsatisfactory performance of the organization. In the innovation process, resistance
emerges before innovation is implemented [3,4]. It is the duty of the management to ensure
a favorable and positive microclimate and to support and encourage the staff to contribute
to innovation, because, on the other hand, delaying to pursue innovative activity and doing
nothing can also represent a risk especially for the health care organization.
Scientific literature does not present any system analysis of staff resistance, which could be
used by organization managers for choosing efficient staff resistance to innovation mitigation measures. Moreover, there is no single proper definition of the innovation term. Some
authors offer quite comprehensive and expanded definitions, while others suggest quite
concise ones. Innovation can be viewed as a phenomenon and as a process. In the first instance, innovation means any targeted change (including new medical product development), which aims at altering the condition of the investigated object by introducing improvements. In the second case, it is a process, which includes research, development, control, and stable functioning aimed at a specific effect. Given that a process is some health
care activity, it can be agreed upon the definition that innovation means activities aimed at
the utilization of research results and inventions with a view to developing and updating
the range of products/services, upgrading technologies and production followed by stepping up in domestic and global health care markets. On the organizational level, innovation
determines whether or not the enterprise is going to be successful [5].
The definition of innovation can be summarized as follows: innovation in a health care consists
generally speaking in complex creation, development, wide acceptance, and efficient use of novelties
in different fields of human activity. Implementation of innovations in an organization always means
a certain degree of change. Many researchers emphasize that the main barrier to the innovative processes is staff resistance to changes. Fischer et al. [6] particularly agree with this
approach and emphasize the importance of the selection of an appropriate strategy in the
innovation process. How to address barriers to innovation? Both business practitioners and
academics of health care institutions are concerned with this question. Almost always the
main barrier to the innovative processes is staff resistance to changes. There is no methodology yet to eliminate this negative phenomenon especially appropriate for health care organizations.
The purpose of this article is to develop a model, which would facilitate the choice
of an appropriate strategy necessary to enable the organization to eliminate or at least
to reduce resistance to often essential innovative changes in the health care institutions.
2. Materials and Methods
The need and efficiency of one or another strategy is determined by the specific nature of
the enterprise engaged in innovation. Furthermore, the choice of a strategy depends on the
psychological situation in the organization, the organizational culture, the attitude of the
management, the staff innovativeness, the specific nature of the company, and many other
aspects. To create a model determining specific actions aimed at the mitigation of staff resistance to innovation, we needed to produce a questionnaire for both the managers and
the employees. Numerous literature sources were analyzed, synthesized of different ap-
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proaches, then critical evaluated in order to find information on causes of resistance to innovation. The obtained information was systematized and the determined causes were
grouped. The provided analysis of the causes of staff resistance to innovative change enabled to think and highlight the potential strategic solutions aimed at the elimination of the
said causes or mitigation of the negative impact of this phenomenon. On the basis of information available in scientific literature, potential strategic actions enabling elimination or
at least reduction of the impact of such causes were identified. It was found that in order to
eliminate some identified causes the different methods can be used. The information gathered in this way allowed for appropriate preparation for the staff survey. The model was
formed on the basis of the empirical research. A staff survey in two Lithuanian primary
health care clinics in the biggest cities (Vilnius and Kaunas) after consent of managerial
persons was conducted. As a result of survey the necessary model was created. In the proposed model, the components are arranged following on the survey analysis results.
3. Results
As mentioned in the previous section identification the causes of resistance to innovate is necessary. In order to format the model, the actions, which will help eliminate determined causes must be selected as well.
3.1 Causes of resistance to innovation
“Resistance to change is a natural human reaction or a frequent response of the company
members to any attempts to introduce changes or to disturb the equilibrium in the living
conditions or organizational activity” [7]. There are different reasons why employees resist
change. The phenomenon of resistance was already noted by N. Machiavelli [8: 220], who
said that “there is nothing more difficult to take in hand, more dangerous to conduct, or
more uncertain in its success, than to take the lead in the introduction of a new order of
things. This is because the innovator has for enemies all those who have done well under
the old conditions, and not very active defenders in those who may do well under the new.”
The main subject of innovative activities is a person, a leader, subordinate staff. It is a complex live system characterized by numerous somatic, physiological and mental features.
Each person has an individual compilation of such features interacting with the natural and
societal environment in their own way. Consequently, a person, as a whole of somatic,
physiological and psychological characteristics, related to the natural and societal environment, can be called an individual. To introduce innovative activities in a team, it is important to understand that each individual (in this case an employee of clinics) is going to
respond to innovation in a different way. “Leaders have to create work atmosphere where
employees feel psychologically safe while meeting new challenges and assuming an interpersonal risk and where they feel properly valued” [9]. This means that leaders of organizations play an important role in mitigating resistance even though it is often them who
initiates innovation. So, what should leaders do in order to mitigate staff resistance to innovation and to get employees involved in innovative activities?
In the process of building an innovative activity team, it is vital to consider that not only
each person has a different temperament and character, but also different approaches to
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innovation. In an enterprise, innovation has to be forward planned and the staff has to be
provided with all the necessary information and training.
Numerous authors provide different causes of resistance to innovation, which can be summarized and grouped as follows:
1.

