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ABSTRACT 

 
Change is often assessed in terms of adjustment by an individual, 
group, organization or institution. There is less worry about those 
cases where the adjustment is real and directly useful, but shallow, so 
that something associated with the original difficulty remains largely 
the same. This conceptual integrative review builds fixative accom-
modation as an explanatory construct for this pattern. By conducting 
a comparative conceptual analysis, we examined and synthesized lit-
erature on accommodation and assimilation, psychological flexibility 
and rigidity, selective information processing, resistance and ambiv-
alence, transformative learning, and institutional decoupling. Fixative 
accommodation, as defined by the synthesis, is a bounded form of ad-
justment that restores functioning, reduces tension, answers external 
pressure, or preserves legitimacy while protecting deeper beliefs, 
identities, habits, interests, power arrangements, or structures. Based 
on this synthesis, the study introduces the Fixative Accommodation 
Cycle: Change Pressure, Response Boundary Formation, Limited Ac-
commodation, Immediate Stabilization, Core Preservation, and Resid-
ual Difficulty and Recurrence. The proposed theory explains how im-
mediate stabilization can be used to reinforce the boundaries of an 
adjustment, thus leaving the underlying difficulty intact, or allowing 
it to become so. It provides a relational and temporal account of 
change by examining what changed, what was protected, what imme-
diate benefit ensued, and what difficulty remained. The theory is pre-
sented as a testable process explanation whose constructs, proposi-
tions, boundary conditions, and cross-context applicability can be ex-
amined through subsequent empirical research. 
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Introduction 
Change is often gaged by visible signs. 

Someone begins to speak in a different way, an 
organization adopts a new policy, or a commu-
nity alters a long-standing practice. Such devel-
opments may be real progress, but they do not 
always indicate whether the underlying beliefs, 
assumptions, habits or structures have 
changed. The literature on transformative 
learning mainly links deeper transformation 
with critical reflection and changes in meaning 
perspectives but also refers to the role of expe-
rience, social learning, and conditions of the 
change process. However, Rodríguez Aboytes 
and Barth’s (2020) systematic review found 
that transformative learning theory is some-
times applied superficially without critically 
exploring how transformation actually occurs. 
This makes an important distinction between 
manifest adjustment and change that reaches 
to the roots of how a person or institution per-
ceives and responds to experience. 

The concept of accommodation offers a use-
ful starting point for analyzing this distinction. 
In psychological theory accommodation is usu-
ally defined as the modification of an existing 
internal structure or schema as a consequence 
of receiving information and/or experiences 
which are not adequately accounted for by 
what is already known. Hanfstingl et al. (2022) 
reviewed 473 publications on assimilation and 
accommodation in fields like development, 
coping, personality, identity, learning and so-
cial adaptation. They found a widely held con-
ception of accommodation as a modification of 
internal structures to cope with environmental 
demands. However, they found considerable 
variability in the application of the concept. Ac-
commodation therefore involves some adjust-
ment, but not necessarily the extent of that ad-
justment or whether it extends to the underly-
ing structure responsible for the original diffi-
culty. 

People don’t always accept or reject change 
in an all-or-nothing way to challenge. They can 
learn new information, they can change some 
of their behavior, they can adopt an alternative 
perspective just enough to reduce the discom-
fort, but still maintain the deeper interpreta-
tion of the situation. Sommer et al. (2024) dis-
tinguish belief updating from the process 
through which people search for, evaluate, and 

integrate evidence. In their review, they pro-
pose that current goals and motivations may 
influence these surrounding processes, which 
in turn influence what information is persua-
sive enough to lead to change. Research into at-
titude resistance even suggests that positions 
may be underpinned by underlying identities, 
values, worldviews, interests and fears, making 
the motives underlying an attitude important 
to understanding why corrective information 
may not produce deeper change (Hornsey & 
Fielding, 2017). Likewise, research on psycho-
logical flexibility suggests the ability to adap-
tively change thoughts and behaviors to meet 
changing demands while maintaining a focus 
on personally relevant goals (Kashdan & Rot-
tenberg, 2010). These perspectives do not con-
stitute the phenomenon itself, but they do help 
to explain why some reactions are open to 
amendment, whereas others cluster around fa-
miliar beliefs and patterns. 

A similar trend can be noted at the collec-
tive and the institutional levels. Research on 
change in organizations show that reactions to 
change are affected by individual beliefs, ex-
pected consequences, social setting, timing and 
how change is introduced. These responses can 
be ambivalent as well, with support and re-
sistance co-existing (Oreg & Sverdlik, 2026). In 
institutional research, decoupling is the term 
for when formal policies are disconnected from 
practice or are being implemented without the 
expected effect (Bromley & Powell, 2012). 
Basic institutional research similarly shows 
that organizations may formalize structures to 
signal legitimacy but keep them loosely cou-
pled to routine activities if tight coupling may 
lead to conflict, uncertainty, or disruption 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977). And so an institution 
can take on the language and visible demands 
of reform, and still leave its established rou-
tines, its authority relations, its incentives, or 
its decision-making patterns largely un-
touched. That does not mean it is a cheat, 
though. It may also be a product of scarcity, un-
certainty, competing demands or efforts to 
maintain stability under external pressure. 

The barriers involved in this process may 
be difficult to observe, for they are not always 
in the form of direct opposition. Mathias et al. 
(2024) define social-psychological barriers as 
processes that can take place at the individual 
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and collective level, and that reduce a system’s 
capacity to adapt or transform. Some of these 
processes may include denial, intolerance of 
uncertainty, psychological reactance, or mo-
tives that favor the status quo. Important parts 
of this problem are explained by established 
concepts. Resistance to change is opposition or 
reluctance. Confirmation bias is selective treat-
ment of information. Institutional decoupling is 
gaps among policies, practices and outcomes. 
But these notions do not fully describe a situa-
tion where some change is welcomed and en-
acted, and yet the change that is accepted is 
constrained so as to protect the deeper pattern 
from revision. Because movement is visible, the 
ongoing stagnation may be less visible than 
outright resistance. 

This article uses the term fixative accom-
modation to describe this proposed phenome-
non. Fixative accommodation is a limited form 
of adjustment in which a person, group, or in-
stitution changes enough to restore function-
ing, reduce tension, answer external pressure, 
or preserve legitimacy while leaving deeper be-
liefs, identities, habits, power arrangements, or 
structures largely unchanged. It is accommoda-
tion because a real adjustment occurs. It is fix-
ative because the adjustment becomes orga-
nized around the preservation of an estab-
lished core. The immediate benefit may also be 
genuine. A conflict may subside, performance 
may improve, or a reform requirement may ap-
pear to have been met. The concern is that this 
limited success can reduce the urgency for 
deeper examination and become a stable sub-
stitute for transformation. 

This means that the fixative accommoda-
tion can be sustained because it is useful in the 
short term. We are likely to repeat a response 
that restores comfort or stability, especially 
when deeper change involves uncertainty, loss, 
conflict or a revision of identity. System justifi-
cation theory also assumes that people may ra-
tionalize existing arrangements because they 
fulfilll epistemic, existential and relational 
needs, in particular when uncertainty or threat 
make alternatives difficult to accept (Jost, 
2019). The same person or institution may sug-
gest small adjustments time after time regard-
ing the same center. It falls short of an outright 
refusal, because enough improvement takes 
place to sound responsive. Nor is it the same 

thing as selection bias. Selective bias limits the 
information that can be recognized. Fixative ac-
commodation limits the mutable information 
that can change the person or system. Selective 
treatment of evidence may assist the process, 
but fixative accommodation is about the even-
tual depth and direction of change. 

Not every partial or slow change needs to 
be a fixative. An incremental adjustment may 
be appropriate where resources are limited, 
risk is high or where people may take time and 
need support to absorb a difficult change. The 
construct is less applicable when an observable 
adjustment repeatedly protects a central pat-
tern that continues to produce or sustain the 
original problem. Authentic transformation, as 
used in this article, means neither moral per-
fection nor a complete renunciation of the past. 
This means an ongoing revision of the underly-
ing frames, practices, relationships or struc-
tures which shape the way an individual or an 
institution understands and responds to the 
situation. A fixative is not provided as a clinical 
diagnosis or as a pointer to dishonest intent, ei-
ther. It can be intentional, defensive, habitual, 
or produced unintentionally by social and insti-
tutional conditions. 

Fixative accommodation has been dis-
cussed in the literature of cognitive develop-
ment, belief formation, psychological flexibility, 
transformative learning, organizational change 
and institutional theory. Research in these ar-
eas uncovers the ways that individuals adapt 
existing schemas, selectively process infor-
mation, react to change with ambivalence, or 
differentiate formal reform from actual prac-
tices and results (Bromley & Powell, 2012; 
Hanfstingl et al., 2022; Oreg & Sverdlik, 2026; 
Sommer et al., 2024). But of course, those ex-
planations are usually given in their own fields. 
They typically do not cross-level explain how a 
limited but real adjustment could restore func-
tioning or legitimacy and yet leave the deeper 
pattern intact. This gap makes it difficult to rec-
ognize and distinguish the phenomenon from 
adaptive incremental change, direct resistance, 
selective information processing biases and in-
complete implementation. 

The problem addressed by this article is the 
absence of a coherent conceptual explanation 
for situations in which visible adjustment oc-
curs without sufficient change in the beliefs, 
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identities, habits, relationships, or structures 
sustaining the original problem. When adjust-
ment is treated as evidence of transformation 
by itself, individuals and institutions may ap-
pear to have changed more deeply than they ac-
tually have. At the same time, describing every 
partial change as inadequate would overlook 
the practical value and necessity of gradual ad-
aptation. A clearer construct is therefore 
needed to identify when limited accommoda-
tion supports continuing development and 
when it becomes a stabilizing response that re-
stricts deeper transformation. This study ad-
dresses the problem through a theory-building 
conceptual integrative review that defines the 
proposed construct, identifies its causal and re-
inforcing mechanisms, specifies its boundary 
conditions, and develops explicit propositions 
for a process theory applicable across individ-
ual, collective, and institutional contexts. 

