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Abstract

Although it has always been important for firms that employees
innovate predefined processes, the working environment in
which employees implement these processes has significantly
changed. Currently, the working environment is often charac-
terized by employee surveillance; that is, the way in which
employees conduct a process is monitored. In the current study,
we present the results of an experiment examining the effect of
process monitoring on process improvements by employees.
Although previous accounting literature has reported negative
effects of monitoring techniques on several organizational out-
comes, we show that process monitoring can have a positive
effect on employees’ implementation of process improvements
in the absence, but not in the presence, of a firm’s error avoid-
ance policy. Without an error avoidance policy, employees are
motivated to create a favorable impression in front of
management by implementing process improvements. This
finding has important implications for business practice. From
a broader perspective, we show that the influence of action con-
trols depends on the parameters of a cultural control.

KEYWORDS
error avoidance policy, process improvements, process innovation,
process monitoring

Au-dela de ’emploi : 'impact du suivi des
processus sur les améliorations des processus

Résumé
11 a toujours été crucial pour les entreprises que les employés
menent a bien les processus prédéfinis, mais I’environnement
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de travail dans lequel les employés mettent en ceuvre ces
processus a ¢énormément changé. A Theure actuelle,
I’environnement de travail est souvent caractérisé par la sur-
veillance des employés, leur fagon de mener un processus
faisant I'objet d’un suivi. Cette étude présente les résultats
d’une expérience examinant I'impact du suivi des processus
sur les améliorations des processus par les employés. Alors
que la littérature comptable rapporte des effets négatifs des
techniques de suivi sur plusieurs résultats d’entreprises, les
auteurs montrent que le suivi des processus peut avoir un
effet positif sur les projets d’amélioration des processus mis
en place par les employés, notamment en I’absence, et non
pas en présence, d’'une politique de l'entreprise axée sur
I’évitement des erreurs. En I’absence d’une telle politique, les
employés sont motivés par le désir de produire une impres-
sion favorable auprés de leur gestionnaire en mettant en
place des projets d’amélioration des processus. Ces con-
statations fournissent d’importants éclaircissements sur les
pratiques entrepreneuriales. Dans une perspective plus large,
les auteurs soulignent que I'influence des contrdles d’action
dépend des paramétres liés a un controle culturel.

MOTS-CLES
améliorations des processus, innovation des processus, politique axée sur
I’évitement des erreurs, suivi des processus

JEL CLASSIFICATION
M14, M41, M50

1 | INTRODUCTION

“Everyone has two jobs. First to build the car, second to find ways of doing the job better”
(Caulkin, 1993, p. 38). This quote from John Towers, former owner and managing director of
the British car manufacturer Rover, pinpoints the importance of process improvements—that
is, new and improved ways to solve a problem—through employees executing predefined pro-
cesses (Anderson et al., 2014). Process improvements—also referred to as process innovations
(Crossan & Apaydin, 2010; Miron et al., 2004)—represent a type of innovation. We examine
the effect of process monitoring on employees’ identification and implementation of process
improvements. We focus on the implementation of process improvements because they are an
important antecedent of long-term organizational innovation and performance. One important
source of innovation is employees executing a specific process because these employees
have detailed knowledge about a process and, thus, are a potential source for process
improvements—both incremental and radical—that can positively influence firm performance
(Crossan & Apaydin, 2010; Webb et al., 2013). However, the tasks of searching for and
implementing such improvements are usually not explicitly contained in the job description
(Anderson et al., 2004; Axtell et al., 2000). Therefore, whether employees engage in such behav-
ior is influenced by management controls that shape the working environment.

Previous research in this field has focused on the effect of results controls on process
improvements. For example, prior research suggests that individuals discover and implement
more process improvements (represented by shortcuts) under fixed-wage contracts and
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low-productivity targets than under bonus contracts and/or high productivity targets (Webb
et al., 2013). Furthermore, relative performance information seems to increase the implementa-
tion of process improvements (Newman et al., 2022). Although results controls are widespread
and motivate employees to produce more output, organizations increasingly use action con-
trols, such as process monitoring. These controls make employees’ process execution—and not
only inputs or outputs—visible to the firm. For example, a recent survey conducted in 2022
reports that 60% of surveyed workers faced some form of monitoring (Skelton, 2023). In the
current study, we examine the effect of process monitoring on process improvements by
employees.

An important reason for monitoring process execution, and not simply input or output, is to
ensure that employees produce output using a specific, predefined process (Subasic et al., 2011).
This is especially important in areas in which following predefined processes is indispensable
for ensuring product quality (e.g., in pharmaceutical manufacturing) or safety (e.g., in chemical
manufacturing or aviation). In these contexts, organizations do not want employees to experi-
ment to implement process improvements because the risks associated with such experimenta-
tion are too high.

Notably, process monitoring is also used when predefined processes are not essential
for product or personnel safety. Examples include recording data from workers’ handheld scan-
ners in warehouses (Gruet, 2024), point-of-sale IT systems in restaurants that detect and report
theft and fraud (Pierce et al., 2015), or tracking the position of delivery trucks (Levy, 2015).
Importantly, process monitoring has also become popular in white-collar or administrative
jobs in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and the subsequent increase in remote work
and telecommuting (Negron & Nguyen, 2023; Skopeliti, 2023). Monitoring employees in
this context includes Al-driven email analysis to assess workplace culture, programs that cap-
ture keystrokes (Negrén & Nguyen, 2023), monitoring via webcams, and audio recording
(Skopeliti, 2023). The motive behind process monitoring in these jobs is not only surveillance,
but also an attempt to increase productivity (Skopeliti, 2023).

The conflicting views of process monitoring suggest that it cannot be examined in isolation.
Instead, other—especially cultural—controls determine their effect. A firm’s error avoidance
policy is an important cultural control that shapes how employees perceive process monitoring
and ultimately determines their willingness to engage in process improvements. Although prior
research has emphasized the importance of tolerating (or even rewarding) early failure to moti-
vate exploration and innovation (Manso, 2011), an error avoidance policy represents a frequent
manifestation of a corporate culture that has no tolerance for failure. Whether an organization
employs an error avoidance policy will most likely depend on its willingness to take risks.
Although a firm’s willingness to take risks differs during the firm’s life cycle (e.g., Habib &
Hasan, 2017), this also depends on the industry. For example, aviation or pharmaceutical and
chemical manufacturing firms are likely to have an error avoidance policy. In this study, we
combine these two aspects and investigate whether the effect of process monitoring on beyond-
the-job process improvements depends on the absence versus the presence of an error avoidance
policy.

We predict that process monitoring promotes process improvements when an error avoid-
ance policy is absent, but not when an error avoidance policy is present. Although process mon-
itoring increases employees’ perceived visibility, whether monitoring is regarded as a control or
an opportunity for self-presentation depends on the presence or absence of an error avoidance
policy. The self-presentation aspect relies on the fact that process monitoring allows individuals
to display their skills as the working process becomes visible. Because individuals’ self-esteem is
influenced by their imagined reaction of others to their performance (Leary & Kowalski, 1990),
prior literature suggests that the visibility of the working process motivates employees to engage
in working behaviors that create a favorable impression (Bolino et al., 2008; Tetlock &
Manstead, 1985).
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In particular, in the absence of an error avoidance policy, employees have an incentive to
engage in experimentation if it offers them the chance to be perceived as a smart person who
can identify and implement process improvements. For example, in an analytical study linking
incentives and firm growth dynamics, Bennett and Levinthal (2017) argue that employees might
strive to “shine more brightly” than their peers through beyond-the-job behavior, such as pro-
cess improvements. However, in the presence of an error avoidance policy, the error avoidance
policy affects employees’ beliefs about how to create a positive impression, that is, by following
established or prescribed process specifications rather than engage in process improvements.