Employees are psychologically unprepared to understand changes. The team mem-

bers in an organization are often individuals of different types, who are required for the
performance of different tasks [10,11]. Due to their different personal traits, characters,
and attitudes towards values, some team members will feel better psychologically prepared for new challenges than others [12]. Consequently, it is important to address the
psychological readiness of the employees, which, said authors, link to the leaders’ efforts to improve the microclimate of the organization and to promote teamwork. Usually psychological readiness to face change-related challenges is an individual trait of a
person and since individuals can determine the state of mind in a team psychological
readiness is a major aspect in innovation [13]. That means that changes in an organization can cause stress among its members, where stressed team members will express a negative opinion about the forthcoming changes and thus will worsen the
psychological readiness of the team. The ability to cope with stress situation is therefore an indicator of the team’s inclination to meet such challenges and the psychological climate in particular has a major impact in staying free from adverse moods
in the team.
2.

Inertia, adaptation to the old practices and procedures. Practices standing for sev-

eral years in a row and never changing jobs eventually place the employees in a state of
inertia, with their motivation level being very weak or going weaker. Managers’ habit
to avoid getting employees stressed with new tasks requiring a lot of thinking, analyzing and adjusting to novelties is detrimental to the team cohesion because a decision to
introduce change can lead to resistance if there are going to be attempts to get them out
of the established practices and to involve them in innovation [14].
With regard to corporate governance issues, the classical management theory and practice
generally focus on a relatively permanent environment and regularly repeated actions by
both ordinary employees and the managers. According to Sergeeva, Trifilova [15], the basis
for the corporate governance structure, which was created and adopted long ago and
which requires a clear and precise responsibility and function-sharing as well as coordination of coherent joint activities, prevents scientific development from being introduced in
commercial activities as the employees are used to performing the same tasks over and
over again. The mentioned authors also highlight that habits and an established order cause
a lot of problems in implementing innovations. The most hostile employees include those
who have been working for the same enterprise and in the same position for a long time,
do not feel internal interest in new discoveries related to their job, and have no internal
motivation for pursuing a career or personal development.
Teaching or changing employees, who do not want to try out new procedures or to provide
a new service, is never easy as they will always attempt to resist such change [11]. The
researchers were right in saying that such group of co-workers requires special and sensitive attention from the management in choosing relevant tasks and creating an interest in
innovation.
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Fear of potential failures. All motivated employees want to carry out their tasks with