The review is structured around the follow-
ing questions: (1) How is fixative accommoda-
tion different from adaptive accommodation, 
resistance to change, selective information-
processing biases, and institutional decou-
pling? (2) What cognitive, emotional, social, 
cultural and institutional conditions are condu-
cive to the emergence and persistence of fixa-
tive accommodation? (3) What mechanisms of 
limited adjustment can preserve deeper beliefs, 
identities, habits, relationships or structures 
and thus limit genuine transformation? (4) 
How can these characteristics, contributing 
conditions and mechanisms be integrated into 
a proposed process theory with testable prop-
ositions that can be applied across individual, 
collective and institutional contexts? Together, 
these questions steer the review from concep-
tual clarification toward the elaboration of a 
proposed process theory for explaining the 
emergence, reinforcement, and recurrence of 
fixative accommodation over time. 

 

Materials and Methods 
Review Design and Conceptual Scope 

In this paper, a theory-building, concept-
driven integrative literature review approach 
was employed to explore and categorize ideas 
associated with fixative accommodation. Inte-
grative reviews are useful when a phenomenon 
is described across different bodies of litera-
ture and the aim is to develop a conceptual  

interpretation rather than to calculate a pooled 
effect or to evaluate one intervention (Snyder, 
2019; Torraco, 2005; Whittemore & Knafl, 
2005). Conceptual research can also be helpful 
for theory development in terms of defining 
constructs, integrating disparate explanations 
and specifying relationships that can subse-
quently be examined empirically (Jaakkola, 
2020). This approach was appropriate as the 
proposed fixative accommodation is a new con-
ceptual term and the processes that might ex-
plain it are distributed across psychology, edu-
cation, organizational studies, institutional the-
ory and related fields. 

The review looked at situations where 
some adjustment is made but where deeper be-
liefs, identities, habits, relationships or struc-
tures are substantially protected from change. 
Its conceptual scope included accommodation 
and schema modification, belief updating and 
selective information processing, psychological 
flexibility and rigidity, defensive responses, 
transformative learning, resistance and ambiv-
alence to change, organizational inertia and in-
stitutional decoupling. The goal was to opera-
tionalize the proposed construct, to distinguish 
it from related constructs, to identify its ante-
cedent conditions, mechanisms, reinforcing 
processes, outcomes and boundary conditions 
and to synthesize these elements into a pro-
posed process theory that could be empirically 
tested at a later stage. 

 
Literature Identification and Source Types 

The literature was identified through an it-
erative, concept-based search. This approach 
was necessary because the exact term “fixative 
accommodation” is not commonly used in the 
relevant scholarly literature. Searching only for 
the proposed term would therefore have ex-
cluded established theories and findings that 
could explain different parts of the phenome-
non. Relevant publications were located 
through academic databases, scholarly search 
engines, publisher platforms, citation-linked 
records, and the reference lists of sources iden-
tified during the review. 

Search terms were organized around sev-
eral concept clusters. Terms related to cogni-
tive adaptation included “accommodation and 
assimilation,” “schema change,” “conceptual 
change,” and “belief updating.” Searches  



Narsico, 2026 / Toward a Theory of Fixative Accommodation 

 

    
 IJMABER 4458 Volume 7 | Number 10 | October | 2026 

addressing psychological barriers used combi-
nations of “psychological flexibility,” “cognitive 
rigidity,” “experiential avoidance,” “defensive 
responses,” “confirmation bias,” “motivated 
reasoning,” and “identity protection.” Organi-
zational and institutional searches included 
“resistance to change,” “change ambivalence,” 
“organizational inertia,” “symbolic compli-
ance,” “policy-practice decoupling,” “means-
ends decoupling,” and “status quo preserva-
tion.” Literature concerning deeper change was 
identified through terms such as “transforma-
tive learning,” “critical reflection,” “perspective 
transformation,” “first-order and second-order 
change,” and “individual and institutional 
transformation.” Boolean operators such as 
AND and OR were used where appropriate to 
connect related concepts and narrow the 
searches. 

We included peer-reviewed journal articles 
that presented empirical findings, theoretical 
explanations, or scholarly reviews of the pro-
posed construct. Foundational papers were re-
tained if they were needed to explain well-es-
tablished concepts such as accommodation, 
transformative learning, resistance to change, 
and institutional decoupling. More recent re-
views and empirical studies were used to help 
clarify the development of these ideas and their 
current use. Scholarly books and chapters were 
included where journal articles did not fully 
cover important theoretical explanations of the 
phenomenon described. Institutional material 
was used only where it was clear that it pro-
vided relevant contextual information with at-
tribution. They were not on the same eviden-
tiary footing as empirical peer-reviewed re-
search. 

 
Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Sources were included when they provided 
empirical evidence, theoretical explanation, or 
a well-developed conceptual discussion rele-
vant to at least one element of fixative accom-
modation. These elements included the pres-
ence of pressure or a recognized need for 
change; modification of beliefs, behavior, prac-
tices, or policies; preservation of a deeper 
schema, identity, routine, relationship, or 
structure; short-term restoration of function-
ing or legitimacy; and longer-term restriction 
of more substantial transformation. Literature 

was also included when it helped distinguish 
adaptive adjustment from rigidity, resistance, 
defensive adaptation, selective information 
processing, symbolic compliance, or institu-
tional decoupling. 

Because the proposed construct crosses 
levels of analysis, the review considered stud-
ies involving individuals, groups, communities, 
organizations, and institutions. Sources from 
psychology, education, management, organiza-
tional studies, institutional theory, and social-
ecological research were included when their 
concepts could reasonably clarify the phenom-
enon. English-language materials with suffi-
cient accessible content were used so that their 
relevance, methodology, and evidentiary basis 
could be evaluated. 

Sources were excluded when accommoda-
tion referred only to housing, disability provi-
sions, or physiological processes without a 
meaningful connection to cognitive, behavioral, 
social, or institutional change. Publications 
were also excluded when they mentioned 
change, resistance, or transformation only in 
passing; lacked identifiable authorship or insti-
tutional responsibility; relied mainly on unsup-
ported opinion; or used psychological termi-
nology to make claims without an adequate 
scholarly basis. When several sources repeated 
the same explanation, preference was given to 
the original theoretical work, a stronger empir-
ical study, or a more comprehensive and recent 
review. Duplicate and secondary versions were 
excluded when the original publication was 
available. 

 
Source Evaluation and Selection Process 

Potential sources were initially examined 
through their titles, abstracts, introductions, or 
executive summaries. Sources that appeared to 
address one or more parts of the proposed phe-
nomenon were then examined more closely. 
Full-text assessment considered whether a 
publication contributed evidence or explana-
tion concerning limited adjustment, preserva-
tion of existing patterns, responses to pressure, 
the depth of change, or the difference between 
immediate adaptation and longer-term trans-
formation. 

The sources were evaluated based on their 
conceptual relevance, academic credibility, 
methodological clarity, and their contribution 
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to the guiding questions. Empirical studies 
were reviewed based on their research design, 
population, context, and strength of conclu-
sions supported by their findings. The theoret-
ical and review papers were evaluated on the 
basis of the clarity of their concepts, the quality 
of their supporting literature, and their utility 
in distinguishing fixative accommodation from 
established constructs. Evidence developed in 
one context was not assumed to apply to other 
contexts or levels. 

Sources were excluded during closer as-
sessment when their connection to the pro-
posed construct remained weak, their claims 
could not be traced to reliable evidence, or 
their content was already represented more 
clearly by a stronger publication. Because this 
was a concept-driven integrative review rather 
than a systematic review, the search did not 
aim to retrieve every publication within each 
contributing field or maintain PRISMA-style 
counts of initial results, duplicate records, and 
screening exclusions.  

 
Conceptual Synthesis Procedure 

The selected literature was analyzed 
through concept-driven thematic synthesis. In-
tegrative reviews require more than the de-
scription of individual publications; they com-
pare and connect ideas in ways that can pro-
duce new conceptual understanding or theo-
retical development (Torraco, 2005). Relevant 
findings and arguments were therefore exam-
ined for what they revealed about the initiation, 
depth, function, and consequences of adjust-
ment. 

To guide the transition from conceptual 
synthesis to theory development, the analysis 
considered which constructs were essential to 
the proposed explanation, how those con-
structs were related, why the relationships 
were expected to occur, and the conditions un-
der which the explanation would or would not 
apply. These concerns reflect established the-
ory-building criteria requiring theories to iden-
tify their central constructs, specify their rela-
tionships, explain the logic connecting them, 
and define their boundaries and testability 
(Bacharach, 1989; Whetten, 1989). 

Initial coding used descriptive labels such 
as change pressure, recognized discrepancy,  
 

schema modification, selective incorporation, 
behavioral adjustment, emotional relief, iden-
tity preservation, defensive response, symbolic 
compliance, policy-practice separation, resto-
ration of stability, recurring patterns, and re-
stricted transformation. These codes were 
compared across sources and levels of analysis. 
Related codes were then organized into five 
provisional areas: pressures that activate ad-
justment; forms of limited accommodation; 
mechanisms that preserve an established core; 
immediate and longer-term consequences; and 
conditions associated with the emergence, per-
sistence, and recurrence of fixative accommo-
dation. 

Concepts were also compared according to 
whether they operated mainly at the individ-
ual, collective, organizational, or institutional 
level. This comparison was used to identify re-
lationships that could reasonably be carried 
across levels while preserving differences 
among contexts. For example, selective pro-
cessing of evidence at the individual level was 
not treated as identical to policy-practice de-
coupling at the institutional level. Instead, the 
synthesis examined whether both could con-
tribute to a broader pattern in which adjust-
ment is permitted within limits that protect an 
established belief, identity, practice, or struc-
ture. 

The boundaries of fixative accommodation 
were refined by comparing it with adaptive ac-
commodation, resistance to change, psycholog-
ical inflexibility, confirmation bias, change am-
bivalence, and institutional decoupling. Partic-
ular attention was given to the feature that 
makes the proposed construct distinct: an ob-
servable and potentially useful adjustment oc-
curs, but that adjustment also reduces pressure 
for deeper revision. The emerging relation-
ships were then organized into a proposed pro-
cess theory explaining how fixative accommo-
dation may arise, provide short-term stabiliza-
tion, preserve an implicated core, and contrib-
ute to recurring or prolonged difficulty. This 
was an interpretive theory-development pro-
cess rather than an empirical test of the pro-
posed relationships; consequently, the result-
ing theory remains provisional and open to re-
vision or rejection. 
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Limitations of the Review 
Several limitations should be considered. 

