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Case Study

Technical Communicators as Agents and Adopters of
Change: A Case Study of the Implementation of an Early
Content-Management System
—GRACE LEINBACH COGGIO

Abstract—Background: This case study examines the implementation of an early single-source (the reuse across
documents and projects of content stored in a database) content-management system among technical communicators
and how they influenced the decision to adopt the technology. Research questions: (1) Why was a component
content-management system developed and what was the process of its implementation? (2) How did technical
communicators, functioning as both adopters and change agents, influence the new system's adoption? What
affected their perceptions of agency during the implementation? Situating the case: Diffusion of Innovations Theory
defines innovation adoption as a communication process that occurs over time. When participating as change agents
in innovation diffusion, technical communicators are uniquely qualified to support technological change because
they are skilled in making technologies accessible to users. Technical communicators can also be the recipients of
change, particularly when organizations adopt new technologies, such as content-management systems. Given their
expertise at the interface of technology and its users, technical communicators are well positioned to impact the
adoption of content-management systems. Methodology: A single, retrospective instrumental case design examined
the early 2000s’ implementation of a single-source content-management system in the technical communication
group of a global company. Surveys, interviews, and document analysis were used to examine the case over
a six-year period About the case: A single-source system was adopted to contain costly increases in document
cycle time resulting from: (1) customized production of complex and varied products and (2) new European Union
regulations requiring all product documentation written in the national language at the point of sale. The system
stored product information in a central repository as numbered modules that could be reused in future deliverables.
Doing so brought greater continuity to authoring, translation, and publication of content. The system eliminated
retranslation of information and automatically recorded and applied any subsequent changes to all affected
documents. Technical communicators functioned as change agents and adopters during the system's implementation.
Technical communicators in the organization had the choice to adopt the system, and adoption rates varied among
staff members. Despite preparation for possible resistance, several staff initially rejected the new system. Those who
adopted it did so quickly and created a shared meaning about the system with change agents, a meaning not shared
with resistors. The decision of whether to adopt was influenced by perceptions of the innovation and of agency
(positive and negative) about the change agents. Conclusions: A pro-innovation bias can impede the creation of
shared meaning between change agents and adopters. Emphasizing technical knowledge about the innovation over
persuasive elements of empathy for the uncertainty it produces and identity of what it means to be a writer can also
stifle adoption. As change agents, technical communicators influence adoption through their rhetorical understanding
of situation and capacity for establishing contexts that allow for the construction of shared meaning between change
agents and potential adopters. Also, a perceived lack of decisive leadership or a champion for the change risks
restricting the power of change agents to influence adoption and can create a space for protracted resistance to it.

Index Terms—Adoption decision, change agent, content management, innovation diffusion, single source, technical
communicator.

Technical communicators work at the forefront of
technological change. Attuned to the “sophisticated
idea” of technology and to the “plain language”
that makes it accessible to its users [1], technical
communicators operate at the interface of
innovations and potential adopters. In addition
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to writing the documents that accompany new
technologies, technical communicators often
participate in the development and implementation
of innovative change. What happens when the
tables are turned and technical communicators
become the recipients of their own processes that
drive adoption? In particular, how do they respond
as both agents and adopters of a technological
change that “disrupts the equilibrium” [2] of their
very livelihood? During the advent of single-source
content-management systems in the 1990s and
early 2000s, technical communicators found
themselves adopting a technology that profoundly
changed how they did their work. The transition
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from traditional desktop publishing methods,
such as FrameMaker, to the centralization and
reuse “of structured and unstructured content” [3]
disrupted the familiar one-author-one-text model
for preparing documents. Characterized in trade
journals as “bad news for old-school writers” [4],
the implementation of these single-source systems
often met resistance from those accustomed
to facilitating technology adoption through the
documents they wrote. This study addresses
how technical communicators participated in
the development and implementation of an early
content-management system. More specifically,
it examines how their roles at the interface of
people and technology were impacted when they
themselves became adopters of innovative change.

The implementation of content-management
systems has proven to be an expensive, highly
complex endeavor that routinely fails to meet
expectations [5]. Best practices are often
inadequately employed [6], and we have yet to
fully explore the interrelationship of technical
communication and the diffusion of component
content management in organizations [7]. This
article captures the role of technical communicators
in the early days of content-management
application in documentation processes. The
retrospective case began in the 1990s when
GlobalCorp (a pseudonym) developed an innovative
single-source authoring system [I identify the
system with the pseudonym GlobalCorp Content
Management System (GCMS)] to address costly
increases in document cycle time (how long it takes
to complete an authoring and translation project).
The organization's transition to what we now
identify as component content management was
driven by the customization of increasingly complex
and varied products coupled with European
Union regulatory changes impacting translation
requirements. Centered in GlobalCorp's Technical
Communication Department, this study tells the
stories of the technical communicators (identified
as change agents) who developed and actively
implemented GCMS and the writers (identified as
adopters) who eventually adopted it. In particular,
it explores the writer's initial decisions to either
resist or begin using the new technology.

Unique to this case are the facts that the change
agents and adopters of the system identified
themselves as technical communicators and that
the writers were not required to adopt the new
system when it was first introduced. Instead,
they were afforded an optional choice [8] adoption
decision, which meant they could delay using it

until they were ready to accept it as their authoring
tool of choice. The sustainability of an innovation
depends on the level of support it receives from
its users [9], and it is during implementation, the
timeframe between the organizational decision
to adopt a new technology and the individual
decisions determining if and how they will actually
use it, that innovation diffusion in organizations
is most vulnerable to failure [10]. Still, innovation
diffusion studies often focus on management-driven
initiatives, such as leadership behaviors and the
application of prescriptive models [11] rather than
the more nuanced decisions of individual adopters
[12]. Given the absence of a mandate, this case
isolates the more discrete factors influencing the
decision to adopt during GCMS's launch when
writers first learned and formed attitudes about
the system. The case also illuminates how the
technical communicator agency is both empowered
and restricted during the implementation of a
technology that challenged the very notion of what
it meant to be a writer.

This article addresses the following research
questions:

• Why was a component content-management
system developed and what was the process of
its implementation?

• How did technical communicators, functioning
as both adopters and change agents, influence
the new system's adoption? What affected
their perceptions of agency during the
implementation?

In this article, I present my findings from a case
study of content-management diffusion within
the Technical Communication Department of a
global organization. First, I give the case context
with a targeted review of innovation diffusion
research, particularly as it relates to component
content management and the field of technical
communication. Next, I describe how the case was
selected and studied, followed by the results of the
data collection. I then summarize my key findings
in a conclusion that includes implications, and I
finish with limitations and suggestions for future
research.

SITUATING THE CASE
This section situates the case in the literature.
First, I explain the study's theoretical orientation,
followed by how I selected the literature to review.
I then address the themes that emerged in areas
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of innovation diffusion and component content
management.