a great deal of commitment, however, practice shows that there are cases when mistakes
lead to negative consequences, such as demotion or removal from duty. Therefore, employees are more or less afraid to err. In the context of change and a renewal of activities the
probability of making an error increases due to the lack of experience [16,17]. Fear of failure
is particularly prevalent among employees, who used to be particularly successful prior to
innovation, felt safe, influential and in control of the situation. Such employees are likely to
resist change as they will be afraid that in the future they might be less able to deal with
their tasks [18]. Furthermore, the perception of a failure differs and it depends on the attitude and personal characteristics of an individual. Some people treat an unsuccessful attempt to immediately achieve a maximum perfect result and a need to make some corrections and amendments as a failure, while others consider improvements to the outcomes
of their work as a success. The fear of failure becomes even stronger if the new plans of the
enterprise are rather vague and they are rather a rumor than information obtained from
the superiors. The leaders must identify such persons and take special care in preparing
them for changes. Commendations by co-workers, explanation of the results and encouragement not to let negative emotions guide play a positive role in dealing with the fear of
failure.
4.

Another group of causes is identified by Loewe & Dominiquini [19], who define them

as “secondary emotional consequences, i.e. lower self-confidence and influence on others, a potential
increase in responsibility and stress”. Each staff member is individual, they come to the organization from different backgrounds, they have different marital status, personal qualities
and likes. The emotions employees bring to the working environment are not necessarily
positive. Sometimes a negative response to innovation can lie in an unsuccessful personal
life of the employee, which means that innovation will represent an additional stress factor
in the context of their emotions. Baer and Frese [20, 21] argue that in such case the stress
encountered beyond the enterprise will become more severe only by learning about the
change to be introduced in the organization. Frequently stress takes the form of reduced
self-confidence and increased private stress. Externally acquired private stress of an employee in some health care institutions usually leads to resistance to changes and inclination to oppose, which is represented by potentially reduced self-confidence and increased
private stress [19, 21]. The involvement of such employees in the processes of change requires most effort as such employees consider their personal psychological condition to be
prevalent in any situation.
5.

Lack of confidence in the management. A manager can be the leader who shows

the way forward to the whole team, however, there are managers who are incompetent
in the performance of their duties or who have made decisions that the subordinate
staff find improper, who have divided the team or lost the confidence of a number of
employees. The lack of confidence resulting from the manager’s actions will lead to
resistance and doubts as to the manager’s new ideas [22]. Lack of confidence is another
major cause of staff resistance to change. Successful organizational change cannot root
in an organization lacking of trust climate. Confidence includes belief that the management’s intentions and conduct towards the employees will not disappoint. Organizations, where the confidence level is high and employees are treated with dignity and
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respect, suffer less resistance to change. It was found that managers with a high level
of professionalism generally inspire more confidence, which means that professional
development and continuing education is vital for organization managers [23, 24]. Once
mutual confidence between the manager and the subordinate staff disappears, any intention to innovate can will not encourage to support innovation, if any collapse [20]. If
employees are confronted with employment uncertainty and the perception of insecurity results from their low confidence in managers’ decisions, employees tend to focus
on seeking new employment and the negative thinking about the current organization).
6.

A specific type of contract with the employer. Seasonal or fixed-term work can be

performed by temporary workers, who know that they will work for the organization only
until the expiry of the contract and afterwards they will have to seek employment again.
Due to the awareness of the temporary nature, the motivation of the temporary staff will
not be so strong and therefore it is highly likely that they will resist proposed innovation.
Pentland [25] notes that actions of team members are always directed towards a situation
they can benefit from. Research shows that the nature of the employment contract (shortterm or long-term) between the employee and the employer affect the efforts to contribute
to the essential welfare of the enterprise. Conner and Prahalad [26] further declare that the
type of an employment contract does not only affect the efforts but also has an impact on
personal fulfilment of the individual at the workplace. It is therefore logical that an employee, who has entered into a short-term or seasonal contract, will not show strong interest
in taking pains to support corporate objectives, but Tsoukas [27] nevertheless argues that
“a person’s understanding is implicit in the activity in which he engages” and thus the efforts of
both temporary and permanent employees should be subject to an objective judgement as
they depend on the general climate rather than on the individual situation of an employee.
The perception of temporary employment often limits the employee’s initiative, in particular their willingness to learn new skills, where such skills will be necessary in the short
term only but will not be relevant in further activities of the person. It is for these reasons
that such employees resist organizational change and there is only one strategy focused on
agreement that is usually efficient [28]. Furthermore, temporary workers also usually have
a narrow-minded attitude towards publicity and promotion of a new product [13].
7.