The literature search was concept based and 
not exhaustive and relevant publications may 
have been missed. The review was also limited 
to English language and sufficiently accessible 
sources. Since the synthesis included concepts 
developed across different disciplines, popula-
tions and settings, similarities across sources 
may not always represent the action of the 
same process. Thus, individual psychological 
adaptation, collective behavior, and institu-
tional change should continue to be analytically 
distinguished even when they seem to share a 
larger pattern. 

The exact term fixative accommodation 
was proposed by the author, and the interpre-
tation of adjacent concepts was necessarily in-
fluenced by the intended meaning of that con-
struct. All source evaluation, coding, compari-
son, and framework development were com-
pleted by the author without independent cod-
ing or inter-rater assessment. These features 
should be considered when interpreting the re-
sulting conceptual synthesis. The proposed 
process theory remains to be empirically exam-
ined. Future qualitative, quantitative, longitu-
dinal, and comparative research can assess its 
propositions, temporal relationships, bound-
ary conditions, conceptual distinctiveness, and 
applicability across levels. 

 
Conceptual Foundations of Fixative Accom-
modation 
Accommodation, Assimilation, and the 
Depth of Change.  

Assimilation and accommodation are re-
sponses to situations that don’t fit perfectly 
into our existing understanding. Assimilation is 
just trying to fit new information into an exist-
ing framework. Accommodation is when there 
is some change in the framework. Accommoda-
tion thus involves a higher degree of adjust-
ment. However, the occurrence of such an ad-
justment does not necessarily reflect its magni-
tude or importance (Hanfstingl et al., 2022). 
One might alter one part of the response by a 
person or institution, but the assumptions or-
dering the larger pattern are largely the same. 

The change is not evenly distributed and so 
the fixation accommodation is noticeable. This 
occurs when the adjustment is genuine but  

confined to areas which can be changed with-
out seriously disturbing a protected core. The 
observable reaction could be linguistic, proce-
dural, practical and involve a limited number of 
concessions. Such modifications may improve 
short-term functioning, reduce conflict, or 
demonstrate responsiveness. But the underly-
ing belief, identity, habit, relationship, author-
ity structure, or institutional arrangement of 
the recurring problem is fairly protected. 

The concept is therefore concerned not 
only with whether change has occurred but 
also with what has changed, what has remained 
fixed, and what function the adjustment per-
forms. A minor adjustment is not automatically 
fixative. Incremental change may be appropri-
ate when circumstances require caution, exper-
imentation, or continuity. Conversely, a large or 
highly visible reform can remain fixative if it 
leaves the central source of the difficulty undis-
turbed. The depth of change cannot be judged 
solely by its size or visibility; it must be consid-
ered in relation to the condition that generated 
the need for change.  

A closely related distinction within organi-
zational learning theory is between adjust-
ments that maintain the current governing as-
sumptions and changes that revise those as-
sumptions. Argyris (1976) describes single-
loop learning as the correction of error without 
altering the governing values which direct ac-
tion, and double-loop learning as the question-
ing and changing of those governing values. 
This differentiation forms the basis for explor-
ing whether an adjustment reaches the as-
sumptions structuring a recurrent problem. 
Fixative accommodation extends this logic to 
explain how a bounded correction may be suf-
ficient to yield enough immediate benefit to re-
inforce the protection of an implicated core, al-
lowing the difficulty to persist or return across 
repeated change-response episodes. 

Most forms of adaptation are necessarily 
partial because individuals and institutions 
cannot reconsider every part of themselves 
whenever a difficulty appears. Accommodation 
becomes fixative when the protected element is 
materially connected to the recurring problem 
and limited adjustment repeatedly substitutes 
for its examination. The defining issue is there-
fore not incompleteness alone but the repeated 
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stabilization of an arrangement around an in-
sufficiently examined center. 

 
Psychological Flexibility, Rigidity, and Con-
textual Adaptation 

Another theoretical orientation that can be 
used to understand the phenomenon is that of 
psychological flexibility. It usually refers to the 
capacity to notice the changing needs of the sit-
uation and adjust one's thoughts, feelings, and 
behavior in a way that is responsive to the con-
text and meaningful personal goals (Kashdan & 
Rottenberg, 2010). Being flexible doesn’t mean 
being changeable. It can maintain a response if 
it's still appropriate, and alter it when changing 
circumstances necessitate a different response. 

Likewise, Bonanno and Burton (2013) sug-
gest a flexible approach to regulation, which is 
contingent on the availability of alternative re-
sponses, sensitivity to contextual demands and 
the ability to evaluate the effectiveness of a cho-
sen response. In this context, rigidity is not 
simply an extension of what is already being 
done. Stable situation, stable response still may 
be appropriate. Rigidity is demonstrated when 
an individual or group continues to employ a 
limited response even when evidence suggests 
that the context, consequences, or underlying 
demands have changed. 

Fixative accommodation exists in a subtle 
middle ground between absolute rigidity and 
complete flexibility. It is not entirely rigid. 
There is some room for adjustment. But unlike 
the fuller flexibility of context it restricts ad-
justment within limits that safeguard chosen 
beliefs, identities, habits or arrangements. The 
answer is flexible enough to handle immediate 
pressure, but not open enough to reconsider 
the element that continues to reproduce the 
difficulty. This limited flexibility helps explain 
why fixative accommodation may seem con-
structive in the first place. Something has 
changed. Tension may have subsided. Normal 
functioning may have resumed. 

In threatening or uncertain situations, a 
bounded response may be protective, and al-
low a person or institution to continue to func-
tion. Temporary protection is habitual and then 
fixative when it persists in the face of evidence 
of recurrent insufficiency or when it blocks a 
more accurate assessment of the underlying 
situation. While an accommodation can be  

reasonable in the short term, if the same pro-
tected boundary continues to define what can 
and can’t be changed, it can become a recurring 
limitation. 

 
Selective Information Processing and Belief 
Preservation 

Information is selected and filtered. This al-
lows old beliefs to persist, even in the face of in-
formation that contradicts them. People don’t 
passively receive and evaluate evidence. Exist-
ing commitments and identities, expectations 
and emotional concerns may influence what is 
seen, understood and how much importance is 
attached to information (Sommer et al, 2024). 
Evidence confirming a well-established posi-
tion is eagerly accepted, while evidence against 
it is dismissed either by reinterpretation or as 
an exception. 

Selective bias and fixative accommodation 
are related but not identical. Information is fil-
tered via selective bias. It determines what is 
seen, what is believed, what is remembered or 
accepted as fact. This kind of adjustment is 
called fixation accommodation This restricts 
what is actually changed. The fixative accom-
modation process may comprise selective pro-
cessing, whereby hard evidence does not pene-
trate into the protected core. But it may also be 
that the diagnosis is correct, and the fixative is 
accommodated. The evidence may be under-
stood by groups or persons, but not acted upon. 
A more fundamental change threatens their 
identity, their relationships, their authority, 
their stability or their legitimacy. 

Continuity of identity can facilitate change 
by helping individuals and groups to link new 
practices to an existing sense of who they are. 
For example, Venus et al. (2019) argue that per-
ceived identity continuity could be a determi-
nant of openness to organizational change. The 
trouble is that the protected identity or belief is 
itself part of the recurring problem. Under 
these conditions continuity can become a fron-
tier which defines the permitted changes. A 
school may adopt inclusive language and create 
a new program, but continue to maintain eve-
ryday practices that exclude some learners. A 
religious institution can change its communica-
tions or administration, but it cannot examine 
the assumptions or authority structures that 
led to its stagnation. Both examples have a non-
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imaginary adjustment, but its limits protect the 
element most relevant to the deeper concern. 

And this difference is an example of the sub-
tlety of fixative accommodation. But that 
doesn’t mean they are necessarily denying evi-
dence outright or simply refusing to change. 
The person or institution can see the problem, 
can use some of the language of reform and can 
do something visible. The limitation is only 
when the changed elements are compared with 
the still protected elements, and when the same 
basic difficulty recurs. 

 
Resistance, Ambivalence, and Partial Ac-
ceptance 

Resistance to change is sometimes referred 
to as resistance to the proposed change. How-
ever, change responses may have cognitive, af-
fective and behavioral components that are not 
always congruent. You may be intellectually 
convinced by a proposal, be nervous about the 
consequences of it, and partially comply in 
practice. This ambivalence, Piderit (2000) ar-
gues, explains many responses better than the 
idea of people being supportive or resistant. 
The recent change literature also recognizes 
that responses are a function of the meaning of 
the change, its context, and its perceived conse-
quences (Oreg & Sverdlik, 2026). 

Fixative accommodation is distinct from di-
rect resistance in that it requires turning away 
from change. Perhaps it is a real agreement in 
need of improvement and a real willingness to 
change selected practices. The boundary is 
where acceptability is limited to those aspects 
of change which can be accepted without seri-
ous disturbance of a valued or protected center. 
That’s how people and institutions can want to 
get better and keep creating the conditions that 
prevent it. 

The concept also differs from simple com-
pliance. Compliance may involve outward con-
formity without personal acceptance, whereas 
fixative accommodation can include internal 
and behavioral change. The person may genu-
inely revise some beliefs, and the institution 
may properly implement some reforms. What 
makes the response fixative is not insincerity 
but the relationship between the accepted 
change and the protected source of the contin-
uing problem. It is the pattern of accommoda-
tion by fixative, when it over and over again  

restores comfort or legitimacy about an un-
changed center, despite the return of the same 
difficulty. 

A temporal perspective is therefore neces-
sary. A single limited response may not provide 
enough evidence to identify the phenomenon. 
Fixative accommodation becomes more visible 
across repeated encounters with pressure, par-
ticularly when each encounter produces a new 
adjustment at the periphery while the same 
protected element remains beyond reconsider-
ation. This recurring pattern distinguishes fixa-
tive accommodation from temporary caution, 
gradual implementation, or ordinary ambiva-
lence. 

 
Institutional Decoupling and Bounded Re-
form 

Institutional theory provides a similar ac-
count at the organizational level. Institutions 
often put in place policies, structures and pro-
grams to satisfy social expectations, profes-
sional standards or regulatory or legitimacy re-
quirements. However, these formal commit-
ments are not necessarily reflected in day-to-
day practice or in the desired results. Types of 
decoupling are described by Bromley and Pow-
ell (2012) where formal policies are decoupled 
or disconnected from implementation, or 
where organizational activities are loosely cou-
pled to stated outcomes. 