Theoretical Orientation A number of theories
exist for understanding how and why people
respond to new technologies as they do (such
as the Technology Acceptance Model, Adaptive
Structuration theory, Social Information Processing
Model, Total Innovation Management Model, and
Theory of Planned Behavior). I chose the Diffusion of
Innovations theory because it provides “a powerful
framework” and “rich stimulus” for investigating
elements of technology adoption [13] and is widely
acknowledged as the seminal theory on technology
transfer [7]. Defined as a “process in which an
innovation is communicated through certain
channels over time among the members of a social
system” [9], innovation diffusion aligns well with a
growing body of technical communication research
that emphasizes the centrality of communication in
generating the shared competencies, mutual sense
making, and knowledge production so integral to
technology adoption [14]. In addition, the theory
invites examination of the human relationships
impacting diffusion by identifying the various roles
involved in the process, such as change agent
and champion. Distinctions among these roles
are useful for describing the various capacities
of technical communicators as they participate
in the development and implementation of new
technologies.

Of the multiple elements that constitute innovation
diffusion (perceptions of the innovation, channels
by which it is communicated, time to adoption,
and the overall context or social system in
which it occurs), this study emphasizes the
adoption-decision process where each technical
writer moved from first learning about GCMS to
making the decision to adopt or reject it. Innovation
Diffusion theory provides a 5-stage framework
for characterizing how individuals perceive and
respond to the uncertainty of a new technology: (1)
knowledge, becoming aware of and learning about
the innovation; (2) persuasion, forming a favorable
or unfavorable attitude about it; (3) decision,
engaging in activities that result in adopting or
rejecting the innovation; (4) implementation, putting
the innovation to use if it has been adopted; and
(5) confirmation, seeking reinforcement of the
decision. While the sequential stages provide a
chronology of how technology adoption unfolds, the
framework also offers space within stages 1 and 3
for examining the more subtle and less prescribed
aspects of the adoption-decision process. Referred
to as the gestational period, it is the time “during

which a new idea ferments in an individual's
mind” and knowledge and attitudes about an
innovation intermingle toward an eventual adoption
or rejection outcome [9].

Integral to this decision-making process is the
assumption that individuals have a degree of
agency or free will. Agency, or the capacity to
act [15], can be thought of as “the conjunction
of a set of social and subjective relations that
constitute the possibility of action” [16]. The
decision to adopt that emerges from gestation
is understood as a deliberate choice to use an
innovation and infers a degree of support for the
innovation's implementation. Change agents impact
the gestational period of technology adoption by
influencing the user's adoption decisions “in a
direction deemed desirable by a change agency” [9].
In this case study, the technical communicators
responsible for developing and implementing
GCMS functioned as the change agents and
higher-level management, whose decisions initiated
the development of the new system, functioned
as the agency. Technical communicators are well
positioned as change agents given their ability to
create the “rhetorical ground for a cooperative
interpretation of interests” [17] at the intersections
of technology and its users. With its identification of
distinct roles and decision-making stages, Diffusion
of Innovations theory provides an appropriate
framework for examining why the implementation
of GCMS unfolded as it did and how technical
communicators influenced the process.

Selection of Literature for the Review I used a
convenience sample for exploring adoption-decision
processes and the experiences of change agents
and those adopting new technologies, particularly
as they relate to the technical communication field.
I began the research with a special 2006 issue of
Technical Communication Quarterly [18] as well
as the bibliographies of subsequent articles on
content management published in peer-reviewed
publications on technical communication. I
supplemented these readings with professional
publications because, as Andersen and Batova
note earlier in the issue, the professional literature
is more advanced on certain aspects of content
management than the peer-reviewed literature.

Innovation Diffusion and Component Content
Management Early work linking innovation
diffusion to technical communication was
instrumental in challenging more linear models
of technology transfer. Now understood as a
dynamic relationship of rhetoric, technology, and
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audience, the technology adoption process is widely
accepted as a negotiated, social construction in
which technical communicators function as critical
agents. Multiple case studies illustrate the types
of rhetorical issues technical communicators face
during technology adoption. Key concepts from
the studies include: how the contingent nature of
technology impacts shared meaning about what it
is and does, and the importance of technical writer
involvement in all stages of product development as
they contribute to adapting technologies for user
application [19].

Subsequent research examining the role
of technical communicators adopting IT in
organizations has been instrumental in advancing
our understanding of content-management
adoption. Dayton's [20] hybrid analytical framework
expanded on earlier work and invited a more
comprehensive examination of knowledge creation
during innovation diffusion. The hybrid framework
blends concepts from the following three theories:
Innovation Diffusion (adoption occurs through the
communication of new ideas), Cultural-Historical
Activity (individual actions are shaped by
interconnected sociocultural factors), and Social
Construction of Technology (meaning a new
technology is mutually constructed through social
and technical adaptations). Applying the framework
to a “close-up study” of a technical writing group's
adoption of a content-management technology,
Dayton illuminated the interrelationship of
rhetorical and contextual complexities in the
adoption decisions of writers. More specifically, he
argued that the “critical, interpretive approaches
and user-centered ethic” so central to the field of
technical communication should be contributing to
the formative knowledge constructions surrounding
the diffusion of innovative IT systems.

More recent scholarship calls for even greater
engagement of technical communicators
in content-management development and
implementation in organizations, because of their
technical and rhetorical knowledge and their
ability to assess the organizational impact of
adopting these technologies [21]. Despite the many
years since comprehensive content-management
technology began entering the market, the
transition to new systems remains “an incredibly
costly and complex undertaking for an organization”
[7] and too many adoption initiatives result in
failure. A study of the trial implementation of a
vendor-produced component content-management
system demonstrated this point. Despite a 6-month
effort to diffuse the system among a group of

technical writers, the organization ultimately did
not adopt it. The study found that cultural and
communication barriers, combined with the lack
of a strategic plan and preparation for change,
doomed the adoption of the innovation.

The review of the literature supports technical
communicators as uniquely qualified to function
as change agents accommodating the interests of
multiple stakeholders during technology adoption
in organizations. Concerning the diffusion of
content-management systems, however,

we are just beginning to learn how practitioners
are making the transition to component content
management and what learning challenges the
transition presents. [7]

Despite their familiarity with technological change,
technical communicators attempting to integrate
these systems often underestimate the challenges
they impose on the organization and the amount
of time required for implementation [22]. For
example, adoption is often unpredictable due to the
“ingenuity” of adopters [23] in reinventing aspects
of the innovation to better suit their needs. A strong
argument exists for enhancing the contributions of
technical communicators in content-management
development and diffusion, but we also must
consider the potential implications. Regardless
of the perceived value of content-management
applications for organizations, many of the writers
being asked to adopt these systems still wrestle
with issues of ownership, style continuity, and who
is responsible for what element in a given document
[24].

HOW THIS CASE WAS STUDIED
The purpose of this section is to explain my
choice of research methodology, including why the
case was selected, how data were collected and
analyzed, and what I did to ensure that the data
were trustworthy and credible.