Lack of work under new conditions skills. According to Laukkanen & Kiviniemi

[29] empowerment and training in implementing innovations can help some members
adapt to innovation, however the lack of certain skills can lead to reluctance to develop
themselves. Long-time employees in particular do not want to recognise the lack of
work under new conditions skills. Such people usually reject the need of innovation
and avoid tackling innovation-related issues [30]. Unwillingness to develop indicates
skill gaps and leads to evasion of responsibility. Such persons are plainly opposed to
innovation whereas the situation created thereby has a negative impact on other team
members [11]. The lack of work under new conditions skills forces older long-time employees to improve knowledge and learn. This circumstance clearly demonstrates that
they are insufficiently qualified and the unwillingness to acknowledge this fact can lead
to the sense of helplessness, which promotes resistance to innovation at the undertaking
[29]. However, even if broader-minded employees decide to start improving qualifications, they have to acknowledge their lack of skills and this circumstance makes them
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feel bad in front of their colleagues. Then resistance to change becomes some kind of a
way out of such situation.
8.

Personal conflicts with innovators. Previous disagreements among team mem-

bers and related negative associations will hardly lead to any support for innovation
suggested by the opposing side of the former conflict [30]. According to Patricio et al.
[11], innovative actions often fail due to psychological and organizational factors resulting in conflicts among team members, rather than on account of technical or financial
matters. Such conflicts always suppress the development and the implementation of
any innovative ideas. Change originators and new idea generators are often viewed
sceptically and with envy and such circumstances lead to conflict situations as the lack
of knowledge and skills among the opponents of change prevents them from being innovative, even if they want to. Moreover, employees who have previous conflicts with
the current innovation originators resist change because if they recognised change they
would appear to admit their loss in the previous conflict [30]. It is essential to create a
balance between employees who are skeptical or optimistic about new ideas as any extreme is detrimental to innovation.
9.

Destruction of work groups that are coherent and banded together (reorganization).

In the long run, the members of a successful work group become close friends and create a
comfortable microclimate in the organization. Any attempt to regroup, to replace or to remove old group members will result in dissatisfaction of other members. Employees who
are successfully working in their work groups will be interested in resisting to change in
order to protect the interests of the group, teammates and colleagues [31]. It is normal that
employees resist to change in order to protect their colleagues. That happens because they
are sympathetic to their friends, who might be downgraded or dismissed as a result of the
reorganization because the new system might require employees with some special skills
and such employees will be hired to replace the old ones. Destruction of a successful and
coherent work group means reshaping of such groups, while reactivation of a sustainable
performance of a reformed group requires time and effort. Middle managers also resist
such change in order to protect their work groups or friends. All the above behavioral patterns can impede any change in the organization. Consequently, employees must get regular updates on successful decisions and achievements of the organization.
10. Weak planning. Not all organizations enjoy good communication and timely
information transfer from the top management to the lower levels. Sometimes an
irrelevant structure or negligence result in a situation when employees in less senior
positions learn about planned changes only after such changes have been introduced.
In the absence of relevant information, preparation and training, employees are likely
to be negative and hostile to innovation. A well-prepared plan of corporate changes
will always help the employees to recognize their need and to understand the existing
situation. Not all organizations have proper and qualified managers, who have
experience in innovation planning. An inadequately drafted plan is likely to result in
disrupted implementation of innovations. Usually the staff dealing with innovations is
accused of such situation and then such employees start opposing any change.
Inadequate planning can cause suspension or termination of innovation, including
financial costs to the enterprise [32]. A failed first attempt of innovation resulting from
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ill-conceived work is followed by staff resistance. Moreover, resistance to innovation
can also be caused by an innovation process that is too long, when the staff have to
perform tiresome routine tasks.
11. Lack of innovation-related information. This cause arises in unfavorable situations, when the management makes a unilateral decision to introduce innovations
swiftly without consulting or at least informing the company staff. Lack of information has a particularly negative impact on speeding up innovation, when the objectives of the innovative activity fail to be explained. Lack of information as a cause
of resistance to innovation is closely related to other causes described above. Aside
from that, it can be easily eliminated and also treated as a separate cause since it is
obvious that it is important to have as much information on planned change as possible because lack of such information can only lead to confusion and serve as the basis
for the emergence of other aforementioned causes [16, 17].
Most of the said causes of resistance can be addressed by analyzing their origin and
planning appropriate strategies in order to eliminate the causes or to mitigate their
effects. Daveri & Parisi [33] and Lichtenthaler [34] argue that a proper choice of the
strategy of staff preparation enables to reduce the costs of innovation