Fixative accommodation overlaps institu-
tional decoupling in that both can be described 
by visible responsiveness without associated 
shifts in underlying practice. Research on or-
ganizational responsibility also shows that 
there can be a difference between expressed 
commitments and substantive implementation 
(Roszkowska-Menkes et al., 2024). But the two 
concepts denote different features. Decoupling 
is mainly concerned with a disjuncture be-
tween policy, practice and outcomes. The idea 
of fixative accommodation introduces the con-
tainment and the stabilizing role of accommo-
dation, including the beliefs, identities, rela-
tionships and power arrangements that are 
served by that containment. 

Thus, an institution can demonstrate fixa-
tive accommodation even with the new policy 
as written. The policy may have some benefits, 
but may not challenge underlying assumptions, 
arrangements for decision making, or  
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distribution of authority. In that case, the prob-
lem is not simply one of a gap between policy 
and practice. The problem is the possibility that 
the reform itself has been limited in a way that 
responds to immediate pressure but does not 
reach the institutional condition that continues 
to create the problem. 

Leaders and members may be genuinely 
committed to reform and may work hard to 
achieve it. Such protected boundaries may be 
based on fear of division, concern for the insti-
tution’s survival, attachment to tradition, lim-
ited resources or uncertainty about the conse-
quences of deeper change. They are fixative, 
continually drawing the boundaries of reform 
and preventing the institution from responding 
to a condition that is part of its ongoing stagna-
tion. 

This dynamic may be particularly relevant 
for mission-driven institutions like educa-
tional, religious, civic and community organiza-
tions. Institutions like these often have a cher-
ished identity but need to change to meet the 
needs of the future. Continuity and reform are 
not mutually exclusive. Preservation con-
straints are so tight that reform exists only on 
the margins, making the institution look active 
even while its fundamental problems persist. 

 
Conceptual Boundary: Fixative Accommo-
dation and Transformative Change 

The concept of transformative learning pro-
vides a useful conceptual boundary for under-
standing fixative accommodation. Transforma-
tive change usually reaches the assumptions, 
frames of reference and meaning structures 
thru which individuals or groups interpret 
their experiences (Rodríguez Aboytes & Barth, 
2020; Singer-Brodowski, 2025). Narsico 
(2026a) similarly describes transformative 
outcomes as changes that may extend beyond 
immediate action to deeper shifts in agency, 
collective relationships, institutional practices, 
and sustained capacity. Fixative accommoda-
tion, however, is adjustment while these 
deeper organizing premises are largely 
shielded. This distinction provides a criterion 
for the depth and functional direction of 
change. A small, gradual, or incomplete adjust-
ment is an adjustment none the less. It turns 
into a fixative when the element that remains 
unchanged is a major contributor to the  

recurring problem and the adjustment repeat-
edly restores stability without adequately reex-
amining that element.  

The contrast between the two concepts is 
therefore relational. It depends on whether the 
depth of adjustment corresponds with the 
depth of the difficulty being addressed. Fixative 
accommodation occurs when this correspond-
ence remains insufficient: the response reaches 
what can be safely modified but does not ade-
quately reach what continues to sustain the 
problem. The present review uses transforma-
tive change only to clarify this conceptual 
boundary. It does not prescribe the stages, 
practices, or interventions through which indi-
viduals and communities may move beyond fix-
ative accommodation. 

 
Theory of Fixative Accommodation 
Theory Development and Core Assumptions 

The proposed theory treats fixative accom-
modation as a process occurring within a 
change-response episode rather than as a fixed 
characteristic of a person, group, or institution. 
A change-response episode begins when an in-
ternal or external discrepancy creates pressure 
for adjustment and continues through the re-
sponse and its subsequent consequences. The 
responding actor may be an individual, collec-
tive, organization, or institution, but the unit of 
analysis is the pattern of response over time. 
This distinction prevents the theory from label-
ing an actor as inherently fixative and makes it 
possible to compare different episodes involv-
ing the same actor. 

The theory rests on four core assumptions. 
First, some genuine adjustment occurs; com-
plete refusal is not fixative accommodation. 
Second, a belief, identity, habit, relationship, 
authority arrangement, routine, or structure 
protected by the response remains materially 
implicated in the difficulty. Third, the adjust-
ment provides a real immediate benefit capable 
of making the response appear sufficient. 
Fourth, the continuing involvement of the pro-
tected core permits residual difficulty or recur-
rence. The pattern becomes theoretically rele-
vant when bounded adjustment, stabilization, 
and core preservation can be traced across 
time and distinguished from reasonable grad-
ual change. 
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From the literatures reviewed, we can con-
ceive of fixative accommodation as a cross-
level pattern in which pressure for change 
leads to a genuine but circumscribed adjust-
ment. This pressure may be internal discom-
fort, inconsistent information, relational strain, 
declining performance, social criticism, de-
mands of regulation, or perceived loss of legiti-
macy. The responding person, group, or institu-
tion takes an action that is enough to ease the 
immediate pressure or restore function. 
Boundaries around cherished beliefs, identi-
ties, habits, relationships or institutional ar-
rangements also limit how far that change can 
go. 

This change can have practical advantages 
in the short run. It can be used to reduce con-
flict, maintain cohesion, maintain continuity, 
demonstrate responsiveness or allow normal 
activity to continue. These benefits may help 
explain the durability of the pattern. The imme-
diate problem is removed by the change, and it 
may seem to corroborate the feeling that an ad-
equate response has already been made. Less 
studied is the protected core, which however 
remains tied to the condition which initially 
created the pressure. 

Individuals and institutions may respond 
sincerely and achieve meaningful immediate 
improvements. The pattern becomes fixative 
when the protected core contributes to recur-
ring difficulties, when accumulating experience 
does not sufficiently influence its reconsidera-
tion, and when bounded adjustment becomes 
the repeated means of restoring stability. 

At the individual level the protected core 
might be a belief, a self-concept, an emotional 
defense, a habitual interpretation, a familiar be-
havioral pattern. At the collective level it may 
involve common norms, group identity, rela-
tional expectations, or accepted ways of dis-
tributing responsibility. At the institutional 
level, it may involve organizational culture, au-
thority arrangements, established procedures, 
resource priorities, or interpretations of mis-
sion and tradition. These levels differ, but the 
same logic is at work: something shifts in re-
sponse to pressure, but the limits of that shift 
maintain an element related to the continuing 
difficulty. 

Some of the conditions that can support the 
pattern are also shown in the literature. Such 

deeper consideration can feel threatening, ei-
ther personally or collectively, if identity is 
challenged. Discomfort prompts quick action to 
get back to safety. Institutions’ pressure for vis-
ible reform may help to maintain legitimacy. 
Conformity to the status quo is rewarded by 
strong social expectations. Asymmetric power 
may constrain the space for concern to influ-
ence choice. Weak or fragmentary feedbacks 
may obscure the relation between the pro-
tected core and the recurrent problem. To-
gether these conditions may explain the in-
creased likelihood of bounded adjustment as 
opposed to deep revision. 

The process can be described as follows: 
Pressure or disruption creates a need for 
change; the responding actor makes a limited 
adjustment; the adjustment produces immedi-
ate functional, emotional, relational, or legiti-
mating benefits; deeper organizing elements 
are protected; and the unresolved condition 
leads to renewed pressure. Each successful res-
toration of short-term stability makes the 
boundary around the protected core more ro-
bust and the pattern is reinforced by repetition. 

Several factors may be present simultane-
ously, with different levels potentially affecting 
one another. One may protect a belief because 
it is held by a group; a group may protect its 
norms because they uphold institutional au-
thority. But an institution may introduce a 
bounded reform, which gives members the illu-
sion of having overcome the difficulty. This 
means that accommodation for fixatives can be 
found on a personal, relational, cultural and 
structural level and not just in one place. 

Taken together, the theoretical synthesis 
supports the central claim that fixative accom-
modation occurs when pressure produces an 
adjustment sufficient to manage an immediate 
demand but insufficient to reconsider a pro-
tected core that remains implicated in the un-
derlying difficulty. The immediate benefit of 
the adjustment increases its perceived suffi-
ciency and reinforces the boundaries within 
which change occurred, allowing the deeper 
condition to persist and making renewed cycles 
of bounded adjustment more likely. This ex-
planatory logic provides the foundation for the 
six theoretical constructs, their proposed pro-
cess relationships, and the testable proposi-
tions developed in the following sections. 
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Theoretical Constructs and Process Rela-
tionships 

The theory presented proposes six interre-
lated constructs: Change Pressure, Response 
Boundary Formation, Limited Accommodation, 
Immediate Stabilization, Core Preservation, 
and Residual Difficulty and Recurrence. Change 
Pressure means the discrepancy or the demand 
that calls for some response. Response Bound-
ary Formation is the setting for the limits of al-
lowable change and Limited Accommodation is 
the actual change that is made within those lim-
its. Immediate stabilization is the short-term 
functional, emotional, relational or legitimating 
benefit of the adjustment. Core Preservation is 
the ongoing protection of an element that is 
part of the difficulty. Residual Difficulty and Re-
currence is the longer-term outcome where un-
resolved conditions create renewed pressure. 
These constructs are analytical and temporal 
distinctions rather than stages that must al-
ways occur together or in the same order. The 

proposed process relationships are shown in 
Fig. 1. 

The central explanatory mechanism of the 
theory lies in the reinforcing effect of immedi-
ate stabilization. When bounded adjustment 
reduces immediate pressure or restores func-
tioning, the resulting benefit may make the re-
sponse appear sufficient and reduce the ur-
gency to reconsider the protected core. When 
the protected core remains materially impli-
cated in the difficulty, this reinforcement helps 
to perpetuate it, allowing residual difficulty to 
persist or return. Then further difficulty cre-
ates further pressure, and if the same protec-
tive conditions continue, another bounded re-
sponse is more likely. The theory does not pre-
suppose bad faith and does not view every par-
tial change as insufficient. It provides a process 
account of how genuine responsiveness and 
persistent stagnation can co-exist and become 
self-reinforcing over time. 