To test our prediction, we conducted an experiment with a 2 x 2 full factorial between-
subjects design.' We used a newly developed task based on the popular board game
“Mastermind,” which requires participants to identify a hidden color code in, at most, 12 steps.
We slightly adjusted the traditional rules to improve the structure of the task, helping us provide
a general solution guide that allows participants to identify any color code in exactly 12 steps.
However, the process description provided in the solution guide was not optimal because sev-
eral process improvements allowed the participants to identify color codes in fewer than
12 steps. In contrast to previous tasks, this allowed us to measure the implementation of process
improvements in a situation in which creativity was not the main aspect of the task.

We manipulated Process monitoring at two levels (present vs. absent). In the Process moni-
toring present condition, process-oriented video surveillance captured participants’ screens. In
the absence of Process monitoring, there was no video surveillance. Furthermore, we manipu-
lated Error avoidance policy at two levels (present vs. absent). Although we provided a defini-
tion of “defective codes” (codes that are not identified within the maximum of 12 steps) to all
participants to ensure clean manipulation, only under the Error avoidance policy present condi-
tion did we inform participants that it was important to avoid producing such “defective codes.”
We did not provide this information to participants in the Error avoidance policy absent
condition.”

In line with our prediction, we find that if an error avoidance policy is absent (but not if it is
present), process monitoring motivates employees to implement more process improvements.
Consequently, the implementation of process improvements is greatest in the Process monitor-
ing present/Error avoidance policy absent condition. The participants in this condition also
exhibit the greatest drive to make an impression by making improvements, thus supporting the
self-presentation aspect of process monitoring in the absence of an error avoidance policy. By
analyzing participants’ choices regarding specific steps involved in the task, we also show that
participants who are subject to process monitoring in the absence of an error avoidance policy
engage more in radical and incremental experimentation. However, process monitoring does
not automatically lead to superior performance in the short term.

Our study makes three contributions to accounting theory and practice. First, we contribute
to the growing stream of research examining the effects of management controls on employee
innovation. Prior research in this field differentiates among different types of innovation,
including process innovation (Kahn, 2018), which is the focus of our study. Guo et al. conclude
that, despite its largely acknowledged importance, “process innovation has remained out of
focus” (Guo et al., 2019, p. 682), and because of its differences vis-a-vis other types of innova-
tion, such as product innovation, prior findings cannot be generalized to process innovation.
Cai et al. (2023) add that motivating process innovation is particularly challenging because it

IThe research was conducted in an ethical manner. Specifically, subjects were treated anonymously in accordance with the relevant data
protection regulations and were not exposed to specific risks. Furthermore, subjects were not deceived in any way or at any time. The
institution at which the study was conducted does not have a review board to provide ethical clearance.

2This form of manipulation (present vs. absent) follows prior research that analyzes such value statements (e.g., Kachelmeier

et al., 2016) because these statements are usually only meaningful (and hence applied) in one direction. For example, a firm that is open-
minded with regard to the idea that employees learn most effectively from mistakes would nevertheless not tell them that “it is important
to produce errors.”



870 CAAA ‘b ACPC CONTEMPORARY  RECHERCHE CONTEMPORARY ACCOUNTING RESEARCH

%% RESEARCH CONTEMPORAINE

represents extra-role behavior that is difficult to directly incentivize. Therefore, examining pro-
cess monitoring appears particularly fruitful in this context, but has not been addressed by prior
research. For example, Guo et al. (2019) use survey data to show that input controls
(e.g., training), behavioral controls (e.g., quality controls), and output controls (e.g., use of indi-
cators of innovation outcomes) have a positive effect on process innovation. Pfister and Lukka
(2019) present a case study showing that a results control, that is, stretch targets, may lead to
productivity gains through process innovations. However, the positive effect depends on the
personnel and culture controls used by the firm. Overall, we contribute to this stream of
research by examining the effects of an action control of growing importance—process
monitoring—and its interaction with the firm’s error avoidance policy (a form of cultural con-
trol) on process improvements.

Second, our study highlights the self-presentation aspect of process monitoring, which can
induce process improvements. In this vein, our study particularly relates to prior findings of
Campbell et al. (2011), who show via a field experiment that employees engage in less experi-
mentation to improve processes under tight versus loose monitoring. Particularly, they examine
two different cultures of handling deviations from a standardized procedure, with process moni-
toring being present in all conditions. This result is essential, as it suggests that cultural controls
can impact experimentation when process monitoring is present. However, their study is not
intended to generate any inferences regarding situations without process monitoring. We build
on this research by examining the effects of process monitoring under different cultural
controls.

Third, we inform practitioners about the potential costs and benefits of process monitoring.
Specifically, we reveal that—for firms without an error avoidance policy—control mechanisms
that enhance the visibility of working processes (i.e., process monitoring) can serve as useful
tools for fostering innovative behavior. In contrast, we show that—for firms with an error
avoidance policy in place—process monitoring can come with hidden costs; that is, employees
become reluctant to think about ways to improve their working processes.

The current paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 provides background information on moni-
toring. Section 3 elaborates on the theoretical background and develops the hypothesis.
Section 4 describes our experimental method, and Section 5 presents the results. Section 6 con-
cludes the paper.

2 | BACKGROUND

Nebeker and Tatum speculate that employees “have been monitored at work probably as
long as people have been employed” (Nebeker & Tatum, 1993, p. 508). Because of technolog-
ical innovations and trends such as telecommuting, monitoring has increased in recent
years—particularly in the digital age (Kensbock & Stockmann, 2021). The literature pro-
vides many examples of how firms monitor their employees and highlights the extent to
which firms use monitoring. For example, research reports that 37% of firms track the
employees they send to customers (e.g., by tracking their mobile devices) (Ante &
Weber, 2013) and that cameras in a Las Vegas casino track the smiles of employees to mea-
sure customer service quality (Peck, 2013).

Although monitoring is pervasive in the business world, some researchers argue that moni-
toring “is much used and little understood” (Vorvoreanu & Botan, 2020, p. 3). Monitoring is
known to have physiological and psychological effects. The former category of effects includes
physiological arousal, increased heart rate, changes in skin conductance, and, ultimately, stress
reactions (see Stanton (2000) for an overview). The latter category includes, for example,
employees’ intrinsic motivation or willingness to speak up (Kensbock & Stéckmann, 2021).
Prior research suggests that the effect of monitoring depends on the context in which it is used
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(Stanton, 2000). In other words, employees’ perceptions and the characteristics of monitoring
determine whether monitoring has a positive or negative effect on employee behavior. For
example, although a certain level of stress or performance pressure may appear beneficial, nega-
tive performance effects become more likely when monitoring is too intense and/or perceived
negatively. Stanton (2000) provides an overview of theories and findings explaining why the sit-
uation in which monitoring is employed matters. In this context, this author highlights the
importance of social facilitation.

Social facilitation research—significantly influenced by Zajonc (1965)—examines the effect
of the social presence of others (e.g., via monitoring) on individuals’ behavior and their perfor-
mance (Aiello & Douthitt, 2001). Guerin (1993) classifies the various existing theories that try
to explain social facilitation effects into drive theories, cognitive process theories, and social
conformity theories. Briefly, drive theories argue that the mere presence of others increases
arousal that translates into performance. Cognitive process theories focus on the distraction
caused by the presence of others. The final group of theories assumes that in the presence of
others, an individual’s awareness of which behavior is considered valuable is strengthened. Self-
presentation theory belongs to this latter group of theories and argues that individuals care
about their image and how they are evaluated by others (Aiello & Douthitt, 2001). This is dis-
cussed in more detail when developing our hypothesis in the next section.