3.2 Discussion about requirements for the causes elimination model of the staff resistance to innovative change
An important indicator of innovation promotion is a focus on inviting all colleagues to cooperate in good faith and to engage in team work. Knowledge about the tasks performed
by other colleagues, trust and mutual support direct towards a successful completion of
work [35]. However, just inviting is not enough. Therefore, managers should focus on the
establishment of a motivation system that would work to the satisfaction of both the employees and the management. In an environment, where initiative and creativity are encouraged and procedures are observed, objectives are achieved in less time [36]. In such
environment, the staff of the organization should feel psychologically fit and ready to take
on challenges.
The problem of solving the said problems is a highly complex process that requires not so
much financial resources as time and permanent cooperation of the innovation managers
with the staff. The leading staff of an organization should not expect to change the corporate culture in one day. But they have to create a “safety zone” for innovators and to be
prepared for “mistakes” as an unavoidable part of innovation [23]. Otherwise fear will prevent from moving towards the implementation of new ideas. Mitigation of the causes of
resistance to innovation has to be prepared and pre-planned through one or more strategies. The purpose of any strategy aimed at the reduction of resistance is to help the members of an organization not only to understand the root causes of the need for a change, not
only to avoid resistance but also to eliminate conditions that can lead to resistance. A strategy is a long-term action plan directed towards achieving a certain goal. Therefore, the
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measures of elimination of the causes of resistance to innovation must be consistent, preplanned, flexible, and based on long-term strategic decisions. A well-chosen strategy will
enable to better adjust to external impacts and to deal with internal misunderstandings.
A strategy is the key action program of an organization, which establishes the priorities of
long-term objectives and the resources required to achieve such objectives. Each strategy is
unique and it is prepared for a specific action and a specific period of time. A strategy is
developed by the top managers, whereas the implementation involves managers of all levels. It has already been said that leaders of organizations, the way they treat employees,
how they understand the need of change, and their environmental responsibility play an
important role in mitigating resistance. The following strategies are suggested for dealing
with the said situations:
1.

Training and awareness-raising involves from face-to-face and group discussion to spe-

cial reports. This strategy can be applied when there are information gaps in the organization. It is a particularly efficient strategy because once the members of an organization are
persuaded later they often find new ways for innovation. Unfortunately, it is very timeconsuming and takes too many people, who are even unrelated to innovation, from their
jobs. This strategy is efficient in many instances, because employees often resist change
simply because they do not know the likely outcomes of change. Respective new skills
training and awareness-raising regarding potentially emerging new opportunities usually
help to overcome staff resistance to innovation. This strategy is also efficient to cope with
the fear of failure and it is suitable for dealing with emotional crisis in the organization. The
training and awareness-raising strategy is more time-consuming but it requires less material resources and therefore it is most widely used with a view to resistance mitigation [37].
This is the best strategy when the cause of resistance is a specific type of contract with the
employer. In this case it is usually enough just to raise the employee’s awareness and to
explain the positive consequences of change and the resistance immediately decreases.
2.

