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33 Technology and Social
Evaluation: Implications for
Individuals and Organizations
Roshni Raveendhran and Nathanael J. Fast

In recent years, an unprecedented proliferation of technological devices has led to
marked changes in human behavior. This is especially evident in the modern
workplace that leverages advances in numerous areas such as text analytics,
natural-language processing, data science, and the Internet of Things (IoT) to create
novel technological tools that can influence employee behaviors and organizational
outcomes (Cain, 2016). For example, collaboration tools (e.g., Slack, Google
Drive) have expanded the limits of teamwork by allowing employees from differ-
ent parts of the world to work remotely with each other. Similarly, immersive
technologies such as virtual reality (VR) and augmented reality (AR) enable
employees to virtually interact and work with each other in a digital workplace.
In addition to enabling new ways for employees to connect, novel workplace
technologies are also transforming how employees are being managed. Managers
now have access to a variety of technological tools such as applications on employ-
ees’ phones and computers, sociometric badges equipped with microphones and
sensors, and intelligent software systems that allow them to monitor employees
more closely than ever before. From these examples, it is evident that technological
advances have the potential to upend and transform traditional workplaces by
disrupting key industries, and by altering the ways in which organizational actors
engage with each other and with their work.

Although there is considerable discussion in I/O psychology scholarship and
practice on the extent to which technology can influence organizational processes
and outcomes, far less attention is being paid to the psychological impact of novel
technologies on employees and managers. Novel technologies such as VR/AR and
IoT devices that have the potential to dramatically influence organizations and
employees (Future Workplace Study, 2016) have only recently become increas-
ingly prevalent in our society. Thus, it is perhaps not surprising that we have paid
little attention to the psychological and behavioral consequences for the individuals
using these technologies. However, early findings suggest that the psychological
impact of these emerging technologies will be considerable. In this chapter, we
develop insights about the psychological and behavioral consequences of new
technologies for organizational actors. In particular, we focus on the idea that
social situations (contexts in which people interact with or behave in the presence
of others) inherently allow for the possibility of evaluation by others and, as a
result, may introduce a fear of negative evaluation. Building on this idea, we
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explore how novel technologies can influence people’s psychological experiences
in social settings and consequently, affect their behaviors.
To examine the psychological impact of novel technologies on individuals, we

focus on two of the most influential types of new technologies that have become
increasingly popular in recent years – behavior-tracking technology, and virtual/
augmented reality. These two technologies are among the top ten technological
trends that are expected to have a significant strategic impact on organizations in
2018 (Gartner, 2017). Consistent with this expectation, it is also predicted that
worldwide spending on behavior-tracking technologies and virtual/augmented
reality will together exceed over $200 billion by 2020 (Gartner, 2016; IDC,
2017). In light of the organizational and societal impact that these two technologies
are expected to have in the near future, we anticipate that examining the psycho-
logical impact of these novel technologies can offer important insights for both
research and practice in industrial/organizational psychology.
In this chapter, we position our examination of the psychological impact of novel

technologies in the context of monitoring and communication – two key organiza-
tional functions that have garnered considerable attention among scholars and
practitioners in I/O psychology. Monitoring and communication are among the
most common organizational functions that have been constantly transformed
through technological advancements. In our discussion, we specifically focus on
how behavior-tracking technology has changed the way monitoring occurs in
organizations, and explore how virtual/augmented reality has transformed organi-
zational communication.
The rest of the chapter is structured as follows: We begin by describing how

social situations engender social evaluation and highlight the psychological con-
sequences of experiencing social evaluation. Following this, we explain why we
examine the psychological consequences of novel technologies in the context of
monitoring and communication and highlight how social evaluation undergirds
these organizational functions. In the subsequent section, we explore how technol-
ogy influences users’ concerns about social evaluation. Next, we offer an in-depth
discussion of how novel technologies – behavior-tracking technology and virtual/
augmented reality – influence the psychology of organizational actors in the
context of monitoring and communication. Finally, we conclude by highlighting
how a better understanding of the psychological impact of novel technologies can
offer important insights for both researchers and practitioners.

33.1 Social Evaluation

When people interact with others or operate in the presence of an audience
they feel concerned about being negatively evaluated by others (Schlenker &
Leary, 1982). These concerns result from being in an evaluative situation where
one’s behavior can be scrutinized by others and can possibly be rated as inadequate.
In social interactions where people become the focus of others’ attention, the
prospect of interpersonal evaluation leads them to perceive a lower likelihood of
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obtaining satisfactory judgments from others (Schlenker & Leary, 1982). In this
way, social situations inherently allow for possible evaluation by others and can
make people focus on the possibility of being negatively evaluated by others
(Leary, 1983; Van Boven, Lowenstein & Dunning, 2005). Potential negative
evaluations can make people feel inadequate in evaluative situations (Muller &
Butera, 2007).

The perception that one may possibly be negatively evaluated by others in a
social situation is psychologically aversive to people, as it affects how others
perceive and treat them (Goffman, 1959; Leary &Kowalski, 1990), and also affects
how people view themselves (Leary & Baumeister, 2000). Negative social evalua-
tion is also psychologically aversive as it leads to a range of negative feelings
including feelings of embarrassment (Modigliani, 1971), social anxiety (Schlenker
& Leary, 1982), and shame (Tangney, 1992). In social situations that entail per-
forming before a competent (versus incompetent) audience where the possibility of
negative evaluation is more salient, people report experiencing greater tension and
nervousness (Jackson & Latane, 1981) and behave in ways indicative of embar-
rassment (Brown & Garland, 1971; Garland & Brown, 1972). Similarly, perceived
negative evaluation of one’s global self by others leads to feelings of shame.
Shame, in turn, is often associated with a feeling of being exposed to others such
that people think about how their defective self would appear to others (Tangney,
1999). Social situations also result in social anxiety when people are motivated to
make a specific impression on others, but expect that others will react unfavorably
toward them or negatively evaluate them (Schlenker & Leary, 1982).