A related study by Campbell et al. (2011) illustrates how anticipated evaluation by others
affects behavior. These authors examine employee behavior in a setting in which exception
reports are generated when employees use their discretion to deviate from the guidelines
established by the firm; they find that when tight (as opposed to loose) monitoring of the excep-
tion reports is implemented, employees experiment less; that is, they deviate less from the guide-
lines. This finding is consistent with the claim that greater evaluative pressure decreases
experimentation. This setting is different from the one that we investigate for an important rea-
son. In Campbell et al. (2011), each deviation from the firm’s guidelines is reported to manage-
ment via an exception report. The handling of these exception reports by supervisors influences
participants’ pressure to adhere to established rules. In the setting we investigate, only the result
matters, while deviations from a specified process have no consequences. In addition, monitor-
ing is always present in Campbell et al. (2011), while we examine behavior when monitoring is
present versus absent.

3 | HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

A common approach to the classification of management control systems differentiates action,
results, personnel, and cultural controls (Merchant & van der Stede, 2023). Below, we derive a
prediction regarding the effect of process monitoring (i.e., an action control) on process
improvements that depends on a firm’s error avoidance policy (i.e., a cultural control).

We focus on a setting where the outcome of a prescribed process is observed by the firm
(i.e., a results control is in place). This allows us to derive a clear prediction for the effect of the
action control (i.e., monitoring how a process is executed) that is not mixed with a results con-
trol effect (i.e., monitoring whether the process outcome is defective). When the observable out-
come of an established process is defective, the firm can easily conclude that the employee has
not followed the firm’s guidelines. If, however, the outcome is error free, the employee might
have followed the prescribed process or made process improvements.

To predict the effect of process monitoring on employee behavior in the context of process
improvements, we base our approach on social facilitation. As outlined above, prior research
uses different theories to explain social facilitation effects. We rely on self-presentation theory
for an important reason: The effect of monitoring on employee behavior resulting from self-
presentation depends on what employees assume is expected from them. Self-presentation was
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popularized by the work of Goffman (1959), who emphasizes individual’s effort to create a pos-
itive image on others. Aiello and Douthitt (2001) summarize Baumeister’s (1982) argument
“that in the presence of others, people are motivated by a desire to please those who are observ-
ing them and to construct a certain public image of themselves” (Aiello & Douthitt, 2001,
p. 169). This indicates that the effect of process monitoring on process improvements depends
on employees’ belief in what behavior is expected from them to create a favorable image. In the
following section, we explain how this expectation is shaped by the presence or absence of an
error avoidance policy.

In the absence of an error avoidance policy, engaging in process improvements under pro-
cess monitoring might be appealing to employees. Considering that process monitoring is an
action control, individuals’ actions, that is, their working processes, become visible. Visibility
enables employees to create a desired impression of others who observe how they execute a pro-
cess (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). Leary and Kowalski argue that when “under others’ intense
scrutiny, for example, people find it difficult not to think about the impressions others are for-
ming” (Leary & Kowalski, 1990, p. 36). Ariely et al. (2008) add that individuals work more pro-
ductively if the task is meaningful, for example, because it is valued by others. This suggests
that process monitoring might motivate individuals to engage in working behaviors, that is,
developing process improvements, that they believe will create a favorable impression (Bolino
et al., 2008; Tetlock & Manstead, 1985). Indeed, process monitoring provides a platform for
employees to present their skills and abilities.

Whether this effect occurs and employees engage in process improvements depends on how
process monitoring is perceived. When the firm does not emphasize an error-free process
(i.e., without an error avoidance policy in place), employees do not experience performance
pressure to behave in a specific way; that is, process monitoring is not perceived as a measure to
control conformity with the firm’s process guidelines. Thus, the positive self-presentation effect
of process monitoring can materialize, and employees are motivated to take personal initiative
and demonstrate extraordinary commitment by “going the extra mile” (Fay & Frese, 2001;
Parker et al., 2010). In this situation, individuals are encouraged to take personal risks, to
experiment, and to learn from feedback (Edmondson, 1996, 1999). Process monitoring provides
the opportunity to broadcast skills and encourages individuals to select a strategy that focuses
on process improvements (Roberts, 2005).?

In this situation, employees can follow two different strategies to improve processes: incre-
mental and radical strategies (Dewar & Dutton, 1986). While incremental strategies describe
changes within the boundaries of the current approach, radical strategies call the current
approach into question and propose a completely new way of solving an existing task
(Crossan & Apaydin, 2010). Although radical strategies have greater potential for improvement
(e.g., concerning the time or cost saved), they also entail greater risk in terms of errors (Song &
Thieme, 2009). Hence, process monitoring in an environment without an error avoidance policy
provides benefits (in the form of a good impression) to employees when they implement process
improvements that potentially outweigh the risk of producing errors. Because employees can
benefit from the use of both incremental and radical strategies by creating a good impression,
we assume that both approaches are triggered by process monitoring when an error avoidance
policy is absent.

When an error avoidance policy is present, however, employees perceive process monitoring
differently. Employees perceive the act of following predefined guidelines as more appreciated
by the firm. Thus, self-presentation motivates them to convey the impression that they follow
prescribed process specifications. Under these circumstances, experimentation is associated with

Roberts (2005) uses the term image construction to describe a concept integrating impression management theory and social identity
theory. Because social identity is not part of our investigation, that is, the observer was the same person in all experimental sessions, we
refrain from distinguishing between these two concepts.
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a high level of perceived personal risk (Edmondson, 1999). In particular, perceived personal risk
can materialize through the creation of an unfavorable impression by producing errors, which
is strongly undesirable. Thus, they engage in less (risky) experimentation and stick to the behav-
ior suggested by their job descriptions (Campbell et al., 2011). Process monitoring is perceived
as a way to control conformity with an error avoidance policy. As a result, the controlling
aspect of monitoring becomes more salient.

In summary, the effect of process monitoring on process improvements is contingent on the
presence or absence of an error avoidance policy. Process monitoring generally allows for self-
presentation. If process monitoring is accompanied by an error avoidance policy, employees
perceive that strictly following the firm’s guidelines and not engaging in process improvements
creates the most favorable impression. However, if no error avoidance policy is in place,
employees engage in process improvements to broadcast their skills. Hence, we formally state
our hypothesis as follows:

Hypothesis. Process monitoring promotes process improvements when an error
avoidance policy is absent but not when an error avoidance policy is present.

4 | EXPERIMENTAL METHOD
4.1 | Experimental task

To answer our research question, we developed a new experimental task based on the
popular two-player board game Mastermind. In Mastermind, one player (the
“codemaker”) generates a secret color code (“hidden code”) by choosing four out of six dif-
ferently colored pegs; that is, the codemaker puts four colored pegs in four (hidden) holes
at one end of a decoding board. The goal of the other player (the “codebreaker,” which is
the role of participants in our experiment) is to identify this hidden code (Laughlin
et al., 1982). Therefore, the codebreaker makes (educated) guesses about the hidden code
on the pegboard by putting colored pegs in the four empty spaces of a row. Next, the
codebreaker receives feedback on the similarity between the guess and the hidden code.
The feedback informs the codebreaker how many colored pegs in that particular guess are
in the same position as in the hidden code and how many pegs have the correct color (but
are not placed in the right position). The feedback does not indicate any position-specific
information. The codebreaker’s task is to use feedback to identify the hidden code within
the maximum number of allowed guesses.