As previously noted, this article addresses the
following research questions:

• Why was a component content-management
system developed and what was the process of
its implementation?

• How did technical communicators, functioning
as both adopters and change agents, influence
the new system's adoption? What affected
their perceptions of agency during the
implementation?
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Choice of Research Methodology Single-source
systems were a relatively new technology at the time
GCMS was introduced and a thorough examination
of its implementation would contribute to our
understanding of content-management diffusion in
organizations. Given that I was using the adoption
of GCMS to understand concepts important to
innovation diffusion processes in general (in other
words, exploring GCMS to understand something
else), I employed a single-case design that allowed
for in-depth examination of an instrumental case
study [25]. The collection of “multiple sources
of evidence” [26] allowed for relevant patterns
and relationships embedded within the real-life
circumstances of the story to gradually emerge
and gain clarity. While the case had many facets
and potential avenues of exploration, I remained
focused on my research questions by following Yin's
protocol for case study research.

Selection of the Case As part of a Graduate
Research Fellowship for conducting industry-based
research, I had access to the Technical
Communication Department of GlobalCorp, a
global producer of government-regulated products
and services. In fall 2007, I conducted exploratory
meetings with various GlobalCorp managers and
technical writers to learn more about GCMS
development and implementation. A team of
technical communicators within the department
began developing the system inhouse in the late
1990s and in 2001, initiated its use among the
technical writers in the department. In my early
conversations with the lead developer of GCMS,
I learned of the many challenges and triumphs
the department experienced during the system's
implementation. Although some of the technical
writers embraced the technology and voluntarily
began using it as soon as it was introduced, many
resisted, and it took until 2006 for everyone in the
department to accept using the system as their
primary authoring tool. The 6-year implementation
timeframe presented a unique opportunity to
examine the various factors influencing adoption
decision rates during the diffusion of a single-source
system.

How Data Were Collected The parameters of
the study include the timeframe from 2000 when
the technical writers in the department first
became aware of the GCMS to 2006 when all of the
writers had at last transitioned to full-time use of
the system. The requirements of the Fellowship
limited data collection to December 2007 through
March 2008. To achieve as comprehensive
an understanding of the case as possible in

the available window of time, I collected data
qualitatively from the following sources: change
agent interviews, adopter surveys, location visits,
and relevant documents. Prior to data collection,
the university Internal Review Board approved
the study, and I assured confidentiality to the
organization and participants.

About the Change Agent Interviews: Given
the study's emphasis on the role of the
technical communicator as change agent in the
adoption-decision process, I chose in-person,
semistructured interviews to explore the
perspectives of the individuals (identified with
the pseudonyms Sean and Lori) who developed
and implemented GCMS. First, I had much still
to learn about the GCMS case, and I wanted to
allow for an open flow of ideas and any follow-up
questions. Second, it was apparent to me from the
outset that the GCMS diffusion had been a very
personal and, at times, frustrating experience for
Sean and Lori, and I determined the one-on-one
format was essential for understanding their
interpretations of what transpired. So the questions
would not be a surprise and to allow time for
reflection, I sent the participants the list of
interview questions a week in advance of each
scheduled meeting. The individual interviews took
place in late February 2008, and each began with
the completion of an informed consent form and
an assurance of confidentiality. The participants
were asked 17 primarily open-ended questions
that addressed their overall perception of the
transition to GCMS, how they interacted with
early adopters and later adopters, their perceived
role in the process, and how much control they
felt they had over the process. (For the complete
list of questions, see Appendix A.) Each interview
lasted roughly 75 minutes, and while I asked each
person the same predetermined questions, I also
allowed for spontaneous exploratory questions,
which resulted in each participant providing
a “unique road to multiple realities” [25]. In
addition to the change agents, I also interviewed
the Director of the Technical Communication
Department. While she was not a member of the
development/implementation team, her support
was critical to the creation of GCMS, as well as its
perception among the writers, and her story offered
yet another perspective in the case. Each interview
was audio-recorded and kept entirely confidential.

About the Adopter Questionnaire: When I collected
adopter data in March 2008, I attempted to locate
as many of the writers involved in the full 6-year
adoption of GCMS as I could; however, seven years
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had passed since the system's introduction. To
ensure as comprehensive a sample as possible,
I inquired about potential study participants
from multiple sources in the department. After
exhausting known avenues, I was satisfied that I
had located most, if not all, of the GCMS adopters
who were both present during the full 6-year
diffusion and accessible in 2008 (meaning they
either still worked for GlobalCorp or could be
contacted). Due to the dispersed locations of these
participants during the data-collection timeframe,
it wasn't possible to conduct face-to-face interviews
with everyone. (Three of the writers were living in
other countries and the travel wasn't feasible.)
To reduce the potential for bias in interpreting
the adopter stories, I used one method of data
collection that could be readily accessed by each
participant. I created a 22-question survey in
Survey Monkey and sent it to the email address
provided by each participant. The online format
was advantageous because it did not privilege any
one story over another and could be completed
at each participant's own rate, which allowed
time for reflecting and elaborating as needed. The
mix of open-ended and closed-ended questions
addressed how GCMS was communicated to the
writers, how much control each felt they had
in choosing to adopt or reject GCMS, how the
system was perceived at various points during
the implementation, who and/or what influenced
their perceptions of it, and if and when they
ever became fully supportive of the system. (For
the complete list of questions, see Appendix B,
available as supplementary downloadable material
at http://ieeexplore.ieee.org.) I assured each of
the participants confidentiality and received their
consent to participate via email. Of the 8 who
originally agreed to participate in the study and
received the questionnaire, one person declined to
participate due to “personal reasons.” Within four
weeks of my sending the Survey Monkey link, I had
seven completed questionnaires.

Because the study relied on the individual memories
of a limited number of people, triangulating the
interview and questionnaire data with various
measures of the phenomenon under study provided
corroboration from “converging lines of inquiry”
[26]; I therefore included the following sources of
evidence in my analysis: Project Plan, 10/31/2000,
and Communication Plan, 1/15/1999. In addition,
in the fall of 2007, I visited the US office of the
Technical Communication Department for a
demonstration of how GCMS worked.

How Data Were Analyzed To prepare the data
for analysis, I transcribed the interviews into Word
documents and transferred the questionnaire
responses in Survey Monkey to Word documents. I
then consolidated all of the responses under each
question to facilitate coding and examination of the
data. Given the emphasis on the adoption-decision
process, I also categorized the users of GCMS as
either early adopters or later adopters based on
the length of time it took them to accept using
the system. While there are no absolute markers
to distinguish if someone is early or later in
their decision to adopt, exploring the overarching
meanings among the writers' individual stories
meant classifying them somewhere along this
spectrum. I determined that the adoption decision
point for each writer was when he or she fully
accepted GCMS as the tool of choice over other
possible options, regardless when they first began
to use it.