In addition to being psychologically aversive, the possibility of being negatively
evaluated by others is a physiological stressor for individuals. Cortisol is the
hormone that is produced in the body as a response to threat experiences.
Increases in cortisol levels in the body have been linked to receiving negative
social feedback (Koslov, Mendes, Pajtas, & Pizzagalli, 2011; Jamieson &Mendes,
2016). In a meta-analysis of 208 acute stressor studies (Dickerson & Kemeny,
2004), performance tasks characterized by social evaluative threat (e.g., presence
of an evaluative audience) were associated with cortisol responses more than four
times larger than tasks without these evaluative elements. Taken together, these
results suggest that social-evaluative contexts that may potentially result in nega-
tive evaluation by others lead to conditions that can be both psychologically and
physiologically aversive.

33.2 Social Evaluation in Monitoring and Communication

Monitoring and communication are key organizational functions that have
received substantial attention in the management and I/O psychology literatures.
The criticality of monitoring and communication for organizations is evident from
their inclusion in various taxonomies of key managerial and organizational func-
tions (e.g., Fayol, 1949; Komaki, Zlotnick, & Jensen, 1986;Mintzberg, 1973; Yukl,
1989). In addition to their importance, monitoring and communication are among
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the organizational functions that have been continually influenced by technolo-
gical advancements. For example, developments in information technology were
accompanied by computer-aided monitoring of employees (Chalykoff &
Kochan, 1989), electronic performance monitoring (Aiello & Kolb, 1995) and
even close monitoring of employees’ communications (Smith & Tabak, 2009).
Today, a typical manager in a modern workplace can closely monitor various
employee’s behaviors including the time they spend at their desks, the extent to
which they use instant messaging and social networks while at work, when and
how they use various productive and non-productive applications, and their
emails as they are being written (Bernstein, 2014). Similarly, advances in
information technology have significantly transformed organizational commu-
nication. Initial technological developments enabled us to communicate with
each other through telephones, facsimiles, and pagers. Further developments in
information technology allowed for communicating via emails and video con-
ferencing tools. Now, we have access to increasingly sophisticated technologies
such as smartphones and virtual/augmented reality (VR/AR) that enable us to
interact with others in an immersive manner. Both the importance of monitoring
and communication in organizations, and the potential for technology to trans-
form these organizational functions are factors that motivated us to examine the
psychological impact of novel technologies in the context of these functions.
Next, we describe how social evaluation is a critical psychological factor that
influences both monitoring and communication.

33.2.1 Monitoring and Social Evaluation

Monitoring is a critical aspect of management that allows managers to obtain
information about the performance of subordinates (Komaki, Zlotnick, & Jensen,
1986), use this information to differentiate between high and low performers, and
appropriately administer contingent rewards (Komaki, 1986). Monitoring also
allows subordinates to secure information about the importance of various tasks
(Larson & Callahan, 1990). However, beyond having an informational role, mon-
itoring influences the relationship between those who engage in monitoring and
those who are monitored. Strickland (1958) found that monitoring can reduce trust
between the two parties. Along these lines, Adams (1976) noted that frequent
monitoring could lead to distrust and negative evaluations. Consider the example
of an employee having to copy his boss on emails that he sends to other team
members. Although there is no formal observation occurring in this context, the
very act of copying the boss on emails falls under the purview of monitoring. In
fact, studies show that copying the boss on emails makes employees feel evaluated
and less trusted (De Cremer, 2017). In addition to influencing the cognitions and
behaviors of employees who are being monitored, the act of engaging in monitor-
ing can, itself, lead to psychological discomfort for managers. Knowing that
monitoring might signal distrust, managers may feel negatively evaluated by
subordinates (Raveendhran, Fast, & Carnevale, 2018). Such negative social eva-
luation, or even the fear of being negatively evaluated by others, can lead to
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psychologically aversive feelings (e.g., Schlenker & Leary, 1982) Thus, social
evaluation is a critical psychological factor that underlies both the experience of
monitoring and the experience of being monitored.

33.2.2 Communication and Social Evaluation

Given the importance of communication in organizations, we now turn our atten-
tion to understanding how social evaluation influences people’s communication
behaviors. From interpersonal communication to interacting with a group or with
much larger audiences, communication inherently involves evaluation apprehen-
sion due to a fear of being negatively evaluated by one’s audience. In fact,
communication scholars have extensively examined the effects of evaluation (or
anticipated evaluation) and the fear or anxiety associated with communication
under numerous labels – stage fright (e.g., Clevenger, 1959), reticence (e.g.,
Phillips, 1968), and audience sensitivity (e.g., Paivo, 1964). Communication
apprehension (e.g., McCroskey, 1977) pertains to an individual’s level of fear/
anxiety associated with communication and is rooted in the likelihood of being
evaluated by others. In fact, communication apprehension is highly correlated with
social anxiety, which is defined as anxiety resulting from the prospect or presence
of personal evaluation in real or imagined settings (Leary, 1983; Schlenker &
Leary, 1982). Thus, social evaluation plays a critical role in people’s psychological
experiences associated with organizational communication.

33.3 Technology and Social Evaluation

Social evaluation plays an important role in organizational contexts for a
number of reasons. First, being evaluated by others (or even the likelihood of
evaluation) is related to performance. An extensive body of work in social psy-
chology including research on social loafing, creativity, goal setting and social
facilitation has examined the link between social evaluation and performance (e.g.,
Amabile, 1983; Karau &Williams, 1993; Locke& Latham, 2002; Zajonc, 1965). A
comprehensive examination of how social evaluation affects performance in these
contexts suggests that the potential for evaluation leads people to either expend
greater effort on tasks or quit trying, depending on individuals’ experience of
difficulty with the tasks (Harkins, 2006). Second, social evaluation (or the potential
for evaluation) influences individuals’ behaviors towards others in a social setting.
When people are in situations that have the potential for evaluation, they may be
less likely to engage in negative behaviors toward others such as physical or verbal
harassment, abusive behaviors, counter-productive behaviors, stealing, or slacking.
Third, social evaluation may negatively influence the probability of learning in
organizations. In fact, research on social facilitation suggests that evaluation
apprehension elicits the arousal of dominant responses in people and inhibits
learning (Martens & Landers, 1972). Fourth, social evaluation likely reduces
people’s intrinsic motivation at work and enhances their attentiveness towards
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external factors such as rewards and punishments (Deci, Koestner & Ryan, 1999).
Fifth, social evaluation affects creativity. In fact, fear of evaluation is negatively
related to originality and ideation fluency, two common measures of creativity
(Amabile, 1979).
Given the increasing prevalence of novel technologies in modern organizations,