Importantly, in the original version of the game, a color could appear twice in the same
code, and free spaces are allowed. In addition, the codebreaker is not restricted concerning the
type or order of changes to make after one guess (i.e., from one row to another). Although prior
literature examines several different strategies for identifying the hidden code as quickly as pos-
sible depending on the parameters in place (Berghman et al., 2009; Laughlin et al., 1982), we
reduced these possibilities for better measurement of process improvements. Hence, we added
the requirement that—for each guess—participants could add only one color. This additional
requirement provided a clear structure for identifying the hidden codes, hence making identify-
ing the codes more strategic and preventing random guesses. Thus, for their first guess, for
example, the participants had to choose four pegs of the same color. If participants added more
than one new color that did not appear in their last guess, they were reminded of the require-
ment and asked to alter their guess. In addition, the hidden code always consisted of exactly
four out of six differently colored pegs in our setting. Furthermore, free spaces were not
allowed, nor did any colors appear twice in the same code. A screen of the experimental task is
depicted in Figure 1.
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FIGURE 1 Screen of the experimental task. This figure shows a screen of the experiment. In Mastermind, one
player (the “codemaker”) generates a secret color code (“hidden code”), choosing four out of six differently colored
pegs; that is, the codemaker puts four colored pegs in four (hidden) holes at one end of a decoding board. The goal of
the other player (the “codebreaker,” which is the role of participants in our experiment) is to identify this hidden code.
The codebreaker makes (educated) guesses about the hidden code on the pegboard by putting colored pegs in the four
empty spaces of a row. Next, the codebreaker receives feedback on the similarity between this guess and the hidden
code. The feedback informs the codebreaker how many colored pegs in that particular guess are in the same position as
in the hidden code and how many pegs have the correct color (but are not placed in the right position). The feedback
does not indicate any position-specific information. To ensure comprehensibility in black and white printing, letters
have been added to the original screen for the individual colors: Y (yellow), R (red), B (blue), O (orange), P (purple),
and K (black).

In our setting, the hidden four-color codes were computer-generated, and participants took
the role of the codebreaker. Each of the six available colors occurred only once in a code,
resulting in 6!/(6 —4)! =360 potential codes. The participants had a maximum of 12 guesses to
identify a code. If participants identified a code correctly or were unable to identify a code
within 12 guesses (“defective code”), they were informed of the outcome and then received a
new (hidden) code. During the main task of the experiment, an unlimited number of hidden
codes were available. All participants received the same codes in the same order. After each
guess, the participants received feedback via a display of black and gray dots next to the row of
their actual guess. For each colored peg in the correct position, a black dot was displayed. A
gray dot appeared if the color existed in the hidden code but the position was incorrect. This
feedback was also provided in written form (e.g., “One peg is in the correct position”). Because
we aimed to investigate experimentation and process improvements, choosing a task that con-
stantly provided feedback was an important design choice (Manso, 2011).

We provided a solution guide (“exemplary solution”) to all participants that describes a
structured process for identifying any hidden code within exactly 12 guesses—that is, within the
maximum number of guesses allowed. Although this guide allows everyone to identify any
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code, it is not efficient: The participants could identify and implement process improvements
and identify the hidden code in fewer than 12 guesses. Therefore, every deviation from the
12-step solution that also led to a correct answer represented a process improvement. Briefly,
the exemplary solution followed a four-step strategy:

1. Rows 1-5 were used to identify all the colors contained in the hidden code.

2. Rows 6-8 were used to determine, for each color, if it was on the left or right side of
the code.

3. Rows 9 and 10 served to identify the exact position of each color.

4. Rows 11 and 12 were used to insert all the colors in the correct places, as participants were
allowed to add only one additional color per guess.

The pattern in Figure 1 displays a code that was solved using the process suggested by the
solution guide.

Importantly, the exemplary solution allowed the user to solve any code without knowing
how to interpret the feedback provided for every single step. Hence, the guide provided a
structured process that—if understood and strictly applied—contained no risk of failing to
solve any code within 12 guesses. Before the main task, all participants had to pass a tutorial
in which they solved one code by precisely following the process proposed by the exemplary
solution.

Process improvements in this task could take two forms, here based on the use of incremen-
tal or radical strategies. As noted in the hypothesis development section, incremental
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FIGURE 2 Process improvement example. This figure shows an example of process improvement. One can clearly
identify which colors are contained in the color code as soon as the feedback 88 appears twice when placing four pegs
of the same color; at that point, one can deduce that all colors not yet tested are contained in the hidden code. To
ensure comprehensibility in black and white printing, letters have been added to the original screenfor the individual
colors: Y (yellow), R (red), B (blue), O (orange), P (purple), and K (black).
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improvements represent specific ways of reducing the number of steps required to identify the
hidden code without changing the overall strategy of the exemplary solution. An example of an
incremental improvement in our task is depicted in Figure 2.

We define radical strategies as improvements that deviate from the core idea of solving hidden
codes by using the pattern proposed by the exemplary solution (Steps 1-4 described above). An
example of a radical strategy is using two different colors in the second row and adding further
colors in the subsequent rows to gather information about their occurrence and their position simul-
taneously instead of solely identifying all hidden colors first. Using a radical strategy can help solve
a hidden code problem using fewer guesses but contains a higher risk of failure (i.e., producing a
defective code). Thus, the task allows for a broad spectrum of process improvements.

Because this task was new, all procedures, especially concerning the exemplary solution, were
subjected to extensive pretesting to ensure their validity for the measurement of our variables.*

4.2 | Experimental manipulations

We tested our hypothesis via a computer-based laboratory experiment using a 2 x 2 full facto-
rial design and SoPHIE software (Hendriks, 2012). We manipulated Process monitoring (absent
vs. present) and Error avoidance policy (absent vs. present) between subjects.

When Process monitoring was present, participants worked under video surveillance.
More precisely, we informed participants that a camera placed on their desks would cap-
ture their computer screens but not the participants themselves. The video was streamed
to the computer of an observer in the same room. The observer could see and analyze par-
ticipants’ working processes. We further informed participants that a number affixed to
their monitor allowed the observer to match the broadcast to their workspace. Impor-
tantly, the purpose of this video surveillance was to monitor the participants’ working
processes and analyze their work performance. However, participants knew that, in the
context of the experiment, no further consequences (e.g., an influence on the participant’s
compensation or a confrontation with the observer) would result from the monitoring.
Furthermore, we instructed participants to cover the camera on their desks with a felt bag
provided at each workspace before they answered the post-experimental questionnaire.
The participants in the Process monitoring absent conditions were not video-surveilled.

Concerning the second factor, we manipulated Error avoidance policy as being either present or
absent. When Error avoidance policy was present, we instructed participants that it was important
to avoid producing any defective codes (codes that are not solved within 12 guesses).” Notably, the
provided exemplary solution depicted a process that allowed participants to solve any code within
12 guesses. Importantly, we did not assign any consequences (such as blame or other monetary or
nonmonetary punishments) to the production of defective codes, here aiming to test the “pure”
effect of process monitoring. The participants in the Error avoidance policy absent condition did not
receive this instruction regarding defective codes. Importantly, to ensure information consistency,
we defined defective codes for all participants in our experimental instructions. Thus, our manipula-
tion is similar to that of Kachelmeier et al. (2016), who reemphasize the importance of accuracy,
whereas we emphasized avoiding errors. As in those authors’ research, our manipulation
reemphasizes only the information that our incentive scheme inherently conveys.

“Pretesting helped design the materials in a way that made it easy for participants to understand the relatively complex task and
especially the exemplary solution. Because it is vital for our research question that all participants fully understood the exemplary
solution, the duration of the main task (30 min) was relatively short compared to the overall duration of the experiment (90 minutes).
The main reason for this is that sufficient time was required for the tutorial, in which the participants were guided through the process of
solving a color code following the exemplary solution. This insight was also gathered from pretesting.

The exact wording is: “In this experiment, it is extremely important that you do not produce defective codes. Defective codes are color
codes that are not identified within the maximum of 12 steps per code.”
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4.3 | Participants and procedure

In total, 112 business students participated in the experiment and were randomly assigned to
one of the 4 treatment conditions.® Of these students, five who did not solve any code correctly
were excluded from our analysis. The exclusion of these five participants was mandatory for
our analysis because the measurement of process improvements was feasible only for solved
codes.