Networking means the broadest possible staff engagement in innovation and appor-

tioning responsibility for innovation success among as many participants as possible.
This strategy is used not only in the cases when there are information gaps but also when
the participants of innovative activity can have greater influence on the success. This
strategy has a motivating character. When employees are given responsibility for appropriate performance of certain actions, the people will feel better in innovative activity and
will always be happier with the success of change than those who have not assumed
responsibility. This strategy is appropriate where work groups coherent with respect to
their approach to activities are destructed owing to the nature of the activities [31]. Designation of several persons responsible for a similar activity usually results in the emergence of new informal groups that are characterized by being coherent and banded together in addressing the achievement of a new change-related objective. If the coalescence of the staff for the purpose of achieving a common goal fails, all that remains is to
negotiate with those, who have not assumed the responsibility for the possibilities of the
future activity, and to agree on innovation.
3.

An incentive strategy is based on the constant attention focus on behalf of the top

management and the material and non-material incentives for the participants of the
innovative activity. This strategy is to be used when the critical issues are related to the

Preprints (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 4 January 2021

doi:10.20944/preprints202101.0046.v1

adaptation of the people and mostly it is rather efficient. The incentive strategy leads to
competition among employees and therefore it is not suitable for all team members.
This strategy has to be carefully applied to promote the most innovative employees, to
grant them an increase in salary or to provide other incentives to compensate for their
engagement in innovation. The incentive strategy is usually applied as a second strategy after lower-cost strategies fail to deliver [37]. On the other hand, Manso [37] argues
that new team members often understand a possibility to learn new skills as an incentive and therefore they respond favorably to change implementation in the organization. However, an inappropriate use of the incentive strategy can give an opposite result, i.e. resistance to innovation, and for that reason managers must carefully consider
the conditions of this strategy [23].
4.

Negotiation and agreement strategy means that the management reaches an agree-

ment with organization members suffering obvious inconveniences on potential compensation for such inconveniences. Frequently that is not very difficult, however, if reaching a
compromise takes too long, it can become costly and it would stimulate other employees’
resistance to innovation. Negotiations usually help to affect the opinion of the most negative team members with regard to change. This strategy is suitable when the staff awareness is insufficient and also it can be used if training and awareness-raising efforts fail [12].
Company managers, who are willing to introduce innovations, should identify people who
might be going to experience certain inconveniences, explain them the need for change and
start negotiating and seek agreement in advance before such employees start resisting.
5.

Implicit and explicit compulsion when employers are threatened with dismissal, a pay