it is important to consider how using technology for monitoring and communica-
tion influences people’s experiences of social evaluation in the workplace. Social
situations allow for likely negative social evaluation by others. Therefore, in those
situations, individuals focus on the possibility of negative evaluation (Leary, 1983;
Van Boven, Lowenstein & Dunning, 2005). This awareness of the potential for
negative evaluation in social situations imposes external pressures on people to
behave in certain ways. When we know that other people may evaluate us nega-
tively, we are constrained by the need to avoid making a negative impression on
others (Nicholls, 1984; Ryan & Connell, 1989). However, technology may be able
to mitigate the evaluative pressures of social situations. In our earlier work, we
show that technology attenuates undesirable social cues that may otherwise be
present in social interactions and mitigates social risks associated with evaluation
(Raveendhran & Fast, 2018; Raveendhran, Fast & Carnevale, 2018). Thus, our
work offers evidence supporting the idea that technology reduces people’s experi-
ences of social evaluation. Reduced social evaluation associated with technology is
related to an increased likelihood of adopting technological products for monitor-
ing (Raveendhran & Fast, 2018) and communication (Raveendhran, Fast &
Carnevale, 2018).
In summary, social evaluation is a critical psychological factor that influences

employees’ behaviors and underlies key organizational functions such as monitor-
ing and communication. When individuals are in social situations where they may
likely be negatively evaluated by others, they anticipate negative social evaluation
and, as a result, experience psychological aversion in the form of embarrassment
and social anxiety. Technology, by attenuating social cues, reduces individuals’
concerns about social evaluation in social situations. In the following sections, we
examine how novel technologies such as behavior-tracking and virtual/augmented
reality have transformed monitoring and communication respectively, and high-
light how these technologies influence organizational actors’ experiences of social
evaluation in those contexts.

33.4 Behavior-Tracking Products: A Novel Technology for
Monitoring and Implications for Social Evaluation

Research suggests that by the year 2020, people will be usingmore than 40
billion devices that are connected to the Internet, allowing them to transmit data
wirelessly (ABI Research, 2014). This phenomenon, characterized by a network of
physical objects that contain embedded technology to interact with their environ-
ments, is referred to as the ‘Internet of Things (IoT)’ (Gartner, 2018a). Some of the
most commonly seen manifestations of the IoT are smart technologies in cars,
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home appliances and other home systems (e.g., temperature control), voice-acti-
vated assistants in our phones, technological personal assistants in our homes (e.g.,
Google home, Alexa), physician-recommended health monitoring devices, road
sensors, and public safety and security devices. A recent survey indicated that
experts anticipate the rapid spread of IoT devices between now and 2026, until
humans and machines are seamlessly connected in a ubiquitous and unavoidable
manner (Pew Research Center, 2017). This heightened connectivity through the
IoT is expected to enable the collection of vast amounts of data about people,
ultimately allowing organizations to devise effective ways to influence people’s
preferences and behaviors (Silva, 2017).

One of the most popular manifestations of the IoT is that of behavior-tracking
products. Behavior-tracking products continuously track information about users
and have the potential to offer real-time feedback based on that information.
Common examples include devices such as smart watches, personal fitness and
health trackers, smart glasses, and various computer/mobile applications that track
users’ personal information including their movements, physical location, personal
health- and sleep-related behaviors, and work habits. The increasing popularity of
these devices is evident in the rapid rate at which these products are being adopted.
Recent reports suggest that sales from wearable devices generated $28.7 billion in
revenue in 2016 and that this expected to grow to $61.7 billion by 2020 (Gartner,
2016). Importantly, organizations are beginning to integrate behavior-tracking
technologies into the workplace to leverage them for motivating employees,
enhancing productivity, improving health, and to monitor employees. In fact,
organizations handed out over 12 million wearable behavior-tracking devices in
2016 and this number is expected to reach around 83 million by 2021 (ABI
Research, 2016).

Behavior-tracking devices may benefit organizations in a number of ways.
Behavior-tracking products are associated with improved employee health and
wellness. Wearable devices such as smart watches and Fitbit measure the quantity
and intensity of physical activity and use visual and motivational tools to track
progress and keep users engaged. In 2015, Emory university expanded their health
challenge that encouraged employees to become active. Over 6,300 Emory
employees participated in the challenge that spanned eight weeks and 82 percent
of these participants remained active throughout the 8-week period (Miller, 2017).
In addition to health benefits, organizations may also expect to gain financial
benefits through reduced healthcare costs when having employees who are heal-
thier and more engaged. For example, Carewise (a wellness program provider
whose members use Fitbit), found that healthcare costs increased by only 0.7
percent annually for their users who were more engaged in using behavior-tracking
fitness devices compared to 24 percent for less engaged users (Wilson, 2013).
Finally, behavior-tracking products are associated with increased productivity. A
recent study conducted by Rackspace revealed that employees wearing wearables
at work became 8.5 percent more productive (Boitnott, 2015). These examples
suggest that behavior-tracking products have the potential to impact various orga-
nizational outcomes, if they are introduced and integrated appropriately. The
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potential for behavior-tracking products to impact various organizational outcomes
suggests that these products may quickly be adopted by organizations. The possible
pervasiveness of behavior-tracking products also highlight that it is important to
consider the psychological costs and benefits for employees using these products.