Those who were fully supportive and willing to
use GCMS immediately to within a couple of
months of learning about it were characterized as
early adopters and those who consciously delayed
using GCMS until a year or longer after it was
made available to them were characterized as
later adopters. Also, the markers early and late
reflect each writer's response to adopting GCMS
within the parameters of the study, and they do not
necessarily reflect the respondents' perceptions at
the time they were completing the survey in 2008.
In fact, by 2006, most of the initial skeptics actually
had become strong supporters of GCMS. Finally,
the ages of the writers in 2000 ranged from 28 to
48 and I found no connection between age and how
quickly someone adopted the technology.

I analyzed the data using a constructivist
perspective that recognized the nuanced and
iterative nature of qualitative analysis and that
participant responses to questions “remain
reconstructions” of multiple viewpoints. Each piece
of evidence I collected offered an interpretation, “a
rendering of a shared or individual reality” [27],
and my interactions with these realities shaped
how I processed and understood the case. To allow
meaning to emerge from this complex array of
perspectives, and to avoid a 1-D or prescriptive
filtering of the data, I viewed the data afresh
through multiple processes of coding and recoding
the data. The first method of coding emphasized
what Foss and Waters call coding “with naïveté” [28]
and was structured only by the units of analysis
identified in the research questions. To avoid
isolating only what is anticipated and to generate
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TABLE I
CODING SCHEME BASED ON ACTIVITY THEORY AS IT CONTRIBUTES TO DAYTON'S HYBRID THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

new, possibly unintended insights, I “treat[ed] the
data in all its forms equally” [27].

The first round of coding isolated responses
that spoke directly to the research questions;
however, it did not necessarily identify responses
addressing the complex interrelationship of agency
and context in the decision to adopt. To better
examine the multiple elements at play during the
actual activity of adopting, as well as provide some
analytical structure to the qualitative data, I turned
to Dayton's Hybrid Theoretical Framework [20].
Framed in an Activity Theory rubric, Dayton's
conceptual lens enabled a second, theory-based
round of coding. The following table breaks down
how I applied the framework in the second round
of coding:

Using this framework, I examined the interviews and
questionnaires for indications of interrelationships
among the following activity factors: Subject (each
adopter and change agent), Object (GCMS itself),
and Community (the context and groups shaping the
activity of adoption). Reading through the interview
and questionnaire texts for a second time, I used
the descriptive elements described in the far-right
column of Table I to identify relevant examples of
each activity interrelationship: Subject-Object (SO),
Subject-Community (SC), or Object-Community (OC).
As I coded responses according to these activity
relationships, I also noted if they were early/later
adopter or change agent responses. To uncover
the meaningful relationships among the various
perspectives of the study participants from both
codings, I then used “categorical aggregation” [25]
to combine and further sort the categories and
themes that emerged in the data.

I next turned to cultural studies scholarship
to illuminate concepts of agency in the data. It
can be difficult isolating agency during diffusion

because the influence of agency is not static,
rather it is “something that must be accomplished
over and over again in every social interaction”
[29]. I therefore examined the various narratives
among the different discourse groups to identify
how connections were forged “between seemingly
disparate bits of knowledge and experience” [30]
in the production and reproduction of meaning.
In exposing the analysis to the broader ideologies
and power structures of the various contexts in
this case, the cultural studies perspective helped to
illuminate the more complex influences of agency
during implementation.

Finally, I reviewed the two documents
(Communication Plan, Project Plan) for data
applicable to my research questions. Recognizing
that the texts served principally as corroboratory
evidence, I did not engage in as detailed a
coding scheme as I had with the interviews and
questionnaires. Instead, I read each document
closely and highlighted key information while
indicating which aspect of the research questions it
addressed.

Assuring Credibility and Trustworthiness A
number of years had passed between the start of
implementation in 2001 and when I began collecting
data in 2008; therefore, the evidence collected
from participants might have been confounded by
fallible memories. Yin points out that interviews
are “verbal reports only” and “are subject to the
common problems of bias, poor recall, and poor or
inaccurate articulation” [26]. Though not oral in
nature, the written questionnaire responses also
were susceptible to issues of biased recall and poor
articulation. This reality, coupled with the fact that
only one researcher conducted the study, required
a triangulation approach that incorporated multiple
data sources and varied coding methods to ensure
the credibility and trustworthiness of the results.
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ABOUT THE CASE
To tell the GCMS adoption story, I first describe the
problem initiating the system's development and
explain how the system was conceived to address
the problem through improved processes and
workflow. Next, I discuss the launch of GCMS, how
the writers responded to it, and what the change
agents did to encourage adoption within the writing
group. In the results section, I answer the research
question about technical communicator influence
in the adoption-decision process.

Problem As GlobalCorp's worldwide sales expanded
in the 1990s, two notable events added cost and
complexity to documentation processes. First,
the advent of more flexible software architecture
enabled customization of specialized products,
which involves manufacturing multiple product
variations within a single product line. Although
this gave GlobalCorp a competitive advantage,
it also required product-specific documentation
for each unique variation. Second, as part of the
formation of the European Union (EU), the EU
required European Conformity marking to freely
market in Europe (which at the time accounted
for 20% of GlobalCorp sales). To qualify for
the marking, all documentation-accompanying
products had to be written in the national language
of the countries in which they were sold. By 1995,
the Technical Communication Department had to
translate deliverables for 15 different EU member
nations. (The number would increase to 28 member
nations by 2009.) A typical translation added
one to three weeks to the process of publishing
technical documents and each additional language
added complexity to that process, even though the
translations could occur simultaneously.

At the time, authoring and translation at
GlobalCorp were separate processes handled by
separate groups. Functioning more as contractors
than members of a team, writers typically wrote
entire documents individually using any of the
seven different authoring software platforms (both
PCs and Macs) available in the department. After
writers prepared deliverables in English, they
sent them to offices in Europe where translators
converted them using software programs altogether
different from what the writers had used. The
lack of software continuity created disconnects
that complicated auditability (quality-control
mechanisms for monitoring document creation)
by obscuring the tracking of any changes that
occurred during document development. It also
resulted in scheduling conflicts between authors

and translators during document transition,
which increased cycle time. In addition, the
one-author-one text model made each deliverable a
discrete translation project and resulted in multiple
and costly retranslations of text.

Hired in 1994 to “fix the translation problem,”
the Director immediately moved all technical
documentation work to FrameMaker, a desktop
publishing software that offered What You See
is What You Get (WYSIWIG) features, automated
processes such as indexes and table of contents,
and output in PDF and other formats. Some writers
wanted to keep using the legacy tools they had
been using, such as Quark CopyDesk and AmiPro,
but they were required to make the switch and
within a few months, everyone was authoring and
translating in FrameMaker. Although helpful in
reducing the inefficiencies that delayed cycle time,
the consolidation to one desktop publishing system
did not address the retranslation of text or the
growing complexity of tracking document changes.
In September 1996, the Director set the stage
for in-house development of a more streamlined
and cost-effective system for managing technical
documentation processes.