 
 

Figure 1. The Fixative Accommodation Cycle 
 
Note: The model presents six connected 

components through which a genuine but 
bounded adjustment may preserve a core ele-
ment implicated in a recurring difficulty. The 
arrows represent a recurring analytical pattern 
rather than a fixed or universally ordered se-
quence. The central circle emphasizes that 
change occurs around a protected core. The 
model may operate at individual, collective, or-
ganizational, and institutional levels. The rela-
tive sizes of the components are not  

quantitative. The return from Residual Diffi-
culty and Recurrence to Change Pressure indi-
cates that an unresolved underlying condition 
may generate renewed pressure for adjust-
ment. 
 
Change Pressure 

Change Pressure – A new experience or 
changing circumstances that challenge an es-
tablished belief, behavior, relationship, prac-
tice or institutional arrangement. The pressure 
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might be internal, in the form of discomfort or 
doubt, conflicting values or the recognition that 
an existing response no longer serves. It can 
also be from the outside – thru criticism, declin-
ing performance, relational conflict, new evi-
dence, regulatory requirements or demands 
from the affected stakeholders. Research on be-
lief updating and organizational change indi-
cates that difficult information does not predict 
the magnitude of its adoption wholesale or the 
reaction it will generate (Oreg & Sverdlik, 
2026; Sommer et al., 2024) Pressure thus 
makes a felt need for adjustment but does not 
guarantee that the immediate element most 
relevant to the difficulty will be re-examined. 
Change Pressure is the activator of the Fixative 
Accommodation Cycle. It makes the discrep-
ancy visible enough that some response is in 
order, but not so visible that it dictates the 
depth and direction of that response. 

 
Response Boundary Formation 

Response Boundary Formation is the pro-
cess of determining the limits of what can be 
changed and what must be defended. Such 
boundaries may be created consciously or they 
may be the result of habit, emotional self-pro-
tection, identity issues, group expectations, es-
tablished authority or institutional routine. At 
the individual level the boundary may serve to 
protect a belief, a self-concept or a familiar in-
terpretation. At the collective level, it can de-
fend collective norms, relations or group iden-
tity. At the institutional level it may maintain a 
structure of authority or a procedure or an un-
derstanding of tradition or allocation of re-
sources. Continuity itself is not constraining 
and can even foster change by linking a reform 
proposal to a valued sense of identity (Venus et 
al., 2019). The boundary is fixative if the pro-
tected element is still materially linked to the 
difficulty which created the pressure. Selective 
information processing can help to maintain 
this boundary, but it is not necessary. One may 
accept the evidence and yet constrain the per-
missible response because deeper revision 
seems threatening or disruptive (Sommer et al., 
2024). This creates a space for maneuver in 
which some changes can be made and others 
are, in effect, safe from being re-opened. 

Identity-threat theory provides one expla-
nation for why a response boundary may form 

at the individual level. Petriglieri (2011) de-
fines identity threat as an experience perceived 
as potentially harming the value, meaning, or 
enactment of an identity and develops a theo-
retical model of how individuals respond to 
such threats. Applied to fixative accommoda-
tion, this suggests that change pressure may be 
evaluated not only according to the evidence it 
presents but also according to what accepting 
it could endanger in a valued self-concept. 
Some adjustment may therefore be permitted 
while identity-relevant elements remain pro-
tected. Identity threat is not required in every 
episode and should not be assumed to operate 
identically at collective or institutional levels; it 
is one possible mechanism through which re-
sponse boundaries develop. 

 
Limited Accommodation 

Limited accommodation is the observable 
adjustment within the defined response 
boundary. It could mean accepting part of an-
other point of view, changing behavior, learn-
ing new language, revising a procedure, estab-
lishing a program, or changing a formal policy. 
The adjustment is real because something has 
changed in the previous understanding or prac-
tice. However, accommodation does not itself 
specify the extent to which the existing pattern 
was revised (Hanfstingl et al., 2022). A person 
can modify a behavior without re-examining 
the belief or interpretation that reliably gener-
ates it. A group may identify a problem, but will 
only change practices that do not conflict with 
its dominant norms. An institution may intro-
duce a new policy but the authority arrange-
ments, incentives or assumptions associated 
with the original problem may be retained. Par-
tial or gradual adjustment should not be auto-
matically designated as fixative, as incremental 
change may be appropriate where evidence is 
incomplete, resources are constrained or con-
sequences are uncertain. For example, an edu-
cational response may appropriately involve 
recalibrating instruction to students’ existing 
proficiency, tailoring strategies to different 
learning needs, and using peer support to ad-
dress immediate learning difficulties without 
implying that such adaptation is inherently fix-
ative (Narsico, 2024). Accommodation in lim-
ited supply becomes fixative when the pro-
tected element is still implicated in the  
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difficulty, and the adjustment observed is re-
peatedly used rather than re-evaluated. The de-
fining issue, therefore, is not the size of the 
change, but whether its depth and direction are 
sufficiently commensurate with the condition 
being addressed. 

In organizational change theory there is a 
similar distinction between first-order and sec-
ond-order change. First-order change is de-
fined by Bartunek and Moch (1987) as incre-
mental change within an existing shared 
schema, whereas second-order change is the 
modification of the schema itself. Such a dis-
tinction helps account for why a visible or use-
ful adjustment does not automatically revise 
the interpretive framework that guides action. 
But fixative accommodation is not just another 
word for first-order change. More precisely, it 
refers to an episode of change-response in 
which adjustment remains bounded, produces 
immediate stabilization, and safeguards a core 
involved in the difficulty, thereby allowing the 
difficulty to persist or recur. 

 
Immediate Stabilization 

Hence, stabilization is a limited adjustment, 
offering an immediate short-term gain. The re-
sponse may ease emotional distress, settle con-
flict, return people to function, enhance perfor-
mance, contribute to group cohesion, meet an 
external requirement, or lend legitimacy to an 
institution. The benefits may be real benefits 
and should not be construed as indicating that 
deception or failure is occurring. A comparable 
pattern appears in community development, 
where interventions that address only selected 
dimensions may produce partial or short-term 
gains without developing the broader capaci-
ties required for sustainable progress (Narsico, 
2026b). Similarly, technical-vocational training 
has been shown to produce genuine improve-
ments in employment, family relationships, 
and community outcomes even when the re-
sulting financial gains were insufficient to 
move participants fully beyond poverty, illus-
trating how meaningful improvement may co-
exist with continuing underlying difficulty 
(Narsico et al., 2024). Individuals or organiza-
tions that need to persist in difficult or uncer-
tain environments may need bounded re-
sponses. In a similar vein, research on regula-
tory flexibility is focused on the suitability of a 

response to the immediate context, rather than 
on whether the response is universally adap-
tive or maladaptive (Bonanno & Burton, 2013). 
The stabilization is key to the fixative accom-
modation, and the visible improvements might 
make it seem that the underlying problem has 
been addressed adequately. However, formal 
policies or activities (even if tenuously linked 
to practices or desired outcomes) can fulfill ex-
pectations at the institutional level (Bromley & 
Powell, 2012; Roszkowska-Menkes et al., 
2024). It can also take off the immediate pres-
sure and there is no need for further investiga-
tion. And the adjustment is thus strengthened 
not because it has got rid of the whole difficulty, 
but because it has got rid of the most immediate 
expression of it. 

At the individual level, research on experi-
ential avoidance offers a parallel illustration of 
how responding that is helpful in the short 
term can be maintained despite having nega-
tive long-term consequences. Avoidance is a 
useful strategy for regulating distress in the 
short term, but the repeated use of avoidance 
can be implicated in the perpetuation of avoid-
ance and ongoing psychological problems 
(Wang et al. 2024). There is no empirical evi-
dence in the literature for the same psycholog-
ical process at the collective or institutional 
level. It does, however, support the more lim-
ited theoretical proposition that a prompt re-
duction of discomfort can strengthen a re-
sponse, although its longer-term adequacy is 
limited. 

 
Core Preservation 

Core Preservation is the state whereby the 
element protected by the response boundary is 
substantially unaltered following immediate 
stabilization. Response Boundary Formation 
sets the parameters of the adjustment, but Core 
Preservation describes the continuity of the 
protected belief, identity, habit, relationship, 
norm, authority arrangement, routine or struc-
ture that is created. This continuity may serve 
to provide emotional security, group affiliation, 
organizational stability, or a sense of fidelity to 
an established mission or tradition. It shouldn’t 
automatically be taken as dishonesty or unwill-
ingness to improve. Research on organizational 
identity indicates that continuity can facilitate 
acceptance of change by mitigating uncertainty 
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about whether the group will continue to be 
recognizably itself (Venus et al., 2019). The pat-
tern is fixative only if the preserved core is ma-
terially involved in the production or suste-
nance of the difficulty that generated the pres-
sure. Under this condition, the actor might be-
lieve that the adjustment is enough, because 
something concrete has been changed and im-
mediate functioning has been improved. How-
ever, the deeper connection between the pro-
tected core and the recurrent problem is not 
sufficiently explored. Thus, the outcome is not 
the absence of accommodation but accommo-
dation organized around the continued protec-
tion of an implicated center. 

Organizational identity research provides 
an empirical example of how collective under-
standings shape responses to threat. In a longi-
tudinal study, Ravasi and Schultz (2006) found 
that organizational culture supplied cues for 
leaders’ sensemaking and sense-giving as they 
reconsidered the organization’s identity in re-
sponse to environmental change. Their find-
ings suggest that identity revision is shaped by 
shared cultural meanings that also provide 
continuity with the organization’s past. Within 
fixative accommodation, such meanings may 
help define the boundary of acceptable change. 
The process becomes fixative only when the 
continuity being protected remains materially 
connected to the recurring difficulty, not 
merely because members seek to preserve a 
recognizable organizational identity. 

 
Residual Difficulty and Recurrence 

Recurrence and Residual Difficulty arise 
from the fact that the protected core is still con-
nected to the condition that induced the pres-
sure in the first place. The limited adjustment 
may restrict the apparent expression of the 
problem, but some of the underlying difficulty 
remains unsolved. It may return later thru the 
same conflict, failure, complaint or demand for 
reform, or it may show up in a different form. 
This is followed by renewed pressure and an-
other round of bounded adjustment. There is 
repetition. That makes fixative accommodation 
cyclical. The nature of each adjustment will be 
different but the basic relationship is similar, a 
peripheral element changes, the implicated 
center is essentially protected. But the cycle 
can become self-reinforcing once begun, as the 

temporary success of each adjustment con-
firms the usefulness of bounded change. The 
similar response is likely to be when there is 
pressure back, immediate relief, restored func-
tioning or renewed legitimacy. Fixative accom-
modation alone is not proof of recurrence, as 
problems can recur for many reasons. The pat-
tern becomes more evident when repeated ad-
justments keep the same essential piece and re-
peatedly give stability without adequately con-
fronting its ongoing connection to the problem. 