On average, the participants were 23.74 years old, and 60.75% (39.25%) were male (female).
There were no significant differences between conditions for Age (p = 0.959, two-tailed),
Gender (p = 0.744, two-tailed), or Academic degree (p = 0.506, two-tailed). Additionally,
we asked participants if they knew of the Mastermind game before the experiment. Twenty-four
of the 107 participants (22.4%) indicated that they were familiar with the game, with no signi-
ficant differences between conditions (p = 0.595, two-tailed). Hence, our randomization was
successful.

After arriving at the laboratory, the participants had 10 min to read the written instructions.
After that, they took a quiz to ensure that they understood the instructions. The participants
then read the exemplary solution depicting a process that could be used to identify any hidden
code within exactly 12 steps. To support the participants’ understanding of this process, all par-
ticipants had to pass a tutorial where they identified one hidden code by following the process
given in the exemplary solution. During the tutorial, each step of the exemplary solution was
also displayed on the screen. Moreover, participants received an interpretation of the feedback,
such as “the feedback indicates that blue is located either at Position 1 or 2 within the hidden
code.” Only during this tutorial were participants required to apply the exact procedure
suggested by the exemplary solution. The tutorial familiarized participants with the
procedure for the main task and ensured that all participants solved at least one code using the
process suggested by the exemplary solution before the main task started.

After the participants had passed the tutorial, they worked on the main task, which was
identifying hidden color codes, for 30 min. Except for a notification that a code was identi-
fied correctly, we did not provide any further feedback during the task. After the main
task, the participants had to answer a set of questions. We explicitly instructed participants
in the treatments with process monitoring to cover the camera at their desk with a felt bag
provided for this purpose because monitoring participants while answering the post-
experimental questions could have influenced their answers. Afterward, participants were
informed about their performance within the task and the resulting compensation and were
allowed to leave the laboratory. In addition to a show-up fee of 1,600 lira (8 €), the partici-
pants received 150 lira (0.75 €) for each code identified correctly. On average, participants
received 17.36 € for their participation.’

Notably, for all participants, irrespective of the treatment they received, our design cre-
ated an incentive to avoid a simple trial-and-error strategy that leads to a high number of
defective codes. First, the participants received extra compensation for each code they iden-
tified correctly. Second, the amount of time for identifying hidden color codes was limited
to 30 min. Thus, there was an opportunity cost to invest time in the production of defective
codes.

®Each treatment consisted of multiple sessions that were all administered within 4 days. To ensure all subjects participated under the
same conditions, we instructed participants not to talk to others about the experiment, even after the end of the session. Nevertheless, to
control for potential session effects, we test for differences between sessions within the different treatments. We find no significant
differences for our main dependent variable, process improvements, and the number of codes solved correctly.

All payment information given during the experiment was denominated in “lira,” which is our experimental currency, and converted
into euros at a rate of 200 lira per euro at the end of the experiment. At the time the experiment was conducted, 1.00 € equaled

US $1.12.
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5 | RESULTS
5.1 | Descriptive statistics

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics. Our primary dependent variable is Process improve-
ments. This variable represents the number of guesses a participant saved during the best try
(compared with the 12 guesses required when following the exemplary solution). We rely on the
best try to calculate our dependent variable (instead of total or average improvements) for an
important reason: Both a participant’s overall number of implemented process improvements
in all codes and the average number of process improvements per color code contain a time
aspect, that is, both measures are affected by the point of time when a process improvement is
first identified and implemented. For example, identifying a process improvement when solving
the first color code and constantly applying it when solving the following codes would lead to
greater measures of overall and average improvements. Hence, these measures focus on perfor-
mance at the individual level. Because we seek to examine the factors that influence whether
process improvements are implemented in general, we use the best try of each participant to cal-
culate our dependent variable. Thus, our variable represents the maximum number of guesses
saved while solving one code and focusing on the implementation of process improvements.
The descriptive analysis reveals that participants working under Process monitoring in the
absence of Error avoidance policy implemented the most process improvements. More precisely,
the participants in this treatment saved on average 3.22 guesses during their best try, compared
with 2.32 (Process monitoring absent/Error avoidance policy absent), 2.07 (Process monitoring
absent/Error avoidance policy present), and 2.00 (Process monitoring present/ Error avoidance

TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics per treatment.

Error avoidance policy

Absent Present
Process monitoring Process monitoring

Absent Present Total Absent Present Total Total

Number of subjects (1) 25 27 52 27 28 55 107
Process improvements Mean 2.32 3.22 2.79 2.07 2.00 2.04 2.40
(12 less the number of guesses g 1.88 208 202 207 167 187 197
during the best try) .
Min 0 0 0 0 0
Max 6 7 7 6
Performance
Codes solved correctly Mean 13.28 13.74 13.51 12.30 12.96 12.63 13.07
SD 5.27 5.38 5.28 5.75 5.41 5.54 5.41
Min 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Max 22 24 24 21 24 24 24
Codes solved incorrectly Mean 0.60 1.19 0.90 1.07 0.82 0.95 0.93
SD 0.96 1.49 1.29 1.66 1.33 1.50 1.39
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Max 3 5 5 7 5 7 7

Note: This table shows the main results per treatment and in total. The upper part presents the number of process improvements during
the participants’ best try. To compute this measure, we subtract the number of guesses a participant uses to identify the correct solution
from the number of guesses necessary when following the exemplary solution (i.e., 12). We report arithmetic means (Mean), standard
deviations (SD), minimum (Min), and maximum values (Max). The lower part of the table shows the number of codes solved correctly/
incorrectly. The values in bold (Total) combine observations from different cells as indicated.
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policy present) guesses saved in the other treatments. This pattern, which is depicted graphically
in Figure 3, is in line with our hypothesis.

5.2 | Hypothesis test

To formally test our hypothesis, we follow a three-step approach. First, we conduct an analy-
sis of variance (ANOVA) with Process monitoring (absent/present), Error avoidance policy
(absent/present), and their interaction as the independent variables and Process improvements
as the dependent variable. In addition, we conduct simple effects tests following the ANOVA
to test the effect of partial variation against the total sample variance. Although this proce-
dure follows the conventional approach used to analyze 2 x 2 full factorial designs, it can be
seen as less powerful for testing ordinal interactions in which the predicted ordinal effect is
based on the difference between one experimental cell and the three other experimental cells
(Buckless & Ravenscroft, 1990). Our hypothesis complies with this pattern: When a firm does
not have a strict error avoidance policy, employees engage more in process improvements
when process monitoring is in place. In contrast, when a firm has a strict error avoidance pol-
icy, the level of process improvement is the same, irrespective of whether process monitoring
is in place. Hence, in the second step, we conduct a planned custom contrast analysis to sub-
stantiate our hypothesis following the suggestions of Guggenmos et al. (2018). Because the
need to specify contrast weights is subject to discussions in experimental accounting research,
we ultimately verify our results by comparing regression coefficients, as suggested by Cohen
(1983), in a third step.

The results of the ANOVA with Process improvements as our dependent variable and Process
monitoring, Error avoidance policy, and their interaction as our independent variables are pres-
ented in Table 2, Panel A. As predicted, we find a significant interaction effect for our two inde-
pendent variables on Process improvements (F = 1.70, p = 0.0977, one-tailed). Hence, we follow
up by performing separate simple effects tests of the influence of Process monitoring in the Error
avoidance policy absent/present conditions. In line with our hypothesis, Process monitoring leads

35

25

Process improvements

absent present
Process monitoring

—— Error avoidance policy absent = = Error avoidance policy present

FIGURE 3 Graphical depiction of the effect on implemented Process improvements (best try) (n = 107). This figure
graphically depicts the main results. When Error avoidance policy is absent, participants implement more process
improvements (during their best try) when Process monitoring is present than when it is absent. However, when Error
avoidance policy is present, the number of process improvements is similar, irrespective of the presence/absence of
Process monitoring.
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TABLE 2 Hypothesis test.

