MEKQRMA

AP Resistance
Isn’t Pushback.

It’s Pattern
Recognition.

Why Accounts Payable teams
push back on system changes,
and what to do about it.



Accounts Payable resistance is often
misunderstood as a reluctance to change.

In reality, it's the result of years spent managing exceptions,
reducing risk, and protecting financial outcomes. This pattern

shows up consistently in AP teams navigating ERP changes and
system transitions.

This whitepaper explores why AP teams evaluate new systems
differently, why change management requires a more thoughtful
approach in high-control environments, and what CFOs and
Microsoft Partners can do to build confidence, not just adoption,
during AP transformation.

Introduction: What Looks Like Resistance

But what can look like reluctance from the outside—slower adoption,
more questions, longer timelines—is actually something deeper.

AP teams are not resistant to change; they're simply recognizing patterns.

AP teams don't resist change.
They evaluate risk.

Instead of evaluating new systems on promise alone, AP teams evaluate
based on what can go wrong and how those situations are handled.

That experience shapes how they approach change.



The Reality of AP Work: Built on Exceptions

It's built on exceptions that happen regularly:
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Incomplete Stalled Vendor Compliance Unexpected
Invoices Approvals Disputes Shifts Audits

The real work of AP happens in how these exceptions are handled.

A In AP, exceptions are not edge cases.
/ ) They are the process.

For example, a delayed approval or missing invoice detail may
seem minor, but in AP, it can quickly impact payment timing,
vendor relationships, and audit readiness.

Over time, AP professionals develop a working knowledge of
where processes break, where risk appears, and how issues are
resolved. Much of this knowledge is not documented, but it is
critical to keeping the business running.

For organizations considering operational change, this
perspective is important to recognize early. AP teams are often
evaluating a new system through the lens of exceptions, delays,
and payment risk long before implementation begins.

So, when a new system is introduced, AP teams are not focused
on how the system will improve their workflow or the promise of
“better”. Instead, they are focused on what happens when
something goes wrong.

This is where resistance to change begins for Accounts
Payable. It starts not from hesitation, but from experience. In
practice, these exceptions often define the process more than
the standard workflow itself.



Why Resistance Shows Up in AP First

Errors carry real consequences such as financial loss, audit exposure, and
damage to vendor relationships. Because of that, teams operating in these
environments evaluate change differently.

As Dr. Donald P. Addison of SC&E Partners explains:

¢  Employees in these areas know that mistakes carry
real consequences... so they are far less willing to
adopt new technologies... without strong evidence
that the change is safe and reliable.

This is why resistance often shows up in AP before other departments.

Not because the team is behind or trying to stay in the past, but
because they are closest to the impact.

The Hidden Layer: Identity and Expertise

For many professionals in AP, their value comes from getting things right
consistently, and often under pressure. Their expertise is built on experience,
judgment, and a deep understanding of edge cases.

When a new system is introduced, it can feel like that expertise is being
replaced or overlooked.

As Dr. Addison notes:

¢ What once made [AP teams] indispensable suddenly
feels at risk... The change can be interpreted as a loss
of mastery, a loss of control, or even a loss of
professional value.

AP hesitancy is not a resistance to change but a protective
instinct toward something that took years to build.


https://www.scandepartners.com/

The AP Confidence Lens: Understanding
What Resistance Signals

Instead of asking, “Why is AP resisting?”
A better question is: “What is AP trying to validate?”

The AP Confidence Lens provides a simple way to interpret these signals.
Visibility

“Will | see problems when they happen?”

AP teams know that exceptions won't disappear inside a new process.
They want confidence that issues will remain visible, traceable, and easy
to investigate.

When visibility is unclear, resistance increases.

%ﬁ@ Control

“Can I still prevent mistakes and protect the business?”

AP operates within a framework of controls including approvals, audit trails, and
compliance requirements.

Change introduces uncertainty to their process. Therefore, if teams are unsure
how risk is managed in the new system or environment, they will hesitate.