Relatedly, organizational path-dependence 
theory explains how repeated responses can 
limit future options. Self-reinforcing mecha-
nisms may gradually restrict an organization’s 
scope of action and lead to organizational lock-
in (Sydow et al. 2009). This view is consistent 
with the argument that the temporary success 
of bounded adjustments may increase the like-
lihood of similar responses when pressure re-
turns. Fixative accommodation is not equiva-
lent to path dependence: it does not entail full 
organizational lock-in and can also occur be-
yond organizational contexts. Rather path de-
pendence points to one organizational mecha-
nism by which repeated stabilization and core 
maintenance may cumulate into a persistent 
cycle. 

The six elements, taken together, explain 
how pressure for change can lead to visible ad-
justment without sufficiently revising the con-
dition that continues to sustain the problem. 
Change Pressure is hard to ignore an incon-
sistency. Response Boundary Formation deter-
mines what is changeable and what is pro-
tected. Limited Accommodation provides a real 
but limited adjustment, and Immediate Stabili-
zation provides the short-term benefit that can 
make the response appear sufficient. Core 
Preservation preserves the implicated center 
mostly intact, allowing Residual Difficulty and 
Recurrence to build new pressure. The compo-
nents should not be viewed as a rigid sequence. 
They can overlap, unfold at different speeds or 
operate on different levels of the individual, the 
collective, the organization and the institution 
simultaneously. Therefore, a single partial ad-
justment is not enough to prove that fixative ac-
commodation has taken place. The model 
shows the repeated pattern of pressure, the el-
ement that changes, the benefit gained, the core 
defended, and the difficulty left. The aim is a 
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greater clarity about how real responsiveness 
and long-term stagnation may coexist in the 
same pattern of change. 

 
Theoretical Propositions 

The relationships developed through the 
preceding synthesis can be expressed through 
six theoretical propositions. These proposi-
tions describe the conditions and mechanisms 
through which fixative accommodation is ex-
pected to emerge, become reinforced, and re-
cur. 

Proposition 1. Under conditions of change 
pressure, greater perceived threat to a valued 
belief, identity, relationship, authority arrange-
ment, routine, or structure will be associated 
with stronger response boundary formation. 

Proposition 2. Stronger response bounda-
ries will direct adjustment toward peripheral 
elements and away from an implicated core, in-
creasing the likelihood of limited accommoda-
tion. 

Proposition 3. Limited accommodation will 
produce immediate stabilization when the ad-
justment reduces the visible expression of the 
difficulty or satisfies an immediate functional, 
emotional, relational, or legitimating demand. 

Proposition 4. Greater immediate stabiliza-
tion will increase the perceived sufficiency of 
the bounded adjustment, reinforce the existing 
response boundary, and reduce the likelihood 
of continued core-directed change. 

Proposition 5. When the preserved core re-
mains materially involved in producing or sus-
taining the original difficulty, greater core 
preservation will be associated with greater re-
sidual difficulty or recurrence over time. 

Proposition 6. Following residual difficulty 
or recurrence, another bounded adjustment 
will be more likely when the threats, authority 
arrangements, feedback conditions, or institu-
tional pressures that sustained the previous re-
sponse boundary remain substantially un-
changed. 

Together, these propositions describe a re-
curring process rather than an irreversible or 
universally ordered sequence. The constructs 
may overlap, and their relationships may differ 
according to the actor, context, and level of 
analysis. The propositions are therefore of-
fered for empirical examination and may be 

supported, modified, reorganized, or rejected 
in response to evidence. 

 
Boundary Conditions and Alternative Expla-
nations 

The theory proposed is designed to explain 
change-response episodes in which four condi-
tions hold: a recognized pressure leads to some 
real adjustment; the adjustment leads to a 
meaningful short-term gain; an element pro-
tected from deeper revision remains materially 
implicated in the difficulty; and some part of 
that difficulty subsequently persists or returns. 
The theory does not cover total refusal, purely 
symbolic action without real adjustment, or 
every cautious and partial response. Nor does 
it apply where partial change is a reasonable 
phase of continuing development or where re-
currence is due principally to conditions unre-
lated to the preserved core. 

Fixative accommodation is likely to be 
more likely when rethinking the implicated 
core threatens identity, belonging, valued rela-
tionships, authority, access to resources, insti-
tutional continuity, or legitimacy. The pattern 
can also be reinforced when uncertainty is high, 
feedback is weak or delayed, affected stake-
holders have little influence, or when those 
who benefit from the established arrangement 
control how the adequacy of change is judged. 
By contrast, fixative accommodation should be 
less likely to occur when credible feedback 
links outcomes to the implicated core, affected 
stakeholders are meaningfully involved in eval-
uation, and the adjustment is open to continued 
revision. These conditions affect the probabil-
ity and the duration of the process, but do not 
make it inevitable. 

Research on employe voice and silence pro-
vides the organizational support for this 
boundary condition. Morrison (2023) synthe-
sizes evidence suggesting that employes’ deci-
sions about whether to raise or hold back con-
cerns are partly determined by whether they 
think it is safe and likely to matter if they speak 
up. Thus, organizations may receive insuffi-
cient corrective information to link recurring 
outcomes with an implicated core, especially 
when affected members lack power or expect 
their concerns to be ignored. Silence is not, in 
itself, a fixative accommodation, and it may 
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arise for many reasons. In the theory we pro-
pose it is a contextual condition that can 
dampen feedback, protect existing arrange-
ments from scrutiny and increase the likeli-
hood of repeated bounded responses. 

Before a response can be labeled fixative ac-
commodation, other explanations must be con-
sidered. The direct resistance may better ex-
plain cases where there is no meaningful ad-
justment. Psychological inflexibility may ex-
plain a general inability to adapt, while institu-
tional decoupling may better explain a specific 
separation of policies, practices, and outcomes. 
An incomplete change without preservation of 
an implicated core can occur because of re-
source scarcity, administrative limitations or 
external disruption. The proposed explanation 
would be disconfirmed by evidence of contin-
ued adjustment toward the core, of the pro-
tected element being unrelated to the recurring 
difficulty, or of the difficulty disappearing de-
spite the core remaining unchanged. These 
possibilities make the theory comparable, falsi-
fiable and revisable. 

 
Theoretical Contributions 

The Theory of Fixative Accommodation 
presented here provides a better account of 
change as a bounded and potentially self-rein-
forcing process than as a simple choice of ac-
ceptance or rejection. Different important ele-
ments of this process have already been ex-
plained in the literature, such as accommoda-
tion, belief updating, psychological flexibility, 
identity continuity, ambivalence toward 
change, and institutional decoupling (Bromley 
& Powell, 2012; Hanfstingl et al., 2022; Oreg & 
Sverdlik, 2026; Sommer et al., 2024). The the-
ory links these perspectives by showing how 
pressure produces bounded adjustment, ad-
justment produces immediate stabilization, 
that stabilization reinforces the limits of the re-
sponse, and an implicated core can be pro-
tected as difficulty persists or reasserts itself. 
Its main contribution is therefore not only the 
recognition of partial change taking place but 
the reason why the short-term success of a real 
adjustment can inadvertently help to perpetu-
ate the condition requiring change in the long 
run. 
 

Change Beyond the Resistance–Acceptance 
Divide 

One of the core contributions of the frame-
work is that it recognizes that responses to 
change are not necessarily binary, that is, ac-
cept or reject. People and organizations may 
therefore agree that something needs chang-
ing, agree with part of a proposed change, and 
make observable changes, but be unwilling or 
unable to reconsider another element. Studies 
of ambivalence in the midst of change also sug-
gest that cognitive, emotional and behavioral 
responses are not always congruent (Oreg & 
Sverdlik, 2026; Piderit, 2000). This discovery 
underlies the Fixative Accommodation Cycle, 
which investigates the aftermath of partial ac-
ceptance. It asks whether the accepted change 
is amenable to further development or if it is 
structured around the defense of some impli-
cated core. This sets fixative accommodation 
apart from direct resistance, passive noncom-
pliance, or outright refusal. That, too, means 
that the response can be understood without 
assuming that the actor is dishonest or deliber-
ately obstructive. 
 
Depth of Change as a Relational Criterion 

A second contribution is the model’s treat-
ment of depth as a relationship between the ad-
justment made and the difficulty being ad-
dressed. Accommodation indicates that some 
modification has occurred, but it does not by it-
self show whether the modification has 
reached the element most relevant to the prob-
lem (Hanfstingl et al., 2022). The Fixative Ac-
commodation Cycle therefore does not classify 
a response according to its size, speed, or visi-
bility alone. A small adjustment may be appro-
priate if it reaches the relevant source of the 
difficulty, while a large and highly visible re-
form may remain fixative if it leaves that source 
substantially protected. The central question is 
whether the depth and direction of the adjust-
ment correspond with the depth and location of 
the problem. This relational criterion prevents 
the concept from being applied indiscrimi-
nately to every gradual, partial, or incomplete 
change. 

 
Stabilization as a Reinforcing Mechanism 

Third, and at the center of the paper, it iden-
tifies immediate stabilization as the reinforcing 
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mechanism thru which bounded adjustment 
may be sustained. There are real benefits of 
limiting accommodation: restoring functioning, 
reducing conflict, easing emotional discomfort, 
preserving cohesion or satisfying institutional 
expectations. Research on regulatory flexibility 
supports the assessment of responses based on 
their fit with the immediate contextual de-
mands, rather than labeling specific strategies 
as either beneficial or harmful (Bonanno & Bur-
ton, 2013). The proposed theory builds on this 
insight by providing an explanation that short-
term success of an adjustment can increase its 
perceived sufficiency and reduce urgency for 
continued examination. Immediate stabiliza-
tion thus strengthens the response boundary 
and increases the likelihood of a similarly 
bounded response when pressure returns. Sta-
bilization is not just the outcome of a limited ac-
commodation, but the intervening mechanism 
between short term usefulness and continued 
core preservation and recurring difficulty. 