Panel A: ANOVA results for Process monitoring and Error avoidance policy

Dependent variable: Process improvements (best try) (n = 107)

Source SS df MS F-statistic p-value®
Process monitoring 4.58 1 4.58 1.22 0.2716
Error avoidance policy 14.39 1 14.39 3.84 0.0527*
Process monitoring x Error avoidance policy 6.36 1 6.36 1.70 0.0977*
Total between-cells variance 25.33 3 8.44 2.25 0.0866*
Residuals 385.96 103 3.75

Total 411.29 106

Panel B: Simple effects following the ANOVA (Panel A)

Dependent variable: Process improvements (best try) (n = 107)

Source t-statistic p-value”
Error avoidance policy absent: Process monitoring (present vs. absent) 1.68 0.0482**
Error avoidance policy present: Process monitoring (present vs. absent) —0.14 0.4438

Panel C: Planned contrast comparison between Process monitoring and Error avoidance policy

Dependent variable: Process improvements (best try) (n = 107)

Source SS df MS F-statistic p-value®
Model custom contrast® 24.01 1 24.01 6.41 0.0129**
Residual between-cells variance 1.75 2 0.88 0.23 0.7919
Total between-cells variance 25.76 3 8.59 2.29 0.083*
Error 385.96 103 3.75

Total between-cells variance 411.72 106

Contrast variance residual, ¢ 6.8%

Note: “The p-value for the interaction effect is reported on a one-tailed basis because of the directional hypothesis concerning this effect. The
p-values for the main effects are reported on a two-tailed basis because of the lack of a directional hypothesis regarding those effects.

®The p-values are reported on a one-tailed basis, given the directional hypothesis.

“The contrast coefficients are —1 for the Process monitoring absent/ Error avoidance policy absent, —1 for the Process monitoring absent/
Error avoidance policy present condition, +3 for the Process monitoring present/ Error avoidance policy absent condition, and —1 for the
Process monitoring present/ Error avoidance policy present condition.

9The p-values are reported on a two-tailed basis.

* and ** represent significance levels of 0.10 and 0.05, respectively.

to more process improvements if Error avoidance policy is absent (t = 1.68, p = 0.0482, one-
tailed), but not when it is present ( = —0.14, p = 0.4438, one-tailed) (Table 2, Panel B).

Second, we use planned custom contrasts to substantiate our findings, following the
approach suggested by Guggenmos et al. (2018). We employ the following contrast weights:
—1 for Process monitoring absent/Error avoidance policy absent, —1 for Process monitoring
absent/Error avoidance policy present, +3 for Process monitoring present/ Error avoidance pol-
icy absent, and —1 for Process monitoring present/ Error avoidance policy present. These con-
trasts reflect our hypothesis, indicating a positive effect of Process monitoring in the absence
of Error avoidance policy and a null effect of Process monitoring if Error avoidance policy is
present.® As a first step, Guggenmos et al. (2018) suggest a visual test of the fit of the contrast

8As outlined before, we assume a setting where the process outcome is observable. Thus, the firm concludes from a defective code that
the employee deviated from the prescribed process. Thus, process monitoring does not have an additional (negative) effect on process
improvements.
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weights to the descriptive data. Because our descriptive data indicates greater process
improvements in the Process monitoring present/ Error avoidance policy absent condition and
only marginal differences among the three other cells, the contrasts representing our hypothe-
sis match the descriptive pattern, allowing us to consider the actual significance of the
planned contrast analysis. In support of our hypothesis, Table 2, Panel C, indicates that our
data match the planned contrast weights (F = 6.41, p = 0.0129, two-tailed) (Table 2, Panel
C). Third, our ¢° is 6.8%, suggesting that our contrast explains 93.2% of the between-cell
variance.

Third, as another substantiation of the interaction without the need to specify contrast
weights, we test whether the slopes for the effect of Process monitoring differ depending on the
absence or presence of Error avoidance policy (Cohen, 1983). The effect size of Process monitor-
ing 1is significantly greater (z = 1.84, p = 0.017, one-tailed) when Error avoidance policy is
absent (8; = 3.22; standard error [SE] = 0.492) than when it is present (5, = 2.00; SE = 0.448)
(untabulated). Again, we find support for our hypothesis.

5.3 | Test of mechanisms

In our hypothesis development, we argue that—in the absence of an error avoidance policy—
process monitoring enforces the self-presentation effect; that is, process improvements are
viewed as a superior strategy to create a positive impression compared with following the exem-
plary solution. Notably, Leary and Kowalski (1990) distinguish among three different motives
for such self-presentation: social and material outcomes, the development of an identity, and
self-esteem maintenance. The former two motives rely on building a reputation. Emler defines
reputation as the “set of judgments a community makes about the personal qualities of one
of its members” (Emler, 1990, p. 171). In the first case (social and material outcomes), these
judgments or the reputation lead to desired outcomes, for example, approval by others, promo-
tions, or salary increases. In the second case, reputation is built by executing identity-related
activities (Gollwitzer, 1986), with identity being “ultimately derived from society” (Leary &
Kowalski, 1990, p. 38). These reputation-related drivers of self-presentation cannot materialize
in our (one-shot) setting, in which the participant remains anonymous to the observer and will
thus not expect to receive any desired outcomes from this observer.” However, the third motive
of self-presentation, that is, self-esteem maintenance, can materialize even in the absence of
reputation-building incentives, as noted by Leary and Kowalski: “[S]elf-esteem is affected by
people’s self-evaluations of their performances and others’ imagined reactions to them. People
may perceive they have made a good or bad impression and experience resulting changes in self-
esteem in the absence of explicit or implicit feedback from others”!'? (Leary & Kowalski, 1990,
p. 37; emphases added). As this self-presentation effect materializes even without the possibility
of building a reputation, we build on self-presentation motivated by self-esteem maintenance as
the driving force in our setting.

Thus, we asked the participants to report on a 7-point Likert scale how much they agreed that
(1) solving a code using fewer guesses than the number suggested by the exemplary solution and

9Several design choices prohibit the development of a reputation effect: First, although the observer could identify the participants
within the experiment through numbers affixed to the screen, the experiment consisted of only one round, and, hence, not enough time
to actually build a “reputation.” In addition, the observer could not grant any social or material outcomes, such as bonuses or praise, to
the participants, which would make building a reputation less attractive for the participants.

!0This claim is also supported by empirical research. For example, Ariely et al. (2008) show that individuals work more productively if
the task is meaningful—for example, because it is valued by another person who has no influence on compensation or the possibility of
confronting the participants. The authors note that recognition “does not have to be linked to any financial incentives or to any
nontangible rewards such as praise or appreciation” (Ariely et al., 2008, p. 672).
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(2) following the exemplary solution creates a positive impression (1 = do not agree, 7 = fully
agree). We calculated a variable by subtracting participants’ indications regarding the exem-
plary solution from their indications regarding improving processes ((1)—(2)). We refer to this
variable as Impression through improvement. The results are presented in Table 3. When Error
avoidance policy 1s absent, Impression through improvement is greater when Process monitoring
is present (1.56) than when it is absent (0.68). In the presence of Error avoidance policy, how-
ever, the participants indicated less perceived Impression through improvement under the Pro-
cess monitoring present condition (0.25) than under the Process monitoring absent condition
(1.33). We conduct an ANOVA with Process monitoring, Error avoidance policy, and their
interaction as our independent variables and Impression through improvement as our depen-
dent variable. In line with our argument, we find a significant interaction effect of Process
monitoring and Error avoidance policy (F = 4.54, p = 0.0355, two-tailed), while the ANOVA
does not indicate any main effects. Moreover, perceived Impression through improvement is
significantly greater than 0 (¢t =4.11, p <0.001, one-tailed). Hence, process monitoring
indeed enforces a self-presentation effect regarding process improvements in the absence of an
error avoidance policy.