Solution In this section, I provide details about
the GCMS system, including how it addressed
the problems of cost, cycle time, and auditability.
Then, I explain how the system was implemented,
including plans to handle possible resistance to the
system.

About the GCMS System: In contrast to legacy
tools that allowed for individual authoring of
discrete documents, GCMS linked all deliverables
through content stored in a central database.
Writers entered new content into GCMS as smaller
components, which included all text from one
word to a full paragraph as well as graphics,
lists, and tables. The system facilitated the reuse
of text because it stored information as discrete
chunks that could be translated, customized,
and assembled in new documents as needed. For
example, an author might create 10 chapters for
a “base” product. When developers customized
the product, technical writers could reuse the
base content as is, changing only the parts that
described aspects of the product that had been
customized. Similarly, the system facilitated
translation. It first did so by centralizing the task
so translators would perform their translations
directly in the system and store them there. Just
as the product documentation had been stored in
parts and assembled to create a finished document,
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TABLE II
WHY ASAPS WAS DEVELOPED AND ITS IMPACT ON WORKFLOW
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so translated materials would be stored in the
system in parts. That means a translator only
needed to translate the parts of a document affected
by a customization or change and would reuse
the already-translated parts whenever possible. In
addition, the system maintained a detailed record
of what was changed, who did it, and why and
when it was done. This feature enabled GlobalCorp
to better meet strict regulatory protocols in its
industry. When producing finished documents,
the system also automated layout, which was
particularly applicable to the high-volume, highly
repetitive documents that constituted the majority
of the material produced by the department.

GCMS was an Extensible Markup Language
definition-type document (XML DTD), which meant
it used the structured framework of a definition-type
document (DTD) to maintain particular document
styles in the SGML/XML markup languages, and
was designed to produce output in these formats:
Web or Hypertext Markup Language (HTML),
print, and portable data format (PDF). What set
GCMS apart from other early content-management
systems, such as DITA [31], was its high degree of
functionality in formatting, content management,
and, in particular, auditability.

Table II provides a breakdown of the issues
precipitating GCMS development, how GCMS
worked to address them, and how the new system
impacted workflow.

Process for Developing the System: Active
development of GCMS began in January 1998 until
the system was ready in March 2001. Development
went through phases: early investigation, active
development, and launch. This section provides
an overview of the development process. Note,
however, that the primary focus of the analysis of
this case is on the third phase.

Phase 1—Early Investigation: Preliminary
research began in September 1996, long before
full-scale development began in January 1999.
Intrigued by the potential of single-source
authoring, in 1996 the Director hired Sean, a
technical communicator already experienced in the
development and implementation of single-source
technology, to begin exploring the possibility of
a dedicated system. Brought into GlobalCorp
as a technical writing team lead, Sean also was
charged with developing what would become
GCMS. In September 1997, Sean hired Lori,
ostensibly as a writer for his team but also to
participate in researching a new system. Sean

and Lori began laying the groundwork for a new
system by attending conferences and speaking
with vendors; however, the early stages of work on
GCMS were sidetracked because Sean's writing
team had to publish a large number of documents,
its key priority. After two years, the Director
realized that the single-source project would
not make substantial progress if it remained a
part-time effort without dedicated funding. In
collaboration with Sean, Lori, and a translation
manager, she presented the business case to
software and development management and
translation management for financing the in-house
development of GCMS. In response to the argument
that profound changes in documentation processes
were necessary to support the growth potential of
flex architecture technology, management allocated
$3 million toward the full-time development of
GCMS.

Phase 2—Active Development: So in January
1999, the Director established a dedicated team
to work on the project: Sean as the project lead,
Lori as the business analyst, and a software
engineer and translation analyst, both of whom
worked at different locations. Sean and Lori
focused on designing a functional system that
addressed each of the documentation issues
previously identified. The translation analyst
focused specifically on the system's translation
mechanisms and the software engineer developed
the necessary code. Over the next two years,
these four worked exclusively on the in-house
development of GCMS. During this timeframe,
the team communicated frequently about the
system's progress with writers and managers in the
Technical Communication Department and with
people in the translation offices. Also, as GCMS
neared its initial launch, the team invited a few of
the translators and technical writers to contribute
toward further refinements to the system. Aware
that people might resist the change to single
source technology, the Director asked Sean in
January 1999 to prepare a communication plan
that would accompany the full-scale development
of GCMS. The Director was particularly concerned
about the writers' reactions to the multiple author,
multiple audience framework of content reuse.
Designed to support the adoption of GCMS,
the communication plan included the following
opportunities to communicate about the system:
weekly and monthly project status reports,
numerous presentations describing the need for
the new system and its underlying approach for
solving the problem, regularly scheduled meetings
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involving the GCMS development team and other
project stakeholders, monthly “Brown-bag” lunches
as an outlet for everyone in the department to share
insights on the new system's use and applications,
and an internal website as the official repository for
up-to-date information about the system's ongoing
development. In addition, by Fall 2000, the team
would begin offering training on how to use the
system conducted by a recently hired trainer who
had a background in technical communication. But
perhaps the most significant part of the plan was
that adoption of the system would be voluntary, at
least at first, that is, writers only had to use GCMS
if they chose to.

By the end of 2000, GCMS met the strict FDA
and ISO regulatory protocols in GlobalCorp's
industry for the design, development, and testing of
systems used in document development. It also was
capable of translating English text into 8 European
languages. The team felt they could now launch
the system.

Phase 3-Launch: Implementation began
incrementally. Concerned about “change fatigue”
among those who had switched to FrameMaker just
a few years before, the Director did not mandate the
use of GCMS among the writers in the department,
also the initial launch was limited to just one,
highly regulated product line. As a result, only
three people voluntarily agreed to begin training
with the system in late 2000, and of the three who
completed the training, only two initially chose to
adopt GCMS on a shared authoring project.

The product on which these two worked also
happened to be subject to the strict regulatory
protocols for which the team designed GCMS.
With this launch, the team could assess actual
efficiencies and auditability in the processes. The
two volunteers began using GCMS in March 2001
for a small-scale deliverable. These early adopters
were supportive of the system and appreciated
how it improved their work processes. As one
noted, “[GCMS] enabled me to work more efficiently
and concentrate only on new content rather than
needing to review an entire book.” Throughout
the first authoring and translation project, the
early adopters offered feedback on how the system
worked, and as they completed the deliverable,
Sean and Lori invited them to help further refine
the system for the large-scale, repetitive documents
for which GCMS was designed. Also in 2001, a
translator spent 9 months with the team to learn
the system and help refine its integration with
translation processes. Over the next few years,

GCMS was applied gradually in the department,
project by project, to an increasing number of
product lines. As the number of product lines
supported by GCMS grew, Sean's team continued to
improve the system's performance and applicability
for expanding global markets and, in 2004, the
system launched in a subsidiary office in Europe.
Some of the improvements to GCMS included the
development of Topics as a way for writers to have
more authoring control in content areas. Other
improvements included ongoing expansion in the
number of languages and document types it could
support.