33.4.1 Behavior-Tracking Products for Monitoring: Benefits and
Downsides

Behavior-tracking products enable fine-grained, digital monitoring of employees
by continuously collecting large amounts of data on employees’ behaviors.
Organizations can now use employees’ personal networks of beacons and sensors
connected to behavior-tracking products to identify people and track their beha-
viors based on personal information gathered through those devices. In addition to
tracking personal health-related data through fitness trackers, organizations also
track employees’ behaviors at work through sensors added to employees’ desks and
behavior-tracking badges. For example, the senior management at the Daily
Telegraph tracked the amount of time their journalists spent at their desks through
sensors that picked up on body heat (Derousseau, 2017). Another behavior-track-
ing product that is becoming increasingly popular among organizations is the
sociometric badge. Sociometric badges are wearable electronic badges that auto-
matically measure micro-behaviors of employees such as the amount of face-to-
face interaction they have with others, their conversational time, their physical
proximity to other people, and physical activity levels using social signals from
vocal features, body motion, and relative location (Kim, McFee, Olguin, Waber &
Pentland, 2012). In addition to allowing organizations to closely and intensely
monitor their employees, behavior-tracking products enable organizations to moni-
tor various minute aspects of employees’ physical states and behaviors. The influx
of large amounts of data about employees’ behaviors through these behavior-
tracking products may be used by organizations to improve their work processes,
communication and feedback mechanisms, and their management practices.
As organizations are increasingly integrating behavior-tracking technologies

into the workplace, employees are becoming vulnerable to innumerable privacy-
related risks. Behavior-tracking products are connected to the Internet and many of
them transmit user-generated data, including consumers’ names, email-addresses
and passwords without encryption (Hunt, 2015). Moreover, gathering personal
information about employees’ behaviors outside work (such as in the case of
company-sponsored fitness trackers) can be perceived as a breach of employees’
privacy. Integrating immense amounts of employees’ personal data into the orga-
nization’s system could also be a huge security risk. In fact, when employees are
digitally connected to the organization via behavior-tracking products, these
devices can likely become an enabler for cyberattacks (Cox, 2017). In 2016
alone, there were a total of 980 security breaches across various industries includ-
ing the government/military and healthcare compromising over 35 million records
(Identity Theft Resource Center, 2016). People are, in general, reticent to share
personal information with others (especially employers). Yet, it is interesting to
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note that people are quickly embracing behavior-tracking products, as evidenced
by the rapid proliferation of these devices in organizations. In fact, three out of five
people who responded to the State of Workplace Productivity Survey said that they
would be willing to use behavior-tracking wearable devices at work if they helped
them do their jobs better (Corsello, 2013).

In addition to privacy and security related risks, behavior-tracking products can
also have a direct, negative psychological impact on employees. When organiza-
tions use behavior-tracking products to continuously track employees’ micro-
behaviors – such as the amount of time spent at desks, face-to-face interactions,
tone of voice in meetings, and physical proximity to others – employees may begin
experiencing their work environments as autonomy-infringing. When employees
experience a lack of autonomy, it can negatively affect their job satisfaction
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975), hinder creativity (Oldham & Cummings, 1996),
and reduce motivation and productivity (Spector, 1986). In fact, studies show
that employees are inherently opposed to monitoring (Chalykoff & Kochan,
1989) and may also experience monitoring as coercive (Sewell & Barker, 2006).
Given that behavior-tracking products allow organizations to continually monitor
employees’micro-behaviors, employees might experience such intensive monitor-
ing as both denigrating and stress-inducing (Nussbaum& duRivage, 1986), hinder-
ing health and well-being. In addition to the sense that one is being constantly
monitored, the access to real-time feedback that behavior-tracking products offer
can negatively affect employees’ motivation. This is consistent with research
showing that receiving feedback that can hurt one’s sense of self can be detrimental
for both motivation and performance (e.g., Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Thus, both the
salience of constantly being monitored and the continuous access to feedback about
one’s behaviors that behavior-tracking products afford can lead to negative psy-
chological consequences for employees.

33.4.2 Reducing Social Evaluation Through Technology:
Implications for Monitoring

In the context of monitoring, reducing social evaluation through technology may
influence subordinates’ attitudes toward monitoring. Although monitoring is a key
component of organizational control, close supervision of subordinates through
monitoring is known to reduce perceived autonomy and sense of self-responsibility
(Deci, 1975). Studies show that monitoring discourages employees from engaging
in extra-role organizational citizenship behaviors (i.e., behaviors that are above and
beyond one’s roles and responsibilities and have a positive effect on the organiza-
tion) as they might believe that those behaviors will not be evaluated positively by
their managers (Neihoff & Moorman, 1993). Technology can mitigate these nega-
tive effects of monitoring by reducing employees’ concerns about social evaluation
associated with monitoring. This has important implications for the extent to which
employees have favorable attitudes toward technologies used for monitoring. In
our earlier work, we demonstrate that participants in the role of employees show a
greater preference for technology-backed monitoring compared to human-backed
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monitoring, and have a higher willingness to work for organizations that use
behavior-tracking products (with no human involvement) to monitor them
(Raveendhran & Fast, 2018). Thus, behavior-tracking products may be more
positively received by subordinates when they know that these devices can reduce
the experience of social evaluation that is prevalent in direct monitoring by
managers.