%ﬁ& Continuity

“What happens when something breaks, and who owns it?”
Every system encounters issues. What matters is how those issues are handled.

AP teams need clear escalation paths, defined ownership, and predictable
resolution timing. Without these, confidence is difficult to build.

This is not a formal framework or methodology; it is a helpful way to
interpret behavior.

Through this lens, leaders, partners, and teams can better understand that
AP resistance is often a response to unanswered questions, and not a
rejection of the change itself.



Where Traditional Change
Management Falls Short

These elements are necessary, but they are often not enough.

They explain what is changing but rarely explain how the new system behaves
under pressure.

As a result, a gap forms between what is presented and what AP needs to trust.

- Most change models explain the rollout.
= AP needs confidence in failure scenarios.

This is one reason universal change models struggle in complex environments.

Dr. Addison explains:

¢ Universal models provide a useful starting point,
but they cannot account for the cultural, human,
operational, and industry-specific factors that
ultimately determine whether a change
succeeds or stalls.

In AP, those factors are central, not secondary, to handling change effectively.

If resistance in AP is shaped by experience, then change cannot be
managed in the abstract. It has to reflect how AP actually works.



What AP-Specific Change Actually Looks Like

The usual path from planning to communication to training and implementation does
not fully account for what AP is responsible for protecting: accuracy, audit readiness,
vendor trust, and financial control. Any change that overlooks those realities will
struggle to gain traction.

Let’s look at how change unfolds inside Accounts Payable teams.

@ Every AP process exists for a reason, even the workarounds
%(ﬂ that may seem unnecessary. Over time, these processes were shaped to
handle exceptions and reduce risk. Before anything changes, those
decisions need to be understood and respected. Without that foundation,
trust is difficult to build.

From there, alignment becomes critical. AP works alongside IT
@7 and Finance, each with its own priorities. When ownership and expectations
are unclear, tension builds quickly. Effective change efforts define shared
responsibility early and make risk tolerance visible across teams.

In Accounts Payable, a process is only as strong as its ability to

handle exceptions without slowing everything else down. This is why
process design plays a different role in AP. Efficiency matters, but not at the
expense of control. Teams need to understand how the process holds up
when something breaks. They look for clear answers around how exceptions
are surfaced, how issues are resolved, and where accountability sits.
Confidence grows when those answers are easy to see. Adoption takes
shape over time through daily use.

{0} Training may introduce the system, but it does not build comfort.
o Asteams work through real scenarios, they begin to trust how the system
responds. Ongoing support matters more than a single rollout moment. In
many AP teams, confidence builds not during training, but during the first
few payment cycles when real scenarios begin to surface.

And after go-live, the work continues. AP processes evolve as new
exceptions appear and volumes shift. Success requires an understanding of
whether teams feel confident, in control, and prepared to handle the
unexpected.

Adoption also depends on capacity. AP teams are often managing high
volumes and tight deadlines, which makes it difficult to absorb change
without disrupting daily operations.

fz Change extends beyond AP. Vendors, approvers, and upstream

gj teams all feel the impact. When those relationships are not considered,
even well-designed changes can create friction elsewhere. Managing that
broader impact is part of making change stick.

When these elements are in place, resistance begins to shift, becoming less
about hesitation and more about validation. This shift makes progress more
achievable and the outcomes more durable.



Addressing the Tension Between AP & IT

Both teams are essential to success, but they approach change from
different perspectives.

AP is focused on outcomes. IT is focused on stability.
The work is tied to paying vendors Their responsibility is to protect
accurately and on time, resolving the system, maintain performance,
issues quickly, and maintaining and ensure long-term reliability.
trust across the organization. In Changes that introduce
exception scenarios, the impact is complexity or risk need to be
immediate and visible. carefully managed.

These priorities are not in conflict, but they are not always aligned.