Although the early project suggested that GCMS
would prove successful in addressing the problems
that spurred its development and early adopters
liked the system, widespread adoption was slow
as the system met considerable and sustained
skepticism from a number of writers in the
department. Some writers merely tried to delay
using GCMS. Others openly resisted it or simply
never used it at all. One writer noted that a
new version of FrameMaker had been released
around the same time, and because most existing
documents at the time were already in FrameMaker,
he didn't want to change. (That writer later adopted
the system.)

The team also perceived a lack of clear and open
communication with the skeptical writers, and Sean
and Lori had difficulty understanding what was
troubling some people about the system. According
to the Director, the introduction of GCMS generated
such turmoil in the department that about 20%
of the technical writers either quit or transferred
during the early stages of implementation.

On the one hand, Sean and Lori felt that they had
planned for and engaged in communication that
would actively encourage the adoption of GCMS.
They consistently followed all elements of the
Communication Plan and repeatedly sought input
from those whose work was affected in some way by
GCMS. On the other hand, nothing gained traction
with the more skeptical writers. Despite Sean
and Lori's efforts, resistance from some writers
remained entrenched. In fact, a few waited well over
a year to try the system.

Paving the way toward full adoption of GCMS was
the formation of a User Support Group in 2003.
Unlike the Brown Bag Lunches prescribed by the
Communication Plan but ultimately flopped, the
technical writers formed this group themselves as
a separate space for learning from one another,
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where they would exchange information about the
system, tips for using it, and generate suggestions
for strengthening it. This informal communication
environment allowed later adopters to work
through their frustrations with the system and
better articulate the changes they wanted to see.
As a result of suggestions from the User Support
Group, developers added a section called Topics to
the content database. Topics represent a content
segment on a single subject area that is composed
of several separately stored segments in the system.
These segments might be chapters or sections of
chapters. Subject matter experts and others could
separately review these segments and topics. The
addition of Topics reduced some writers' anxiety
about composing directly into GCMS modules
because the added level of content categorization
gave them greater control over authoring processes.

At roughly the same time the User Support Group
was giving some writers an outlet for discussing
and venting about GCMS, Sean and Lori began
to engage key individuals in the department who
understood what was frustrating the skeptics and
could explain what was needed. The discussions
led to a better appreciation by Sean and Lori
of how single-source authoring affected writing
processes as well as the writers themselves.
By going into conversation mode and actively
listening to users, Sean and Lori were better able to
acknowledge writer's concerns and address them.
These conversations facilitated understanding by
both parties and informed writers of the broader
organizational impact of switching to GCMS.
According to a later adopter, “It was important for
us to understand the pain our old processes and
tools were creating for the translation group,” whose
work was often conducted on other continents and
outside the view of writers.

Only in 2003 did everyone in the department
actively use the system for their projects. By
then, GCMS achieved its original business scope
and was responsible for more than 95% of the
content produced in the Technical Communication
department. Writers continued to use a few tools,
such as InDesign and FrameMaker, for those few
projects involving the maintenance of older or
legacy products and deliverables not supported
by GCMS, such as accessory documents with
tremendous variation in page size and number of
pages, little content, and little reuse potential.

Acceptance came later. According to the survey
responses, it actually took until 2006 for every
writer who had been with the department since

TABLE III
FAST FACTS ABOUT THE SOLUTION

GCMS launched to fully accept the system as his or
her tool of choice.

By 2007, the system was credited with lowering
translation costs by 50% and reducing the previous
cycle time of 1 to 3 weeks down to GCMS's cycle
time of 1 to 3 minutes cycle time.

Table III summarizes brief facts about the solution.

Results This section summarizes the data
answering the second question about the case
study. The first question of the study has already
been addressed in the About the Case section of
the article.]

How did technical communicators, functioning as
both adopters and change agents, influence the
new system's adoption, and what impacted their
perceptions of agency during the implementation?

Given that innovation diffusion is principally a
communication process, how Sean and Lori were
perceived and what they communicated largely
impacted their degree of influence during the GCMS
adoption. Technical communicators might be well
positioned to function as both change agents and
participants in the development of component
content-management systems; however, this case
suggests the potential for technology knowledge
to actually compromise their influence. Sean and
Lori both were experienced technical writers and
initially spent a great deal of time performing more
traditional technical communication duties, yet
others in the department saw them primarily as IT
people and developers of GCMS rather than fellow
writers. As a later adopter expressed, “software
developers very seldom see their products in the
same way that users do.” This perceived distinction
of roles figured prominently in the problems
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the change agents experienced as they tried to
influence the adoption-decision process.

Later adopters referred to Sean and Lori as “highly
technical” saying they used “IT language” that
was unfamiliar to them. Confounding this was
the writers' limited vocabulary for talking about
their concerns. According to one later adopter, “the
complexity [of single-sourcing] was such that it was
hard to communicate.” Differences in technical
knowledge and the use of unfamiliar vocabulary
by Sean and Lori contributed to perceptions
among later adopters that the change agents were
indifferent to their difficulties conceptualizing how
GCMS worked. The later adopter's interactions with
the change agents were compromised, therefore, by
the lack of adequate vocabulary for talking about
the system and the perception that their concerns
as writers were not understood.

Diffusion of Innovations Theory claims that
change agent credibility is important to successful
innovation diffusion. Research supports that
positive, informal alliances with change agents
build their credibility during innovation adoption
and enable diffusion to proceed with earlier
adoption rates and fewer organizational disruptions
[32]. Most of the writers in the group recognized the
need for a new authoring system, but some had
difficulty articulating their concerns about GCMS'
reliability and functionality. Further compromising
alliance building was the later adopters' skepticism
that GCMS “would work as advertised” and
challenging the change agents' explanations
about the system. Despite the incorporation of a
communication plan and frequent interactions with
everyone in the writing group, Sean and Lori had
difficulty building credibility and forming initial
positive alliances with the more skeptical writers.

In contrast to later adopters, those who adopted
GCMS quickly were inclined to view the change
agents as both technically competent and
responsive to writer's concerns about the
system. The data offered no evidence that
early adopters were more knowledgeable about
content-management technology than later
adopters when GCMS first launched; in fact,
all of the writers in the study commented on
the complexity of the new system. Nor did the
data suggest that some writers were more open
to change while others were more cautious (the
terms Innovators and Laggards are often used
to describe such adopter differences; however,
research increasingly casts doubt on traits as an
explanation for adoption rates [33]). Despite initial

difficulties with the system, early adopters were
more accepting than later adopters of the change
agents' vision for GCMS and, as a result, were
more inclined to support its development. “Thrilled”
when a few early adopters legitimized the system
by “proving it worked,” Sean and Lori reciprocated
the support of early adopters by inviting their input
on further improvements to GCMS. This mutual
affirmation at the start of the adoption process
set the stage for ongoing interactions between the
early adopters and the change agents and led to
increased opportunities for communicating about
the system.