Similarly, we argue that process monitoring induces performance pressure and that this
pressure is especially pronounced when an error avoidance policy is present. To test whether
participants perceived more performance pressure, we asked the participants on a 7-point
Likert scale how pressured they felt by monitoring while working on the task. The results of
an ANOVA with Process monitoring, Error avoidance policy, and their interaction as the inde-
pendent variables indicate a positive main effect of process monitoring (1.76 vs. 1.25,
F=490, p=0.0291, two-tailed). A simple effects test following ANOVA further indicates
that performance pressure is greater under Process monitoring when Error avoidance policy is
present rather than absent (2.07 vs. 1.44, p = 0.0522, two-tailed). Hence, the performance
pressure induced by an error avoidance policy influences the implementation of process
monitoring.

TABLE 3 Test of mechanisms: Impression through improvement.

Panel A: Descriptive statistics (mean [standard deviation])

Process monitoring

Error avoidance policy Absent Present Total

Absent 0.68 [2.10] 1.56 [2.53] 1.13[2.35]
Present 1.33[2.42] 0.25[2.41] 0.78 [2.45]
Total 1.02 [2.27] 0.89 [2.54] 0.95 [2.40]

Panel B: ANOVA results for Process monitoring and Error avoidance policy

Dependent variable: Impression through improvement (n = 107)

Source SS df MS F-statistic p-value
Process monitoring 0.29 1 0.29 0.05 0.82
Error avoidance policy 2.84 1 2.84 0.50 0.48
Process monitoring x Error avoidance policy 25.62 1 25.62 4.54 0.04**
Total between-cells variance 29.41 3 9.80 1.74 0.16
Residuals 581.36 103 5.64

Total 610.77 106

Note: All p-values are reported on a two-tailed basis.
** represents a significance level of 0.05.
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5.4 | Additional analysis

Our additional analysis consists of four parts. First, we conduct robustness tests and a manipu-
lation check. Second, we analyze the use of incremental and radical strategies for process
improvements. Third, we analyze short-term performance effects. Finally, we discuss alternative
explanations.

5.4.1 | Robustness tests and manipulation check

First, we provide a robustness test for our dependent variable. Instead of relying on the best try,
we repeat our main analysis using the number of guesses saved in the best two (TOP2) and best
three (TOP3) tries. Considering the TOP2 (TOP3) tries of each participant, we find that partici-
pants saved 4.00 (5.52; Process monitoring absent/Error avoidance policy absent), 3.70 (5.04;
Process monitoring absent/ Error avoidance policy present), 5.41 (7.33; Process monitoring pre-
sent/Error avoidance policy absent), and 3.68 (5.18; Process monitoring present/ Error avoidance
policy present) guesses. This pattern is quite similar to the pattern of our main dependent vari-
able and is in line with our hypothesis. We conduct a planned custom contrast analysis
according to the suggestions of Guggenmos et al. (2018), employing the same weights as those
used in our main test. The results are statistically significant regarding the alternative dependent
variables TOP2 (F=4.35, p =0.0395, two-tailed) and TOP3 (F=3.73, p = 0.0563, two-
tailed).

To validate our setting, we investigate whether individuals subjected to process monitoring
perceived their working process as more visible. Accordingly, we asked the participants to indi-
cate on a scale ranging from 1 (do not agree) to 7 (fully agree) whether they felt observed while
working on the task. We find that individuals under Process monitoring conditions felt more
observed (2.76) than individuals whose working process was not monitored (1.35) (F = 19.21,
p <0.001, two-tailed), with no significant differences between the two Error avoidance policy
conditions. Hence, process monitoring increases the perceived visibility of the working process,
irrespective of an error avoidance policy, and our manipulation of process monitoring worked
as intended, which is the basis for the self-presentation and control effects.

5.4.2 | Incremental and radical process improvements

Although our hypothesis test provides evidence suggesting that process monitoring increases
the implementation of process improvements in the absence of an error avoidance policy, it
does not capture how process improvements are identified and implemented. According to our
theory, process improvements can be incremental or radical, and the risk of producing defective
codes is greater for radical improvements. To analyze how incremental and radical process
improvements may be influenced by our independent variables, we conduct two analyses to
compare participants’ deviations from the exemplary solution between treatments. We do this
by examining participants’ second- and fifth-row guesses.

The exemplary solution suggested that participants should first identify all hidden colors by
testing one color in each of the first five guesses. However, the participants could deviate from
the exemplary solution and use a maximum of two colors in their second-row guess. Using two
different colors in the second-row guess reflects a major deviation from the exemplary solution,
which is (as participants have almost no information regarding the correct code at this stage)
associated with high risk. This strategy represents a radical approach. We conduct an ANOVA
featuring Process monitoring, Error avoidance policy, and their interaction as independent vari-
ables and Average number of second-row guesses containing two colors as the dependent variable.
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The results suggest no main effects (all p-values >0.40, two-tailed) but indicate a significant
interaction effect (F = 2.98, p = 0.0875, two-tailed). Using simple effects tests, we find that, if
Error avoidance policy is absent, Process monitoring encourages participants to add a second
color to their second guess more often (5.9%) than when it is absent (0.0%). This difference is
statistically significant (F = 3.04, p = 0.0841, two-tailed). In contrast, when Error avoidance
policy is in place, there is no significant difference between the presence and absence of Process
monitoring (0.9% vs. 3.1%, F = 0.46, p = 0.4976, two-tailed). These analyses support our theory
and suggest that process monitoring also fosters radical approaches to process improvements in
the absence but not in the presence of an error avoidance policy.

Next, we analyze the implementation of incremental improvements in detail. The exemplary
solution suggests that the fifth row is the last row that is filled with four pegs of the same color.
Thus, using more colors in row five indicates experimentation, which may result in process
improvements. However, because the participants already received feedback on several steps in
the preceding guesses, the risk of deviating from the exemplary solution at this point is compar-
atively low, hence identifying this approach as an incremental approach to the implementation
of process improvements. Using our main independent variables, Process monitoring and Error
avoidance policy, we investigate Average number of colors participants use in row five. The
ANOVA results indicate a significant interaction effect between Process monitoring and Error
avoidance policy (F = 3.37, p = 0.0693, two-tailed). Simple effects tests underscored our predic-
tion that Process monitoring prompts participants to use different colors in row five if Error
avoidance policy is absent (1.50 vs. 1.16, F = 8.81, p = 0.0037, two-tailed), but not if it is present
(1.26 vs. 1.22, F=0.18, p =0.6752, two-tailed). Hence, the increased number of process
improvements when participants are faced with Process monitoring in the absence of Error
avoidance policy is based not only on radical but also on incremental experimentation.

5.4.3 | Short-term performance effects

Next, we investigate participants’ learning behavior over time and performance effects. Our the-
ory suggests that process improvements stem from experimentation and learning. As part of the
task validation, we can show that the number of guesses saved per code increases with the num-
ber of codes attempted (p < 0.001); that is, we observe learning behavior.