33.5 Virtual Reality/Augmented Reality (VR/AR): Novel
Technologies for Communication and Implications for
Social Evaluation

Virtual reality (VR) is a computer-generated simulation of a three-dimen-
sional (3D) environment “that surrounds a user and responds to that individual’s
actions in a natural way” (Gartner, 2018b). In this sense, VR allows the creation of
virtual environments where people can interact with one another through avatars
that represent their digital selves. An avatar is a digital representation of the user
that reflects the user’s behaviors, typically in real time (Bailenson & Blascovich,
2004). Virtual reality allows users to immerse themselves into their simulated
environment and experience it as if it were real. Users can experience these virtual
environments visually through devices such as VR headsets, in a tactile manner
through devices such as VR gloves and in a fully immersive manner through virtual
avatars where body language and social cues are salient.
A distinct, but related form of technology is augmented reality. Augmented

reality (AR) refers to “the real-time use of information in the form of text,
graphics, audio, and other virtual enhancements integrated with real-world
objects” (Gartner, 2018c). In other words, augmented reality is a technology
that integrates virtual information, such as digital images and objects, with the
user’s environment in real-time. In doing so, AR adds richness to the user’s
environment while allowing the user to interact with the environment in a
realistic way. While VR allows for user experience in a virtual space, AR
allows users to enhance their real-world experience by superimposing virtual
digital objects on to the real-world environment.
Virtual reality/augmented reality technologies have the potential to trans-

form organizational communication as increasing numbers of employees are
working remotely. In fact, Gallup’s recent State of the American Workplace
report revealed that 43 percent of American employees spend at least some
time working remotely, while 20 percent work entirely remotely (Gallup,
2017). Reiterating this idea, IDC suggests that by 2020, more than 105
million employees – nearly three quarters of the American workforce – will
be mobile workers (IDC, 2015). Effective communication is both critical and
challenging when employees work together remotely and VR/AR technologies
can help enable it. VR offers an immersive experience where users can
seamlessly interact and work with others in a virtual environment. Similarly,
as AR exists at the intersection of the physical and digital worlds, it can
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enable users to interact with people in remote locations by projecting their
digital image in real-time to the three-dimensional spaces surrounding them
(Steiner, 2017).

As VR/AR are becoming both commercially viable and affordable, consumers
and businesses alike are investing heavily in these technologies. Forecasts suggest
that worldwide spending on VR/AR technologies will be $13.9 billion in 2017, and
that this will increase to over $143 billion by 2020 (IDC, 2017a). VR and AR are
currently being used in various industries such as defense, medicine, gaming,
architecture, manufacturing, marketing, and education, to name a few. In fact,
VR and AR are among the top technological trends that are expected to have a
strategic impact on organizations in 2018 (Gartner, 2017). A recent survey of 4,000
full-time employees from small, medium and large businesses in ten countries
revealed that two-thirds (66 percent) of employees were willing to use VR products
at work (FutureWorkplace Study, 2016). Similarly, it is expected that by 2021, one-
third of employees working in the information sector will leverage AR to interact
with real-world objects, utilize digital information, and collaborate with others
(IDC, 2017b).

The utility of VR/AR is evident in the numerous ways these technologies are being
used in different organizations. In the manufacturing industry, for example, Ford uses
Oculus Rift, a popular VR device, to create virtual models of cars so that designers
from different teams can collaborate and work on design improvements (Gaudiosi,
2015). Raytheon, a defense organization, uses fully immersive VR technology that
allows employees to manipulate virtual prototypes of warfighters, create simulations
that indicate how ground battles unfold, what missiles look like in flight, and how
satellites move in space (Pepitone, 2016). Similarly, NASA used virtual reality to
train astronauts where they created a virtual simulation of the repair of Hubble
telescope and allowed astronauts from different locations across the globe to simulate
the repair as though they were in the same room (Roberts, Kossek & Ozeki, 1998).
Organizations such as Toyota, American Apparel, IBM, Reuters, Sun Microsystems,
and Wells Fargo have experimented with Second Life, a VR platform, as a potential
way to reach consumers (Wasko, Teigland, Leidner & Jarvenpaa, 2011).

Not unlike VR, augmented reality is also currently used in diverse ways by
organizations. ThysenKrupp, an elevator manufacturer, uses AR to visualize an
elevator repair before a technician reaches a site and provides the technician with
resources to effectively complete the repair (Lopez, 2016). In the retail sector,
organizations like IKEA, Overstock.com, and Wayfair use AR to superimpose
virtual images of furniture onto their physical environments in order to help them
see exactly how a piece of furniture will look like in their own space (Armstrong,
2017). In marketing, there are numerous examples of organizations leveraging AR
to enhance consumer experience. To promote their Jurassic Park franchise,
Universal Studios Orlando uses AR to allow park visitors to directly engage with
digital dinosaurs (Levski, 2017). From these examples, it is evident that VR andAR
have numerous useful applications in various business domains.
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33.5.1 Virtual Reality/Augmented Reality for Communication:
Benefits and Downsides

VR and AR are promising communication tools that allow people to interact with
others in highly realistic virtual or virtually augmented environments.
Communicating via VR/AR affords an immersive and natural way to interact and
collaborate more effectively when working remotely. The rising popularity of VR/
AR tools and the increasing effectiveness of computing power are motivating
numerous organizations to use virtual workplaces as a complement to the real
world for communication. VR can be quite cost-effective for organizations as
employees can meet and work together in a virtual environment without being
physically present (Colbert et al., 2016). VR/ARmay also help virtual teammembers
feel more psychologically present by blocking out the external environment and
reducing the perceived distance between users (Cummings & Bailenson, 2016).
Furthermore, by creating an immersive interaction experience where people can
see each other’s facial expressions and gestures in real-time, these tools create a
holistic communication experience that may make them more preferable than tradi-
tional video conferencing tools. Virtual or virtually augmented environments can
also be more engaging for users for a number of reasons. First, such environments
are objectively rich because they offer a variety of social cues by making a range of
visual stimuli, objects, and environments available to the user. Second, they simul-
taneously offer numerous channels for communication including audio, video, and
text (Wasko et. al., 2011). Next, three-dimensional virtual environments enhance
perceptions of telepresence and enjoyment (Nah, Eschenbrenner &DeWester, 2011).
VR and AR also provide several advantages for collaboration by enhancing com-