Convinced that the later adopters would be
persuaded if they understood component content
management was the right direction for the
department, Sean and Lori actively engaged in
communicating about GCMS. Designed primarily
to communicate information about the system,
the communication plan was not as useful for
addressing the writers' emerging relationships
with the technology. Because technological
preparedness or “rational” technology-centered
knowledge was emphasized over psychological
preparedness or audience-centered persuasion in
their communication, the change agents privileged
technological concerns over people concerns
during the adoption-decision process. An emphasis
on technical considerations during innovation
diffusion, known also as “technocratic rationality,”
can influence how change agents view resistors of
the technology [34]. According to this view, Sean
and Lori's pro-innovation bias as the system's
developers in some ways hindered their sensitivity
to later adopters' skepticism of GCMS.

For their part, Sean and Lori recognized their
difficulty in appreciating why some writers refused
to use the system. Lori knew that her unswerving
belief in GCMS made her impatient with the people
who had doubts about it, and Sean acknowledged
that he felt some writer's strong resistance to
using the system was irrational and confusing. He
lamented

It was disappointing to me that we did as much
as we did to illuminate the benefits of [GCMS]
and the drawbacks to [the current system in
use], and it did not win people over.

Sean and Lori's unwavering assumption that
GCMS should be adopted hindered their sensitivity
to the input of those uncertain about the system
and might explain why later adopters did not feel
welcome to participate in the system's launch.
In addition to credibility, Diffusion of Innovation
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theory identifies empathy as an important change
agent characteristic for successful diffusion.

For many technical communicators, the changes
that accompanied the advent of component
content-management technology had an irrevocable
effect on their identity and perceived value as
writers. As one technical writer observed, adapting
to GCMS was a “monumental undertaking [akin
to playing] three dimensional chess.” For many,
the complexity of the technology magnified the
uncertainty that was challenging the traditional
norms of technical writing. Not surprisingly, the
transition to GCMS was rife with issues of power
and control over one's work.

During GCMS implementation, technical writer
agency linked closely with involvement in the
systems ongoing improvements. Among the early
adopters, this participation enhanced perceptions
of personal control in choosing GCMS over legacy
tools and helped them to feel more invested in the
system. It also gave them a sense of legitimacy
in the meaning making about the role of single
sourcing in the department. As one writer noted,
the change agents “seemed to take my input
seriously and make an honest effort to implement
my suggestions in the design.” In contrast,
those who initially resisted the technology found
themselves excluded from the early construction of
shared meaning about the new system. According
to a later adopter, “there was a whole group of users
who didn't think they were being listened to.” The
early adopters achieved agency through their early
participation in the diffusion process, which created
a space for legitimizing any concerns they might
raise about GCMS. The lack of participation by
later adopters reduced opportunities to contribute
to shared meaning, which diminished their
sense of legitimacy and competency throughout
implementation.

Cooperative communication through shared
competencies is an important component
of successful technology transfer [14], as
demonstrated through the engagement of the early
adopters. When both authority and knowledge
are located primarily in those implementing the
innovation, however, user agency during the
adoption-decision process can be obscured [35].
Research suggests that broader organizational
structures and processes can result in reduced
individual agency manifested in self-regulation
and suppressed opinions [36]. Because they did
not participate in the structures that defined the

implementation of GCMS (such as training on how
to use the system and contributing to ongoing
improvements), the later adopters lacked a sense of
agency during diffusion and retreated even further
from the process. As a result, when change agents
sought explanations from resistors for why they
wouldn't adopt, they were often met with silence.

Compounding the influence of contextual dynamics
on the writer's sense of agency was the impact
of the technology itself. The loss of individual
agency in the multiple author framework of
GCMS was integral to much of the resistance
to GCMS. Single-source content management
shifted the concept of authoring from that of an
autonomous “lone writer” to more of a collaborator
and negotiator of processes [37], which diminished
the role of the independent writer and a sense of
author agency. As the Director acknowledged, with
single-sourcing we “went from sort of a craftsman
style model to a more manufacturing model [and]
a lot of people didn't want to go there.”

Sean and Lori felt they had full authority over
the development of GCMS, yet they believed the
lack of an adoption mandate from management
diminished their leverage during implementation
of the system. Without a more definitive directive
from above, Sean explained, the writers “were
just left to their own devices.” This meant later
adopters continued to use the legacy systems in
areas where GCMS might otherwise have been
applied. For her part, the Director remained
quite supportive of GCMS; however, just as it
was being implemented, she needed to focus on
other pressures in the department. She also was
concerned about potential “change fatigue” from
asking the writers to adopt another new system
so soon after the switch to FrameMaker. Because
writers could continue using the older tools and felt
no immediate pressure from the Director to adopt,
the later adopters perceived little incentive to begin
using the new system.

In the absence of an institutionally legitimized
agency found in the confluence of organizational
structures and champion support [15], the change
agents relied almost exclusively on their individual
rhetorical skills for encouraging adoption of GCMS.
Characterizing the only influence he had as
“attraction,” Sean described his role as “selling,
that's all I had for control.” In contrast, Lori
saw her role as improving the system to better
meet the writers' needs; therefore, she perceived
the rhetorical agency primarily in her ability to
understand and respond to users. In other words,
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Sean found agency in a promotional role while Lori
found agency in a facilitative role.

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
In this final section, I offer conclusions based on the
case and offer implications for the field of technical
communication. I then suggest the limitations of
this study and close by suggesting future research.

Conclusions Many now entering the field will
only know technical writing as a collaborative,
modular-based process. At the turn of the 21st
century, however, early content-management
systems, such as GCMS, were challenging the
established norms of technical communication
and the very meaning of authoring. This study
reminds us that the adoption of paradigm-shifting
innovations is far more complex than sequential
models of innovation diffusion that emphasize
overcoming barriers through knowledge about the
technology. While this case corroborates much of
what we already know about innovation diffusion,
it also expands our understanding of how technical
communicators might influence adoption-decision
processes, particularly when the technology
directly impacts their work. More broadly, it invites
us to reflect on the potential roles for technical
communicators in the diffusion of innovations yet
to be imagined.

This study addresses the call to more closely
examine the role of technical communicators in the
diffusion of component content management in
organizations, particularly in areas of development
and implementation. Indeed, “technology and
content are part of the equation, but they are not
the full equation,” and often it's the rhetorical
challenges during diffusion that contribute to the
high failure rate of component content-management
adoption [7]. The GCMS case suggests that the
rhetorical agency making technical communicators
ideal “bridging agents” during diffusion can be
compromised when they also function as developers
of the innovation. Sean and Lori's developer roles
not only impacted the writers' perceptions of them
as change agents, it also impacted assumptions
about the system they were implementing. Rather
than lend credibility to their roles as change
agents, the “IT language” and pro-innovation bias
permeating the GCMS diffusion interfered with
Sean and Lori's rhetorical agency by limiting the
reciprocal “negotiating and sharing of perspectives”
[19]. This suggests that the rhetorical sensitivity

attributed to technical communicators should not
be assumed. While the capacity is arguably present,
technical communicators must remain cognizant of
how a pro-innovation bias might limit their ability
to rhetorically influence the adoption-decision
process.