cut, a reduction of growth perspectives, etc. This strategy can be used when the speed of
innovation is essential and the innovators have sufficient power. That is a quick-action
strategy that can overcome any resistance, yet very dangerous where it gives the key participants of innovation a feeling of animosity towards the leaders and organizers of innovation. Such strategy should be used in a very responsible manner as it can lead to stronger
resistance to innovation. Therefore, this strategy should be used together with training and
awareness-raising strategy aimed at even positive-minded employees. Compulsion is the
last option to address resistance to change in an organization and it can be used when its
necessity is obvious and when other strategies do not work. For instance, in medicine, if
new treatment methods are not accepted, it can lead to compulsory use of the methods in
order to improve the health of the patients [38].
The need and efficiency of one or another strategy is determined by the specific nature of
the enterprise engaged in innovation. Furthermore, the choice of a strategy depends on the
situation in the organization, the organizational culture and many other aspects.
3.3 Formation the causes elimination model of the staff resistance to innovative change
We identified a total of 11 causes and opted for 5 strategies capable to eliminate the identified causes (or to reduce the impact of the phenomenon). In this case can be stated that the
research aim is to find out which strategy is the most appropriate for the elimination of
certain causes. Therefore, the first question was of a general nature and it had to emphasize
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the relevance of the research. The answer to the first question had to show whether the
person generally feels dissatisfaction or any psychological or other resistance to some organizational change. Further questions were to be answered only by the employees who
gave a positive answer to the first question. Then the respondents were asked to rank the
listed causes by their significance and to potentially specify insignificant causes (i.e. those
without a significant impact). The aim of this empirical research is to identify the most significant causes, the elimination whereof by applying relevant strategies can lead to a potential removal of staff resistance, which means that consequently there will be no need for
strategies aimed at the elimination of less significant causes. For that purpose, the respondents were asked to specify which strategies could eliminate the specified causes and which
strategy feels to be missing.
The survey included employees of 2 private primary health care clinics chains (Affidea and
Medica). They include 6 primary health care clinics, which employ 217 people. To calculated the sample size, we chose a 5% margin of error and a 95% confidence level and we
found that we had to survey 139 employees. The questionnaire was published on special
website and the respondents were sent personal requests to complete the questionnaire.
180 requests were sent by email and 140 completed questionnaires were received. The answers were received from 11 clinic or department managers and 129 ordinary employees
(doctors, nurses and other staff). The results confirmed the hypothesis formulated in the
thematic area of the article that most of employees of health care institutions (71%) are not
psychologically prepared to take on new challenges and therefore at least unconsciously
resist them. The causes were ranked from #1 to #11. The respondents ranked the causes in
order of importance with #1 being the most important cause to #11 being the least important
cause.
Then the ranking numbers of each cause were summed up and the obtained sum had to
show the total significance of the cause in descending order: the smallest number had to
show the most significant cause. The significance of causes is provided in Table 1.
Table No 1. Employee Survey Results of Lithuanian Primary Care Institutions
Causes resulting in deliberate or unconscious resistance to inno-

Significance

Significance

The most

vation challenges

value

rank

relevant
strategies

Employees are psychologically unprepared to understand changes
228

1

1;3

Inertia, habituation to old practices and procedures

270

2

1;2;3;4

Fear of potential failures

727

5

1;3

Secondary emotional consequences, i.e. lower self-confidence and

911

7

1;3

1224

11

1;4

influence on others, a potential increase in responsibility and stress
Lack of confidence in the management
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A specific type of contract with the employer

1088

9

4;1

Lack of work under new conditions skills

1089

10

1;2

Personal conflicts with innovators

1008

8

5;4;1

Destruction of coherent and banded together work groups

685

4

1;4;3

Weak planning

79

6

4

Lack of innovation-related information

541

3

1;4;3

Furthermore, the respondents were asked to note which of the 5 listed strategies would be
the most relevant in order to address the identified causes of resistance. They were asked
to write the number of the most appropriate strategy next to each cause. We received only
128 properly completed questionnaires with answers to this question. The research results
are presented in Table 1.
For Cause 1, the respondents mostly proposed Strategy 1 (256 times) and Strategy 3, which
was indicated 184 times. For Cause 2, Strategy 1, Strategy 2, Strategy 3, and Strategy 4 were
suggested in 212, 102, 90, and 56 questionnaires, respectively.
We believe, that the strategy ranking by the respondents correlates with the strategy efficiency and thus Column 6 of Table 1 was completed based on this principle.
It should be noted that the managers’ and ordinary staff’s answers were not substantially
different, just most of the managers (84%) suggested Strategy 5 for Cause 8, whereas only
44% of the ordinary staff found Strategy 5 efficient in addressing conflicts.
The model of the choice of the strategy for the mitigation of staff resistance to innovative
change is produced basing on the data provided in Table 1 (Fig. 1). In the model, the
suggested strategies are ranked according to the predicted effectiveness. Therefore, we
believe that the application of the most effective strategy would lead to the desired
result. In case the resistance continued, another (the second most effective) strategy
would have to be applied. This can be possible if the conditions in the organization or
external impacts change.
Organizations facing staff resistance to innovation can use the model to choose the best
strategy depending on the root causes, which can help them eliminate or at least mitigate
such resistance to innovation (Figure 1).
Our further research would focus on analysis of deeper correlations between the causes of
resistance to innovation and the choice of the most efficient strategic direction, the identification of means for implementing such a strategy, and the establishment of the need for
innovation intensity. The application of this model will help health care institutions to be
more efficient in their innovation process by saving both time and emotional cost.
Usually the success of innovative change depends on the timing of the innovation. Although the proposed methodology has been tested in health care institutions, when applied
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in the specified sequence, it could be used in any other entities, i.e. both public and business
organizations.