A related explanation for how initially suc-
cessful responses become self-reinforcing is 
found in organizational learning research. Or-
ganizations learn by encoding inferences from 
history into routines that guide behavior. 
(Levitt and March, 1988) Competency traps oc-
cur when organizations continue to use proce-
dures that they know how to use, even when 
potentially better alternatives might exist. This 
is because proficiency is gained thru repetition. 
This literature is consistent with the proposed 
reinforcing mechanism of fixative accommoda-
tion. If the bounded response yields satisfac-
tory immediate results, continued reliance on 
that response may reduce experimentation and 
lessen pressure to reconsider the assumptions 
or arrangements implicated in recurring diffi-
culty. 

 
Distinguishing Fixative Accommodation 
from Related Concepts 

A fourth contribution is the clarifying of 
boundaries between fixative accommodation 
and existing explanations of limited change. Se-
lective information-processing biases are bi-
ases in how evidence is sought, evaluated, or in-
corporated. Resistance is defined as negative or 
mixed reactions to change. Institutional decou-
pling refers to gaps between formal policies, 

practices and intended outcomes. Psychologi-
cal inflexibility is the inability to adapt re-
sponses to contextual demands. All may con-
tribute to fixative accommodation, but none is 
equivalent to it. A person may see relevant evi-
dence but fail to act on it in depth, while an in-
stitution may have a formal policy in writing 
and yet retain the assumptions or authority ar-
rangements involved in the recurring problem. 
Fixative accommodation is more generally a 
pattern where a real adjustment provides 
enough immediate benefit to protect an impli-
cated core. This distinction endows the pro-
posed construct with a particular explanatory 
role, without superseding the established con-
cepts from which it draws. 

 
Cross-Level Explanatory Scope 

A fifth contribution is the development of a 
level-general process explanation that can be 
examined across individual, collective, organi-
zational, and institutional settings. The re-
sponding system may be a person, group, or-
ganization, or institution, while the unit of anal-
ysis remains the change-response episode un-
folding over time. The same theoretical logic is 
proposed across these settings: pressure pro-
duces a bounded adjustment, the adjustment 
generates stabilization, and an implicated core 
remains protected as difficulty persists or re-
turns. The specific form of each construct, how-
ever, differs by level. Individuals may protect 
beliefs, self-concepts, or habitual interpreta-
tions; groups may preserve shared norms, 
identities, or relational expectations; and insti-
tutions may protect authority structures, rou-
tines, resource priorities, or interpretations of 
mission and tradition. The theory therefore 
proposes comparable process relationships 
without treating the psychological, relational, 
and institutional mechanisms as identical. 

The transferability of these process rela-
tionships is a theoretical proposition, which 
has not been empirically established yet. What 
is regarded as change pressure, acceptable ad-
justment, immediate benefit or implicated core 
will depend on culture, history, institutional 
purpose, resources available and power rela-
tions. Therefore, research should examine the 
theory at each level before assuming indicators 
or findings can be transferred directly to an-
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other level. Later cross-level studies may inves-
tigate how individual beliefs, group norms, and 
institutional arrangements reinforce each 
other, but these processes should be kept ana-
lytically distinct. The theory is useful because it 
offers a common relational explanation, but 
permits variation in its observable manifesta-
tions and boundary conditions across settings. 

 
Potential Applications Across Contexts 

The Fixative Accommodation Cycle may 
provide a common language for examining sit-
uations in which visible change coexists with 
the preservation of a condition connected to re-
curring difficulty. Its possible value across set-
tings lies in a shared set of diagnostic ques-
tions: What pressure created the need for 
change? What was actually adjusted? What re-
mained protected? What immediate benefit did 
the adjustment provide? Does the protected el-
ement remain connected to the difficulty that 
continues or returns? The following applica-
tions are conceptual examples rather than evi-
dence that the model has already been vali-
dated in these settings. The framework should 
not be used to label people, judge intentions, or 
classify every gradual change as inadequate. Its 
usefulness depends on careful interpretation of 
the history, context, power relations, and con-
sequences surrounding the adjustment. 

 
Personal and Relational Settings 

At the personal level, the cycle may help ex-
plain why an individual can recognize a prob-
lem, make a sincere behavioral adjustment, and 
experience temporary improvement while re-
taining a belief, self-concept, or familiar inter-
pretation associated with the recurring diffi-
culty. A person may change how a concern is 
expressed without revisiting the assumption 
that repeatedly gives rise to it. Within relation-
ships, people may establish a new rule or reach 
a temporary compromise while preserving an 
expectation or pattern of interaction that con-
tinues to generate tension. 

The framework does not treat these re-
sponses as evidence of a psychological disor-
der. Psychological flexibility depends on con-
text and cannot be determined from one iso-
lated decision or behavior (Kashdan & Rotten-
berg, 2010). Personal application would there-
fore require attention to repeated patterns  

rather than a single incomplete adjustment. 
The cycle may be useful for reflection by direct-
ing attention to the relationship among the dif-
ficulty recognized, the adjustment made, the 
relief obtained, and the belief or relational pat-
tern that remains protected. It is not a diagnos-
tic instrument or a substitute for professional 
psychological or relational support. 

 
Education 

The Fixative Accommodation Cycle may be 
of use in education to examine reforms that 
generate visible activity without adequately 
addressing the condition affecting teaching, 
learning or inclusion. A school can introduce 
new terminology, implement a support pro-
gram, change a policy, or incorporate technol-
ogy without significantly changing classroom 
expectations, assessment practices, decision-
making arrangements, or unequal access. The 
reforms may still be beneficial but the model 
asks if the element saved by the reform is still 
linked to the problem it was supposed to fix. 

The framework may also apply to individ-
ual learning when students incorporate new in-
formation only within limits that protect an ex-
isting interpretation. Accommodation research 
shows that changing internal structures in re-
sponse to experience can take different forms 
across learning and developmental contexts 
(Hanfstingl et al., 2022). The model adds a 
question concerning depth: whether the ad-
justment reaches the assumption relevant to 
the continuing misunderstanding. In educa-
tional research and evaluation, the cycle could 
therefore help distinguish the presence of an 
innovation from the depth of change associated 
with it. Such use would require evidence from 
students, educators, and affected groups rather 
than judgments based only on formal policies 
or visible activities. 

 
Leadership and Organizational Change 

The model could be also used within the 
framework of leadership and of organizational 
change. When performance starts to slip, em-
ployes raise issues, stakeholders complain, or 
external pressures shift, leaders may react with 
new programs, revised procedures, reor-
ganized duties, or a new vision. Some employes 
will embrace some aspects of the change, and 
be unsure or resistant to others. Research 
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acknowledges responses to organizational 
change can involve diverse combinations of 
support, resistance, ambivalence and disen-
gagement (Oreg & Sverdlik, 2026; Piderit, 
2000). 

The Fixative Accommodation Cycle may 
help examine whether an organizational re-
sponse changes the routines and arrangements 
most closely connected to the difficulty or con-
centrates reform in areas that preserve an es-
tablished center. Identity continuity can make 
organizational change more acceptable by as-
suring members that the organization will re-
main recognizably itself (Venus et al., 2019). 
The model does not treat this continuity as in-
herently restrictive. It becomes relevant when 
what is being protected remains implicated in 
the recurring problem. Organizational applica-
tion would therefore focus on the relationship 
among reform pressure, the limits placed 
around change, the benefits achieved, and the 
conditions that continue after implementation. 

 
Religious and Mission-Driven Institutions 

Religious and other mission-driven institu-
tions often face the tension of remaining faith-
ful to a cherished identity but also responding 
to social change, member concerns, and institu-
tional challenges. Reform is not necessarily dis-
continuity. An institution may have beliefs and 
traditions that are essential to its mission and 
outdated practices which are no longer effec-
tive. The Fixative Accommodation Cycle comes 
into play when the edges of reform are ex-
ploited to safeguard an interpretation, an ar-
rangement of authority, a relational pattern, or 
an institutional practice that remains rooted in 
continuing stagnation or conflict. 

For example, a program might change its 
language, communication systems, programs 
or administrative procedures, but not funda-
mentally alter decision-making structures or 
assumptions about difficulty. These changes 
could actually increase participation, efficiency 
or public legitimacy. But the model asks: has 
the improvement relieved the pressure for ex-
amining a protected core? Special care would 
be needed in religious settings, because disa-
greement with a belief or tradition is not in it-
self an indicator of fixative accommodation. 
The idea is about the repeated relation be-
tween adjustment and an implicated protected 

element, not about a judgment about the truth 
or moral value of religious commitments. 

 
Community and Public Institutions 

At the community or public-institutional 
level, the model may be useful in examining 
policies and programs adopted in response to 
public concern, social exclusion, service fail-
ures, or demands for participation. An agency 
may develop a consultation process, publish an 
inclusion policy or introduce a new service but 
keep procedures, priority of resources or rela-
tionships of authority which still restrict mean-
ingful access. Institutional theory refers to such 
cases as the decoupling of formal policies from 
practice, or the poor coupling of organizational 
activities with intended outcomes (Bromley & 
Powell, 2012). Likewise, studies on selective 
sustainability disclosure reveal how visible 
pledges can become detached from the less fa-
vorable aspects of organizational performance 
(Roszkowska-Menkes et al., 2024). 

These kinds of de-coupling are not about 
fixative accommodation. A policy can be imple-
mented, and yet bounded around an implicated 
structure. The model may be applied in com-
munity and policy analysis, to examine not only 
whether a formal commitment was enacted, 
but what did the implementation change, what 
did it preserve, what immediate benefit did it 
produce, and did the original condition persist? 
The voice of affected communities would be es-
sential; institutions shouldn’t be the ones de-
ciding whether their response was to the prob-
lem faced by those affected. 

This possible application may be subjected 
to the same broad analytical pattern, but its 
meaning depends on the context. You cannot 
know how much change is required without 
knowing the problem and the evidence and the 
risks and the views of those involved. Thus, the 
Fixative Accommodation Cycle provides a com-
mon paradigm for inquiry, not a pre-formed 
judgment or intervention. Research is needed 
to compare and contextualize the model to es-
tablish its place, how the components may be 
observed and whether it adds explanatory 
value over existing concepts. 