munication and enabling real-time feedback. In this sense, these tools can enable
collaboration without employees having to be co-located. In the manufacturing indus-
try, for example, AR tools such as smart glasses can deliver appropriate information
and real-time feedback directly to workers’ line of sight at the right moment. This
allows workers to continue their jobs without needing to stop what they are doing to go
through a training manual. When workers are faced with pressing issues, AR tools
allow them to launch training videos or connect with experts who may be in different
locations to get real-time assistance. The efficiency gains that AR affords allows
employees to be more productive at work. Various studies show that, across different
contexts, the use of AR increased productivity by an average of 32 percent (Abraham
&Annunziata, 2017). In the context of team work, VR tools allow remote teams to be
present in the same “virtual” room where teams can work together by using collabora-
tive tools such as whiteboards that may be present in the virtual environment.
AltspaceVR, a virtual reality company that creates communication platforms, enables
organizations and individuals to connect in shared digital environments. In these
environments, users can use VR headsets to meet with each other in a way that is
more natural than possible through video conferencing, brainstorm like they are in the
same room and communicate seamlessly. These examples suggest that both VR and
AR enable users to more effectively collaborate with each other in virtual or virtually
augmented environments.
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Despite these benefits, VR and AR are not without limitations. First, given that
VR technology may not be able to always accurately simulate real-world environ-
ments in the virtual world, users may find it difficult to treat virtual recreations of
things with the same psychological merit. Palmer Luckey, the founder of Oculus
VR, has indicated that until technological advances allow for tools that can
perfectly capture the real-environment and map that to a virtual environment, it
might be difficult to ensure that users treat virtual environments with the same
weight (Lapowsky, 2015). Second, VR users face a significant challenge in making
sense of the new virtual environments and in understanding how to interact with
other avatars and objects in such environments (Wasko et al., 2011). For instance,
people are inclined to mimic their behaviors from the real world in a virtual
environment and do not easily let go of the physical and social constraints of the
real world when interacting in a virtual environment (Brown, 2011). Moreover,
navigating and interacting with others in a virtual environment can sometimes be
distracting for users and can create negative affect (Nah et al., 2011).

Third, people’s levels of engagement when using VR depends heavily on the
extent to which they identify with their digital avatars. Studies show that people
reported feeling more engaged and immersed in the virtual environment when they
perceived the avatar as an extension of themselves rather than as an interaction tool
(Wasko et al., 2011). A key factor that influences whether people identify with their
avatars is the extent to which the avatar’s facial and bodily characteristics bare
resemblance to their actual selves. This is a limitation because organizations may
not have the resources to create avatars that physically resemble each member of
their workforce and, therefore, may run the risk of creating virtual environments
where employees are not fully engaged. Thus, to improve users’ identification with
and cognitive connection to their digital avatars, it will be important to create VR
technologies that are realistic representations of the users. Finally, various indivi-
dual and situational factors influence the extent to which people perceive VR
technologies as useful. The perceived usefulness of VR affects users’ likelihood
of using these technologies. For example, people’s propensity to trust, their degree
of anxiety about communicating via novel technologies, and other stable person-
ality traits such as extraversion and openness affect people’s likelihood of using VR
(Jacques, Garger, Brown & Deale, 2009). Therefore, it is important to ensure that
VR tools have features that can make people feel at ease, increase their levels of
trust, and reduce their anxiety towards the technology.

Augmented reality also has some important limitations. First, the constant over-
lay on digital information on to our physical environment could lead to users
experiencing cognitive overload and digital fatigue (Busel, 2017). A constant
stream of incoming information through augmented reality can also be quite
distracting and can take away from people’s experience of their immediate physical
and social environments (Eaton, 2009). Moreover, people using AR tools tend
underestimate their reaction times in the real-world due to the difficulty associated
with switching focus back from the augmented versions of their environments
(Sabelman & Lam, 2015). This can be especially problematic as this can directly
affect people’s ability to react to hazards in their physical environments. Finally,
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augmented reality also poses serious threats to privacy and cyber security. AR tools
blur the divide between the physical and the digital worlds and, in doing so,
increases the severity of security threats that can permeate the physical world
(Busel, 2017). For example, if the data appearing in a cockpit AR display becomes
compromised, the jet may potentially veer off course. Given the limitations asso-
ciated with both VR and AR, it will be important for organizations to consider how
to effectively integrate these tools in the workplace.

33.5.2 Virtual Reality/Augmented Reality and Social Evaluation

In the context of communication, reducing social evaluation through technology
can have important implications for both managers and subordinates.
Communication research suggests that technology is quite effective in reducing
communication apprehension. For example, shy individuals experience less com-
munication apprehension when they interact via virtual reality in virtual worlds
(Hammick & Lee, 2014). Compared to face-to-face interactions, virtual environ-
ments are described as quite effective in reducing people’s likelihood of detecting
negative or inhibitory feedback cues from others (Stritzke, Nguyen & Durkin,
2004). Reducing employees’ communication apprehension and concerns about
negative evaluation will be critical for ensuring they speak up and offer feedback
and suggestions intended to improve organizational functioning. This is important,
given that employee voice behavior is an important component of effective orga-
nizations (Detert & Burris, 2007).
For managers, novel technologies such as virtual reality reduce concerns about

social evaluation when they engage in behaviors that may be perceived negatively
by their subordinates. This is particularly evident in the communication context. A
survey of 616 managers conducted by Interact (a communication consultancy) and
Harris Poll in 2016 revealed that 69 percent of managers were uncomfortable
communicating with their employees (Interact Report, 2015; Solomon, 2016).
Novel technologies like VR/AR can be particularly helpful to buffer managers
from their discomfort associated with communicating with employees. In our prior
work, we found that managers showed a greater preference for using virtual reality
to monitor subordinates and communicate with them in situations where they
anticipated negative evaluation (Raveendhran, Fast & Carnevale, 2017).
Moreover, communication between managers and subordinates can be improved
through technology due to reduced social evaluation. Research suggests that
technology can have a positive effect on subordinates similar to transformational
leadership by reducing evaluation apprehension and engendering flexibility in
communication between managers and subordinates (Avolio & Kahai, 2003;
Kahai, Sosik, & Avolio, 2003). Furthermore, communication via technology may
be less noisy as typical impression management tactics that people use in face-to-
face interactions to manage or avoid negative evaluation are minimized when
interacting via technology (DeRosa, Hantula, Kock & D’Arcy, 2004). Therefore,
when interacting via novel technologies like virtual reality, managers may more
easily facilitate coordination of work without having to pay attention to
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interpersonal impression management behaviors. Thus, reduced social evaluation
through technology has several important implications for communication for both
managers and subordinates in organizations.