Training and
Employees are psychologically unable to
understand changes

6.

Fear of potential failures

8.

=

9.
10.

Emotional consequences, i.e. lower selfconfidence and influence 11.on others,
unwanted responsibilities and increased
stress levels

Strategy

raising

effective?

Training and

7.

Inertia, habituation to old practices and
procedures

awareness-

12.
13.

Lack of confidence in the management

14.

employer

16.
Lack of work under new conditions skills

17.
18.

Personal conflicts with innovators

Incentive strategy

YES
Strategy

awarenessraising

Networking strategy

Strategy

Training and

Negotiation

effective?

awarenessraising

NO

effective?

NO

YES

effective?

Training and
Strategy

raising

effective?

NO

YES

Strategy

awareness-

effective?

agreement
Training

and

Networking strategy

YES

NO

Training and

Strategy

awareness-

effective?

raising
Implicit
or

Strategy

explicit

effective?

strategy

and

effective?

Negotiation

Networking

and

awareness-raising

Strategy

Negotiation

and

agreement
NO

compulsion
together workgroups

Negotiation

Negotiation

Training and

Destruction of coherent and banded

agreement

agreement

awareness-

and

and

Strategy

raising
A specific type of contract
15. with the

NO

Negotiation
YES

agreement
Strategy

and
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19.

It has been demonstrated that a proper choice of the strategy can lead to an improved
in the psychological climate in the organization, enable to avoid conflicts and to reduce
resistance to innovation. The article reviews the strategies for resistance elimination and
assigns them to each specific cause.
Conclussions
People and organizations are always affected by the environment and therefore change is
essential in order to adapt to the changing conditions. Innovation is one of the potential
responses of an organization, however, the staff, for one reason or another, resist such innovation. Based on aggregate information from numerous sources, the article pinpoints the
causes and briefly reviews possible ways to eliminate resistance to innovation.
The causes of change resistance and the suggested respective strategies were represented
graphically and expressed in the form of a model, the use whereof will enhance the innovation capacity of the organization by avoiding or mitigating staff resistance. The model
defines situations when several strategies are suggested for certain causes of resistance to
innovation. In such case the choice of the strategy depends on the specific situation. Such
use of modeling methodology can help the administrators of health care institutions to
eliminate causes of staff resistance for change, and such circumstances will accelerate innovation development.
It has been demonstrated that a proper choice of the strategy can lead to an improved in
the psychological climate in the organization, enable to avoid conflicts and to reduce resistance to innovation. The article reviews the strategies for resistance elimination and assigns them to each specific cause. Awareness raising is the key to overcoming resistance
and promotion of the diffusion of innovation among employees. In order to reduce resistance to change, it is of particular importance that employees engaged in innovation are
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provided with correct information, are properly qualified to pursue innovative activity,
and have possibilities to identify themselves with the change objectives building on a favorable climate and appropriate resources allocated for this purpose. It is the duty of the
management to ensure a favorable and positive microclimate and to support and encourage the staff to contribute to innovation.
Suggested model was tested in 6 primary health care clinics in Lithuania. The results confirmed the existing desire to avoid change and identified the most effective strategies,
which helped to refuse resist changes in the mentioned clinics during the pandemic.
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