 
Summary of the Proposed Theory 

The proposed Theory of Fixative Accommo-
dation rests on four central theoretical  



Narsico, 2026 / Toward a Theory of Fixative Accommodation 

 

    
 IJMABER 4474 Volume 7 | Number 10 | October | 2026 

conclusions. First, fixative accommodation is 
not the absence of change. It involves a genuine 
adjustment made in response to internal or ex-
ternal pressure. A person, group, or institution 
may revise language, behavior, procedures, 
programs, or policies and may obtain a mean-
ingful immediate benefit. The pattern becomes 
fixative when the adjustment remains orga-
nized around the protection of a belief, identity, 
habit, relationship, authority arrangement, or 
structure that continues to be implicated in the 
original difficulty. This distinguishes fixative 
accommodation from direct resistance, com-
plete refusal, and purely symbolic action. 

Second, the depth of change cannot be de-
termined from the size, speed, or visibility of an 
adjustment alone. A small or gradual change 
may be appropriate when it reaches the ele-
ment relevant to the problem, while an exten-
sive and highly visible reform may remain fixa-
tive when it leaves that element protected. The 
central criterion is the relationship between 
what changed and what continues to sustain 
the difficulty. This means that not every partial 
adjustment should be classified as inadequate. 
Fixative accommodation becomes more evi-
dent when bounded change repeatedly substi-
tutes for reconsideration of an implicated core. 

Third, the immediate usefulness of limited 
adjustment helps explain the persistence of the 
pattern. An adjustment may reduce discomfort, 
restore functioning, settle conflict, preserve co-
hesion, meet an external requirement, or 
strengthen legitimacy. Because these outcomes 
are beneficial in the short term, they can make 
the response appear sufficient and reduce pres-
sure for further examination. If the protected 
core remains involved in the unresolved condi-
tion, the difficulty may later return and activate 
another round of bounded adjustment. The cy-
cle is therefore sustained not only by resistance 
or fear of change but also by the real stabilizing 
benefits produced by the limited response. 

Fourth, fixative accommodation may be ex-
amined across individual, collective, organiza-
tional, and institutional contexts, although its 
specific form will differ across levels. Individu-
als may protect beliefs or self-concepts, groups 
may preserve norms or relational expectations, 
and institutions may protect authority struc-
tures, routines, policies, or interpretations of 
mission and tradition. These processes should 

not be treated as identical, but they may share 
a broad relationship in which pressure pro-
duces bounded adjustment, stabilization pro-
tects an implicated core, and residual difficulty 
generates renewed pressure. The six con-
structs and their proposed relationships form 
the process architecture of the Theory of Fixa-
tive Accommodation. Their empirical validity, 
temporal ordering, cross-level transferability, 
boundary conditions, and distinction from es-
tablished constructs remain to be tested. 

 
Implications and Future Directions 

The proposed Theory of Fixative Accommo-
dation offers several implications for practice, 
policy, and research, although these implica-
tions remain theory-derived rather than empir-
ically established. The theory may guide exam-
ination of the relationship among pressure for 
change, the boundaries placed around the re-
sponse, the adjustment made, the immediate 
benefit obtained, the core preserved, and the 
difficulty that remains or returns. The present 
review has not established the prevalence of 
fixative accommodation, confirmed the pro-
posed relationships among its constructs, or 
demonstrated that the theory can reliably ex-
plain or predict outcomes in particular popula-
tions and settings. It should therefore be used 
as a guide for inquiry and discussion rather 
than as a clinical diagnosis, evaluative label, or 
prescribed intervention. The discussion that 
follows considers responsible applications of 
the theory and the empirical work needed to 
assess its clarity, validity, boundary conditions, 
and explanatory value. Specific pathways and 
interventions for moving beyond fixative ac-
commodation remain outside the scope of the 
present study. 

 
Implications for Practice 

The Fixative Accommodation Cycle can 
serve as a guide for reflection and discussion 
rather than as a fixed assessment or interven-
tion for professionals in education, counseling, 
leadership, organizational development, and 
community work. The model may guide the 
participants to explore what had created the 
pressure for change? What adjustment was 
made? What immediate benefit was derived? 
What was kept safe? Did the original problem 
persist or reappear? The presence of fixative 
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accommodation is not implied by a single cau-
tious, gradual or incomplete response; one 
should look for patterns over time. If groups or 
institutions are involved, inquiry should in-
clude the perspectives of those affected, not 
just the interpretation of leaders or program 
implementers. The framework should not be 
used to label people as resistant, dishonest or 
psychologically deficient. It should also not 
pass the buck for institutional or structural 
problems to those with less authority or re-
sources. This model is not intended as a clinical 
diagnosis in personal or counseling situations 
and is not a substitute for appropriate profes-
sional assessment or care. its possible practical 
value lies in assisting people to separate visible 
activity from the depth and direction of change, 
while paying attention to context, legitimate 
needs for continuity, and the short-term useful-
ness of bounded responses. 

 
Implications for Policy 

The Fixative Accommodation Cycle points 
to the importance of distinguishing between 
formal adoption, practical implementation, im-
mediate results and deeper institutional 
change for policy. A new policy may show re-
sponsiveness and bring useful improvements 
while largely leaving intact the decision-mak-
ing arrangements, resource priorities, incen-
tives or practices that relate to the original 
problem. Bromley & Powell (2012) also point 
to institutional research showing how formal 
policies can be disconnected from practice or 
how organizational activities can be loosely 
coupled to their intended outcomes. Thus the 
framework implies that policy evaluation 
should not only consider whether a reform was 
approved or implemented, but also what 
changed, what was left untouched, whose inter-
ests were affected, and whether the initial diffi-
culty remained over time. We need feedback 
from those affected because formal compliance 
doesn’t necessarily reflect how a policy is 
working on the ground. But incomplete imple-
mentation should not automatically be read as 
fixative accommodation. Reform may go for-
ward at a reasonable pace, given the con-
straints of resources, administrative complex-
ity, competing responsibilities, and the need for 
gradual implementation. The model can assist 
policy makers in formulating questions about 

the boundaries and implications of change, but 
it does not itself determine which policy re-
sponse is appropriate nor establish that institu-
tional actors intentionally protected the exist-
ing arrangement. 

 
Implications for Research 

Prior to attempting to construct a single 
measurement scale, research should investi-
gate the proposed process relationships of fix-
ative accommodation and its conceptual dis-
tinctiveness. Longitudinal qualitative inter-
views, comparative case studies, document 
analysis, and observation might trace complete 
change-response episodes from the emergence 
of pressure thru adjustment, stabilization, core 
preservation, and possible recurrence. Studies 
should compare episodes that show the pro-
posed pattern with negative or contrasting 
cases of direct resistance, reasonable gradual 
change, adaptive accommodation, psychologi-
cal inflexibility, or institutional decoupling. Ev-
idence should be sought from both those re-
sponsible for the adjustment and those who are 
affected by the consequences of that adjust-
ment, as the depth and adequacy of the change 
may be interpreted differently by these two 
groups. Preliminary studies must test the the-
ory in a clearly defined level and context, before 
testing its transferability across personal, edu-
cational, organizational, religious and public-
institutional settings. This work would test 
whether the six constructs and their hypothe-
sized relationships can be found in actual expe-
rience, and whether alternative explanations 
provide a better account. 

If the construct is found to be coherent after 
qualitative investigation, researchers could 
then begin to develop observable indicators for 
Change Pressure, Response Boundary For-
mation, Limited Accommodation, Immediate 
Stabilization, Core Preservation, and Residual 
Difficulty and Recurrence. Guidance for scale 
development generally follows a process that 
includes construct definition and item genera-
tion, expert review, pretesting, dimensionality 
analysis, and finally, reliability and validity as-
sessment (Boateng et al., 2018). Any measure 
should not reduce fixative accommodation to a 
label given to individuals on the basis of one 
score. To explore the relation among the com-
ponents and distinguish between temporary 
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bounded adjustment and a recurrent pattern, 
multiple sources of evidence, repeated obser-
vations, would be necessary. Longitudinal re-
search might examine whether greater bound-
aries of responding predict restricted accom-
modation, whether stabilization following the 
response strengthens perceived adequacy of 
the bounded response, and whether ongoing 
preservation of the core predicts residual diffi-
culty and renewed pressure. Once validated 
within levels, multilevel studies may explore 
the relationship between individual beliefs, 
group norms, and institutional arrangements, 
and comparative studies may evaluate whether 
the theory proposed adds explanatory power 
to existing constructs. Above all, the theory 
must be changed, reorganized, broken up or 
abandoned if the empirical data do not support 
its suggested relationships. 

 

Conclusion 
This theory-building conceptual integrative 

review developed the proposed Theory of Fix-
ative Accommodation to explain how genuine 
but bounded adjustment can coexist with con-
tinuing difficulty. The theory defines fixative 
accommodation as a change-response process 
in which pressure produces boundaries around 
what may be revised, limited accommodation 
occurs within those boundaries, and the result-
ing stabilization contributes to the preserva-
tion of an implicated core. Its six constructs—
Change Pressure, Response Boundary For-
mation, Limited Accommodation, Immediate 
Stabilization, Core Preservation, and Residual 
Difficulty and Recurrence—organize this pro-
cess, while six propositions specify the rela-
tionships through which it is expected to 
emerge, become reinforced, and recur. The the-
ory distinguishes this pattern from direct re-
sistance, psychological inflexibility, selective 
information processing, ambivalence, and in-
stitutional decoupling while drawing on these 
perspectives to explain different parts of the 
process. 

The central theoretical contribution lies in 
explaining that the immediate usefulness of an 
adjustment may also reinforce its limitation. By 
reducing tension, restoring functioning, pre-
serving cohesion, or satisfying demands for le-
gitimacy, a bounded response can appear suffi-
cient, weaken the urgency for deeper  

examination, and become more likely to recur 
when difficulty returns. This explanation ex-
tends the understanding of change beyond a 
simple distinction between acceptance and re-
sistance and directs attention to what changed, 
what remained protected, what immediate 
benefit followed, and why the difficulty per-
sisted. Because the theory was developed 
through conceptual synthesis rather than di-
rect empirical testing, it remains a proposed 
process explanation rather than a diagnosis or 
validated causal account. Its constructs, propo-
sitions, temporal relationships, boundary con-
ditions, and cross-level applicability require 
empirical examination and remain open to re-
vision or rejection. The present study estab-
lishes the theoretical foundation for recogniz-
ing and investigating fixative accommodation, 
while the separate question of how individuals, 
groups, and institutions may move beyond the 
pattern toward deeper transformation remains 
the concern of subsequent research. 
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