As Dr. Addison notes, different functional groups often evaluate change through
their own lens of risk and responsibility, which can create friction if not
addressed early.

During system transitions, the alignment gap between AP & IT becomes more
noticeable.

AP often becomes more dependent on IT for access, troubleshooting, and
system changes. At the same time, IT is managing increased demand, new
system complexity, and the need to keep everything running smoothly.

Without shared context, both teams can feel blocked. AP may experience delays
that affect payment cycles and vendor relationships. IT may see requests that
introduce risk or create long-term support challenges.

This tension is not a failure. It's a natural result of different responsibilities.

The organizations that navigate it well do not try to remove the tension. They
make it visible and manageable.

They define ownership clearly, establish escalation paths before issues arise, and
align on response expectations and risk tolerance.

Most importantly, they bring IT into the conversation early, when AP workflows
and exception scenarios are being discussed, not after decisions have already
been made.

When AP and IT operate with shared understanding, tension begins to ease.
Not because concerns disappear, but because they are addressed together.



Reframing Resistance: A signal, Not a Problem

But when resistance is viewed as a signal, it becomes useful, highlighting:

Where risk is unclear

lgg% Where processes are incomplete

Where confidence has not yet been established

Instead of slowing progress, it can help create a smoother path forward
for the whole organization.

What This Means for CFOs

Once a decision is made, a different challenge emerges: adoption.

Even the right system can struggle if the organization is not ready to
absorb the change.

The right system still fails without
organizational readiness.

Readiness is shaped by both willingness and ability. This includes what teams
believe about the change and whether they have the capacity to adopt it.

AP resistance often signals a gap in one of these areas.

For CFOs, the focus should be on selecting the right system to ensuring the
organization can operate with clarity and control.

Confidence is built by addressing the questions behind resistance, not
bypassing them.



For Microsoft Partners: Turning Resistance
Into Signal

A system has been selected. A migration is underway. Expectations are set.

And then the questions begin. AP teams revisit workflows, raise concerns, and
slow the pace.

@3\ Resistance is often the point where alignment begins.

This is often where friction appears, but it is also where alignment is built.

The Shift: From Explaining to Understanding

It is natural to respond with more explanation, more detail, and more
reassurance.

But for AP, resistance is rarely caused by a lack of information.

"i More information does not automatically create confidence.

The shift is simple: move from explaining the system to understanding how AP
evaluates it.

What to Listen For

AP resistance to change often appears in practical questions:

@ “What happens if this gets stuck?”

U

\ “How do we find this later?”

’éf{j “Who owns this if it fails?”

j The questions AP asks often reveal where operational
trust has not yet been established.

These are not edge cases. They are signals.



How to Respond Differently
Effective partner and CFO conversations focus less on ideal workflows and
more on real conditions.

v Walk through exception scenarios

v Show how issues are surfaced and resolved

v Clarify ownership across teams before go-live

v Involve AP in shaping the process early

Qp Trust grows when teams can clearly see how issues
%fﬂ will be handled.

This builds trust, not just agreement.

A Different Definition of Success

Across AP teams, these resistance patterns show up consistently during
system changes, ERP transitions, and process improvements. The outcomes
that last are not driven by speed, but by how well change reflects the realities
of AP work.

Successful AP change management is not defined by how quickly a system is
implemented but by how confidently it is used.

Successful AP transformation is measured by
/7\ confidence after go-live; not speed before it.

That trust is built before go-live, and reinforced after.



Closing: From Resistance to Confidence

They have seen where systems fail and how small issues become larger
ones.

So they ask questions. They test assumptions. They look for signals
others may miss.

When those questions are answered clearly, resistance fades. What
replaces it is confidence, and that confidence supports lasting change.

.‘C')'.
M When AP confidence grows, adoption follows.
Wi
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Better Change Starts With
Better Understanding

What looks like resistance in AP is often pattern
recognition shaped by years of experience.

When organizations listen to those signals early,
transformation becomes easier to sustain.
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