 Resistance to change and time
There is a pace to the type of change that is dependant on the situation, on the one hand change can be little and  often , on the other it can be brutal and nasty, it all depends on what is controllable and what is not.

Quite often uncontrollable change require swift action or response which is a change in itself, controllable change can be much more time specific and can be delayed or speeded up dependant on the desired outcome.

Procrastination should not be confused with lack of change, on the one hand benign neglect and purposeful inaction can mean that change is unnecessary and that the problem solves itself given the passage of time, on the other hand inaction and slow procrastinative response to the issue may lead to disaster.

A slow and methodical approach to problem solving is sometimes called a Fabian perspective as this Roman General favoured tactics of slow attrition when fighting campaigns against Hannibal.

This has latter approach has led to the ‘lead by example school’ of thought and by behaviour of leaders within  ethical frameworks, then the followers will also adopt the required behaviour and mimic  the instinctive mores and habits of the leader and change will happen in accordance with the leaders wishes almost by osmosis. This is where subtlety in the change process influences the way that subordinates come to think , feel and behave like the leaders.
In its broadest sense this is a social democratic view of Organisations and  therefore this slow ‘little and often’ school of change means a broader social inclusion and persuasiveness rather than the brutal nasty change that is all pervasive and radical.
However, the slow pace of change can be seen to be preservation of the status quo and conservation of the leadership, certainly opposite the view that revolutions are necessary to transform business.

So, in a corporate sense, organisations have their rituals and symbols that provide a conceptual framework for the implementation of change, and that the preservation of the existing business model with it’s fundamental values  is seen as the major reasons why organisations change, it is also a major reason why change programme fails because the existing business model may well not be suited to the change required.
CEOs will rationalise change as necessary, and indeed actively promote change if it preserves the status quo, often internalised as sustainability of the business model.

The above premise calls in the question as to who then establishes the change and who persuades the naysayers This question is all the more interesting because we experience change all the time, so what is happening when change occurs.
Lets go back to Maslow and assume the preservation of the status quo in the gchnage process is underpinning the change, preservation of warmth, security, physical well being is therefore uppermost, people wont change if it is physically unappealing, only at the higher levels of persuausiveness are we often convinced that change is for the Corporate Good, or Change is an educative process which will lead us to l happiness, self-fulfilment, internal harmony and peace - or whatever  the definition of self actualisation is.

The osmotic forces at work with gradual change means that everyone, including the Corporation aims for a state of total fulfilment. 

Consider this, Let’s assume that we find ourselves within an Organisation where certain values exist which we cannot change. If we decide to stay with this Organisation, we are resigned to simply being there is a state of helplessness. 

How do people have happiness in this ste up? Naturally they can  only be able to feel good in this Organisation if they  uphold the implicit and explicit values as rigorously as possible1. If these values are accepted, they are tolerated.
This really does make sense since there is an assumption that we cannot change the Valuess.
 Why therefore resist change?

By way of a slight digression and by showing an example 

Let’s assume that I would like to feel  joy and satisfaction in playing football. This is possible if I keep to the rules of football. If on the other hand I violate these rules, sooner or later I will be ostracised by the players and sent off by the referee.

It’s easy to find other examples. It is thereby quite clear that the respective rules/values must be followed if someone wishes to feel good within a given system. 

The basic rights of existence within an Organisation behave in just the same way.– if we wish to achieve self actualisation, or happiness, we simply have to abide by the Values. If we stick to these values, because we agree with them, then the closer we will find ourselves better able to adapt to change
This  leads  us back to the original question as to whether the basic values within an organisation are actually valid.  You have to make this decision for yourself personally using your own intuition. If instinctively it feels right it will probably be in line with your own personal values, if it feels uncomfortable, then there will be dis-ease. Therefore resistance is futile and counter intuitive, not to sat counterproductive 
However, there is an overarching assumption here that the Leadership is not acting out of self interest and that the direction of the business is clear, unequivocal and hopefully sustainable. 

If a leader keeps on making the same mistake and acts out of self preservation, this will stagnate the progress of the Company and himself. He gets no closer to the change objective and under certain circumstances he even gets further away from it, because this incorrect behaviour becomes habitual like an automatic mechanism and then becomes itself and embedded value.

This is where subordinate suddenly feel an unease and that the Organisation is not the one that they joined. 

Recognising this situation is key  and the cult of personality kicks in. 
The Leader then probably rationalises this state whereby the employee has ‘gone off the boil’ or has not bought in to the latest change initiative, because fundamentally there is a deep value difference and the rules of engagement have changed to make the subordinate uncomfortable, in these situations resistance is still futile and that the subordinate may well feel the need to leave the organisation, either way, resistance  is counterproductive to the changer and the changee. 
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