33.6 Downsides of Reducing Social Evaluation Through
Technology

In this chapter, we have suggested that technology can reduce people’s
concerns about negative social evaluation, and highlighted the benefits of reducing
social evaluation concerns in the context of monitoring and communication.
Despite the numerous benefits described in the previous sections, reducing social
evaluation concerns through technology can also have negative consequences for
users. Reducing social evaluation concerns through technology can lead to the
abandonment of novel technologies, reduced performance, and reduced sensitivity
to privacy. Each of these effects can have important implications for employees and
organizations. In this section, we briefly examine each of these downsides of
reducing social evaluation through technology.

33.6.1 Implications for Abandonment of Technology

Technological products may be abandoned for a number of reasons. For example, if
users find that the product is difficult to use, or that the product is no longer useful to
them, or if they are bored of using the product, they are likely to abandon the
product. A study on assistive technologies for individuals with disabilities revealed
that 29.3 percent of all assistive devices were abandoned by users and the most
common reasons for abandonment were a lack of consideration of user opinion in
selection, easy device procurement, poor device performance, and changes in user
needs or priorities (Phillips & Zhao, 1993).

Most of the common reasons cited for the abandonment of technological pro-
ducts pertain to objective aspects of the product itself while ignoring subjective
psychological experiences of the users. We suggest that, beyond objective product-
related factors, there is an important psychological factor that can help explain
individuals’ abandonment of technology. Specifically, we suggest that when using
technological products, people do not feel negatively evaluated for discontinuing
use. As a result, there is no psychological cost to quitting the technology. That is,
reducing concerns about negative evaluation through technology also reduces
people’s commitment toward using the technology as there are no negative psy-
chological or social effects associated with abandoning the technology in such
cases.

33.6.2 Implications for Goal Pursuit

In addition to being both psychologically aversive (e.g., Schlenker & Leary, 1982)
and physiologically stressful (e.g., Dickerson & Kemeny, 2004), the likelihood of
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negative social evaluation in a situation can also affect how we select, perceive and
pursue goals. Studies show that when pursuing goals related to performance,
people are motivated by a need to demonstrate competence either by seeking
favorable or avoiding negative evaluations from others and that these motivations
have distinct implications for how individuals choose goals and pursue them (Elliot
& Harackiewicz, 1996; Middleton & Midgley, 1997). Thus, when pursuing goals
related to performance (especially in the presence of others), people’s goals are
oriented toward avoiding negative judgments or toward obtaining positive
judgments.
Beyond influencing people’s motivations during goal pursuit, social situations

also impact the salience of people’s goals and their commitment toward attaining
those goals. For example, Shah (2003) found that even mere mental representations
of significant others increased the salience of the goals to which they are closely
associated and motivated individuals to persist in attaining those goals. Similarly,
Brockner, Rubin and Lang (1981) found that the presence of an audience during
goal pursuit can make individuals feel compelled to persist and continually invest
resources toward attaining the goal in order to save face and avoid negative
evaluations (even when the likelihood of goal attainment is low). Thus, pursuing
goals in the presence of others compels individuals to persist in attaining those
goals to avoid the likelihood of being negatively evaluated in that social situation.
Given that technology reduces concerns about social evaluation, employees may be
more likely to slack at work or expend less effort when they know that they are
monitored solely through technology (e.g., behavior-tracking products).

33.6.3 Implications for Privacy

Privacy is an important antecedent condition for individuals to maintain a positive
social identity as it pertains to controlling which groups and individuals one
interacts with and how one is viewed by them (Alge, 2001). One of the main
benefits of privacy is anonymity, which allows people to do what they want to do
without fear of social evaluation (Pedersen, 1997). In situations where people feel
less concerned about social evaluation, such as when using technology, they are
likely to feel more in control of their social identity and therefore, their sensitivity
toward privacy concerns is likely to reduce. In fact, studies show that increased
perceived control decreases people’s concerns about privacy and increases their
likelihood of disclosing sensitive personal information (Brandimarte, Acquisti &
Loewenstein, 2013).
According to a recent survey assessing Americans’ attitudes about privacy,

security and surveillance, 93 percent of respondents reported that being in control
of who can get information about them is very important, 90 percent of respondents
reported that controlling what information is collected about them is important and
55 percent of respondents supported the idea of online anonymity for certain
activities (Pew Research Center, 2015). A key underlying motivation for seeking
control over both the content of information that others can access, and the
audience that receives this information pertains to concerns about being evaluated
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(potentially negatively) by others. Similarly, desiring anonymity also pertains to
avoiding negative evaluation by others. Thus, when technology reduces concerns
about social evaluation, people may pay less attention towards privacy threats and
may be more likely to divulge personal information through technology (compared
to face-to-face interactions).

33.7 Future of Technology in the Workplace and the Role of
Social Evaluation

As the modern workplace continues to be transformed by new technolo-
gies, employees will work in a digital mesh of intelligent systems that can act
autonomously. Artificial intelligence and machine learning will encompass sys-
tems that learn, adapt and function autonomously. These systems will have the
potential to drive digital innovation in several business areas. Virtual personal
assistants may become more prevalent in the workplace and reduce employees’
workloads by enabling more efficient coordination. Autonomous robots in the
workplace may help make work processes more efficient by performing tasks
that are difficult or dangerous without creating liabilities. Entire businesses may
be created on digital technology platforms with a fully digital workforce.

Technology can reduce concerns about social evaluation. However, we know that
social evaluation has both benefits and downsides in the workplace. Therefore, it will
be critical for organizations to consider the implications for social evaluation when
deciding to integrate novel technologies in their workplaces. Organizations must
carefully consider how the characteristics of their workforce, their organizational
culture and the nature of tasks influence the pertinence of social evaluation in a
given situation and choose technological solutions appropriately, based on these
considerations.