In the real world, process improvements should ultimately lead to increased performance.
Thus, although this is not the focus of our study, we also investigate performance effects.
Table 1 presents data regarding participants’ Performance (i.e., the number of correctly solved
codes). In addition, we report the number of incorrectly solved codes. The participants solved,
on average, 13.07 codes correctly and 0.93 codes incorrectly. To investigate the effect of our
manipulations on Performance, we conduct an ANOVA featuring the two independent variables
of Process monitoring and Error avoidance policy, and their interaction. We find neither main
effects nor an interaction effect (all p-values >0.40, two-tailed). Thus, process improvements do
not lead to (short-term) performance effects in our setting. This finding may seem surprising at
first. However, the self-presentation effect prompts individuals to engage in continuous experi-
mentation. Although incremental changes build upon prior successful experimentation, espe-
cially radical changes in subsequent rounds are likely to produce worse results compared with
prior rounds. In this context, employees identify process improvements and assess their relative
performance potential over a longer period before selecting a preferred approach for the future.
Hence, we assume that the (identified and tested) process improvements in our setting would
(if proven successful) be continuously used and increase performance. However, such an effect is
unlikely to materialize in a relatively short experiment. Another way to perpetuate improve-
ments is for managers to implement them as part of the (formal) process specifications. We
intentionally did not implement the second opportunity in the experimental design.
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544 | Alternative explanations

To rule out alternative explanations, we analyze several mechanisms that could have affected
the effect of monitoring on process improvements in our study.

To do this, we first look at the role of the observer when process monitoring is present. The
effects of observation are a central part of our theory and reflected by our design. The videos in
the Process monitoring present treatments were streamed to the screen of an observer in the
same room, which could give rise to the possibility of an experimenter effect. To manipulate
process monitoring by the inclusion of an observer without inducing an experimenter effect, we
implemented a variety of procedures in our experimental design. First, although the observer
was located in the same room, we established a clear physical distance between the workplace
of the observer and the experimenter. The experimenter did not have the chance to look
at the observer’s screen. Accordingly, pleasing the experimenter was virtually impossible. Sec-
ond, we used the different affiliations of the researchers involved in the current study. Although
the experimenter was affiliated with the university at which the experiment was conducted,
the observer (who was the same across all sessions) was not. Hence, the participants did not
know the observer, and they would not expect to be evaluated by this observer in the future.
The observer did not introduce himself (thus, the subjects were not aware of the fact that he
was a researcher) and remained silent throughout the experiment; in contrast, the experimenter
guided the sessions and provided instructions. Waag et al. (1973) report that observation effects
are significantly weaker when subjects do not know the observer; hence, the reported effects are
likely to be even greater in practice. We additionally analyze participants’ answers in the post-
experimental questionnaire regarding different aspects of observation. More precisely, we inves-
tigate whether the process monitoring employed in our experiment would influence perceived
accountability and coercion of control. To analyze this aspect, we asked the participants to
report on a 7-point Likert scale how important it was for them to perform well on the task (Per-
ceived accountability) and how intensely they experienced monitoring while working on the task
(Coercion of control). The results of an ANOVA featuring the independent variables of Process
monitoring, Error avoidance policy, and their interaction do not indicate any significant influ-
ence of Perceived accountability (all p-values >0.40, two-tailed). This nonsignificant finding
contradicts the presence of a possible experimenter effect because accountability would most
likely be directed at “the person in charge.” We find a positive main effect of Process monitoring
with regard to Coercion of control (1.71 vs. 2.47, F = 6.12, p = 0.015, two-tailed), indicating
that our manipulation of process monitoring evokes typical observation effects. However, we
do not find positive interaction effects (all p-values >0.17, two-tailed). Hence, although we do
find that the monitoring employed in the experiment influences Coercion of control, this effect
does not interact with the absence or presence of an error avoidance policy and, therefore, does
not serve as an alternative explanation for our findings.

Another source of noise could be the influence of trust between the experimenters and par-
ticipants. Christ et al. (2008) argue that behavior control might harm trust. The participants in
the Process monitoring present condition could perceive monitoring as a form of distrust, mis-
trust the experimenters and, hence, be less motivated to engage in process improvements. To
rule out such an effect, we determine whether participants experienced mistrust in any way dur-
ing the experiment. First, we asked participants whether they (1) felt trusted while working on
the task and (2) trusted the experimenter. The results of two separate ANOVAs, including our
main independent variables and their interaction, neither indicate a significant effect of Process
monitoring on Feeling of being trusted (5.94 vs. 6.09, F = 0.48, p = 0.4904, two-tailed) nor Trust
in the experimenter (6.27 vs. 6.55, F = 2.36, p = 0.1279, two-tailed) nor any other significant
effect. Hence, we conclude that trust does not affect the results of our study.

Finally, because one could argue that our results might be influenced by individual charac-
teristics, such as skill or risk preferences, we conduct additional randomization checks for these
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factors. First, we verify the randomization of skill. We do not find significant differences
between treatments for the Time participants needed to finish the tutorial (F = 0.49, p = 0.690,
two-tailed). Second, we asked participants to report their general Risk preference because
implementing process improvements may arguably imply certain risks. We also do not find any
differences in Risk preference between treatments (F = 0.41, p = 0.745, two-tailed).

6 | CONCLUSION

We investigate the effect of process monitoring on the implementation of process improvements
via a laboratory experiment. In line with our prediction, we find that process monitoring moti-
vates employees to engage in experimentation and implement process improvements beyond
their job description only in the absence of an error avoidance policy.

Because of technological progress in the past decade, process monitoring has become popu-
lar for guaranteeing contractual agreements or providing additional services to customers.
However, it entails hidden costs and benefits when it comes to improving processes within a
firm. We offer guidance to firms that use or intend to use process monitoring. Acknowledging
that strict error avoidance policies are necessary in certain industries, such as aviation or health
care, we show that firms that do not require error avoidance might want to debate how to
implement some form of process monitoring to exploit the hidden benefits we reveal.

Furthermore, we develop and validate a task allowing us to experimentally measure the
beyond-the-job implementation of process improvements. Notably, in contrast to previous tasks
that measured creativity by instructing participants to be creative, our task does not require any
emphasis on the possibility of process improvements. Thus, the task creates opportunities for
future research that aims to further exert beyond-the-job innovative behavior in different set-
tings, an important dependent variable that previous accounting research could scarcely
capture.

Future research could explore the generalizability and boundary conditions of our results.
Although our theory builds on the self-presentation effect of process monitoring, this effect can
be weakened or strengthened. For example, we employ a moderate form of performance-
contingent pay. If the compensation per solved code was significantly increased, the opportu-
nity cost of self-representation would also increase (and thus process improvements would
decrease) because not following the sample solution increases the risk of “giving up” compensa-
tion. However, if the opportunity cost of self-representation was decreased by using fixed com-
pensation, process improvements might increase. Furthermore, we use a loose type of process
monitoring. Using tighter process monitoring, where deviations from a firm’s guidelines are still
possible but must be explained, could also weaken the effects of our study.

Other future research opportunities arise from our design choices: Choosing a rather weak
manipulation for an error avoidance policy provides a strong test for our theory but is also
subject to an important limitation. When aiming to harness the positive effects of process
monitoring on process improvements, firms should also consider other environmental factors
(within their management control system). In particular, additional (nonmonetary) incentives,
leadership style, or a low level of trust may also elicit employees to perceive process monitor-
ing as controlling. Future research may want to investigate this further. Moreover, we use a
simple piece-rate compensation scheme for all of our participants to hold the compensation
constant across treatments. As a result, we cannot draw any conclusions about how process
monitoring interacts with different rewards (or punishments) for errors. Hence, examining the
link between rewards and process monitoring appears to be a promising avenue for future
research.

Finally, laboratory experiments are limited by nature to a short duration. Hence, we do not
predict or observe how process improvements turn into performance and thereby into company
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profits in the long run. Certain organizational structures, such as a company suggestion system,
may facilitate the exploitation of the full potential of process improvements through experimen-
tation. Analyzing these structures and their influence via a longitudinal study also seems to be a
promising path for future research.
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