When meaning about an innovation is fostered by
a technocratic rationality, some interpretations
might be legitimized over others. More specifically,
an emphasis on technological preparedness,
or the knowledge stage of diffusion, can result
in insufficient attention being given to the
psychological preparedness (or persuasion) of the
people being asked to adopt the innovation. As this
case suggests, understanding adoption-decision
process as a sequence can result in emphasizing
knowledge about the technology before addressing
the complex, persuasive influence of ongoing and
shifting alliances that accompany innovations
during diffusion. Potentially valid concerns about
the broader implications of an innovation, such as
the changes to authoring practices brought about
by single sourcing, might therefore be subsumed
by more culturally accepted meanings of efficiency
and standardization. Both knowledge about an
innovation and being convinced it is the right choice
are integral to adoption; however, an emphasis on
knowledge at the expense of persuasion can hinder
the process.

This case also demonstrates that as various
attitudes toward an innovation form, adopter
agency can be employed actively and passively
during adoption-decision processes. Identifying
the multiple potentials for adopter agency informs
the concern that locating agency only in those
who implement an innovation “may have serious
repercussions for commitment and control”
among adopters [38]. What we learn from this case,
in particular, is that a lack of definitive leadership
or champion engagement during single-source
implementation can empower a silent resistance
among later adopters that ultimately stifles the
communication needed for successful diffusion.

Finally, the change agents' experience during
GCMS implementation affirms Hart and Conklin's
emerging model for technical communication in
which they claim that technical communicators
bring value to organizations

through the processes they manage or impact,
through the relationships they create and
manage, and through their ability to bring
a diverse skill set to the aid of numerous
organizational endeavors. [39]
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This study demonstrates that technical
communicators possess the necessary
technological and rhetorical skills to positively
impact organizational adoption of component
content management [7]. Moreover, the greater
agency for influencing adoption-decision processes
actually lies within the change agents themselves
rather than broader organizational power
structures. As they shifted away from emphasizing
knowledge about the technology to employing
greater rhetorical sensitivity with later adopters,
the change agents established a climate more
conducive to mutual meaning making about the
innovation. The addition of Topics, due to change
agent responsiveness, is an example of re-invention
that enhanced some writers' desire to adopt [9].
This suggests that technical communicators are
well suited for creating avenues that empower
adopters to participate more fully in the diffusion of
component content-management systems.

Finally, this case informs our understanding of the
very human response to technological change. It
was a privilege to hear the often personal reflections
of the adopters and change agents caught up in
this profound juncture of change. I sincerely hope
that the interpretations put forth in this work
adequately reflect both the significance of the time
and the validity of what was experienced.

Limitations When I first began conceptualizing
this study, I understood that it would be limited by
a number of factors. In this section, I explain the
limitations I recognized at the outset of the work
and those that became evident as my research
progressed.

Given the historical nature of this study,
my analysis relied primarily on individual's
recollections of past events. Unfortunately, I only
had access to those individuals still working for
GlobalCorp. Knowing that the diffusion of GCMS
likely caused a number of people to leave the
department and/or the organization, the study
was in danger of presenting only the perspectives
of those who welcomed GCMS when it was first
introduced. Fortunately, I was able to collect data

from enough individuals initially reluctant to adopt
the innovation that I believe I gained sufficient
clarity on the later adopter perspective. Still, the
story would have had even more depth of insight
had I been able to interview individuals who never
adopted the technology. While the information
from those I did have access to provided rich
explanations of their experiences, I was cognizant
of the potential bias and memory fallibility in
the self-reporting format. I attempted to address
this by applying multiple coding schemes and by
incorporating corroboratory evidence from the
additional documents.

Finally, I was restricted in my time with each
participant when collecting data; therefore, I was
unable to clarify or expand upon some of their
answers. While I might have attempted to solicit
more information from these individuals, my access
was limited by the parameters of the Fellowship I
had received, and I did not feel it was professionally
appropriate to request more time. I did, however,
follow up repeatedly with my principle contact
Sean, who had graciously agreed to function in this
role throughout the project. I kept in mind that
this meant I engaged one perspective more than
any other.

Suggestions for Future Research The GCMS
diffusion story is comprised of multiple, complex
layers of culture and agency that were difficult to
contain in one analysis. Further areas of exploration
might include the role of trust and cultural identity
in adoption decisions, as well as how cultural
identity influences a sense of agency in the process.
Given the findings that suggest knowledge and
persuasion do not necessarily occur sequentially,
further research could examine the ways in which
they interrelate during adoption-decision processes.
Finally, more theoretically substantial rhetorical
analyses are warranted if we are to truly unpack the
rhetorical nature of innovation diffusion. To that
end, applying Habermas' conception of technocratic
rationality or Foucault's conceptions of power and
resistance to issues of context and agency in the
organizational diffusion of component content
management would offer an intriguing start.

APPENDIX A

CHANGE AGENT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (1) What is your name and the year you were
born?
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(2) How long have you been an employee of
GlobalCorp? How long have you worked in the
Technical Communication Department?

(3) What was your job title and work
responsibilities during the transition to
GCMS? What is your current connection to
GCMS?

(4) Please explain your role in the GCMS
development and adoption process. Was this
a new position (i.e. promotion) or in addition
to other work responsibilities?

(5) Had you ever been involved in facilitating the
transition/adoption of new technology prior to
this experience? Please explain.

(6) What was your opinion/view/perception of
GCMS in the beginning. Did the adoption
process change your view of GCMS in any
way?

(7) What was management's role in the GCMS
adoption process? Did they help or hinder the
process in any way?

(8) How would you characterize the transition to
GCMS? What actions did you take to facilitate
the process?

(9) Did you notice a difference in how GCMS was
received among the technical writers in the

department? Please explain any differences
you saw.

(10) Were there key people in each location who
assisted in the transition?

(11) What communication tools did you use
during the adoption process (i.e. phone,
email meetings)? Why did you make the
communication choices you did?

(12) Can you identify an event or a process that
inhibited (i.e. took longer) the transition to
GCMS?

(13) What did you do to reduce the initial
uncertainty/resistance to GCMS? Please give
an example if appropriate.

(14) How much control do you feel you had over
the transition process? What organizational
factors inhibited or bolstered your sense of
control over the process?

(15) Did the GCMS system change in any way
during the adoption process (i.e. from the
time it was introduced to the time it was
fully adopted in each location?) What do you
attribute it to?

(16) What would you do differently if you were to
take on a similar role in some future project?
What would you try to do again?
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