33.8 Conclusion

In this chapter, we discussed how technology has transformed the modern
workplace with a specific focus on understanding the psychological impact of novel
technologies on employees. In particular, we examined how technology influences
people in social situations where there is a possibility for being negatively evaluated
by others. We suggested that technology can reduce social evaluation concerns and
examined the implications of this idea in the context of monitoring and commu-
nication. We contextualized our discussion even further by focusing on two novel
technologies that are becoming increasingly pervasive and popular – behavior-
tracking technology and virtual/augmented reality. We delved into understanding
these technologies, and explored the opportunities and challenges associated with
using them for monitoring and communication. Furthermore, we examined how
these novel technologies influenced people’s experiences of social evaluation in
monitoring and communication contexts. Through this chapter, we hope to have
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provoked our readers to consider the importance of examining the psychological
impact of novel technologies on employees and organizations while providing
initial steps toward a more comprehensive understanding of the topic.

References

ABI Research. (August 20, 2014). More than 30 billion devices will drive wireless con-
nected devices to 40.9 billion in 2020. Retrieved from www.abiresearch.com/
press/the-internet-of-things-will-drive-wireless-connect/.

ABI Research. (September 29, 2016). Newworkplace wearables bridge communication gap
between employees and systems. Retrieved from www.abiresearch.com/press/
new-workplace-wearables-bridge-communication-gap-b/.

Abraham, M. & Annunziata, M. (March 13, 2017). Augmented reality is already improving
worker performance. Harvard Business Review. Retrieved from https://hbr.org/
2017/03/augmented-reality-is-already-improving-worker-performance.

Adams, J. S. (1976). The structure and dynamics of behavior in organizational boundary
roles. Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 1175, 1199.

Aiello, J. R. & Kolb, K. J. (1995). Electronic performance monitoring and social context:
Impact on productivity and stress. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80(3), 339.

Amabile, T. M. (1979). Effects of external evaluation on artistic creativity. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 37(2), 221.

Amabile, T. M. (1983). The social psychology of creativity: A componential conceptualiza-
tion. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45(2), 357.

Alge, B. J. (2001). Effects of computer surveillance on perceptions of privacy and proce-
dural justice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(4), 797.

Armstrong, P. (September 30, 2017). Smart companies are already using Apple’s ARkit to
make cash registers ring. Forbes. Retrieved from www.forbes.com/sites/paularm
strongtech/2017/09/30/smart-companies-are-already-using-apples-arkit-to-
make-cash-registers-ring/#1aa8ae59253d.

Avolio, B. J. & Kahai, S. S. (2003). Adding the “E” to e-leadership: How it may impact your
leadership. Organizational Dynamics, 31(4), 325–338.

Bailenson, J. N. & Blascovich, J. (2004). Avatars. In Encyclopedia of human-computer
interaction. Great Barrington, MA: Berkshire Publishing Group.

Bernstein, E. (2014). The transparency trap. Harvard Business Review, 92(10), 58–66.
Boitnott, J. (April 28, 2015). Wearable tech is improving employee productivity and

happiness. Retrieved from www.entrepreneur.com/article/245458.
Brandimarte, L., Acquisti, A., & Loewenstein, G. (2013). Misplaced confidences: Privacy

and the control paradox. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 4(3), 340–
347.

Brockner, J., Rubin, J. Z., & Lang, E. (1981). Face-saving and entrapment. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 17(1), 68–79.

Brown, R. H. (March 28, 2011). Virtual world, mobile tech finding use as innovative
education tools. Retrieved from www.masshightech.com/stories/2011/03/28/
weekly9-Virtual-world-mobile-tech-finding-use-as-innovative-educationtools.
html.

938 Part VII : Interdisciplinary Perspectives on Employees and Technology



C:/ITOOLS/WMS/CUP-NEW/15259355/WORKINGFOLDER/LANDERS/9781108476706C33.3D 939 [921–943] 28.10.2018 3:44AM

Brown, B. R. & Garland, H. (1971). The effects of incompetency, audience acquaintance-
ship, and anticipated evaluative feedback on face-saving behavior. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 7(5), 490–502.

Busel, M. (July 7, 2017). The 6 biggest challenges facing augmented reality: A look at the
biggest risk factors for near-term AR adoption. Retrieved from https://medium.
com/the-mission/the-6-biggest-challenges-facing-augmented-reality-
8d48c470286d.

Cain, M. (November 2, 2016). Top 10 emerging technologies in the digital workplace.
Forbes. Retrieved from www.forbes.com/sites/gartnergroup/2016/11/02/top-10-
emerging-technologies-in-the-digital-workplace/#1af99ffc1e48.

Chalykoff, J. & Kochan, T. A. (1989). Computer-aided monitoring: Its influence on
employee job satisfaction and turnover. Personnel Psychology, 42(4), 807–834.

Clevenger Jr, T. (1959). A synthesis of experimental research in stage fright. Quarterly
Journal of Speech, 45(2), 134–145.

Colbert, A., Yee, N., & George, G. (2016). The digital workforce and the workplace of the
future. Academy of Management Journal, 59(3), 731–739.

Corsello, J. (January, 2013). What the Internet of Things will bring to the workplace.
WIRED. Retrieved from www.wired.com/insights/2013/11/what-the-internet-of-
things-will-bring-to-the-workplace/.

Cox, L. (March, 2017). Personal technology in the workplace: Wearables. Retrieved from
https://disruptionhub.com/wearables-in-the-workplace/.

Cummings, J. J. & Bailenson, J. N. (2016). How immersive is enough? A meta-analysis of
the effect of immersive technology on user presence. Media Psychology, 19(2),
272-309.

Deci, E. L. (1975). Intrinsic motivation. New York, NY: Plenum.
Deci, E. L., Koestner, R., & Ryan, R. M. (1999). A meta-analytic review of experiments

examining the effects of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation. Psychological
Bulletin, 125(6), 627–668.

De Cremer, D. (April, 2017). CC’ing the boss on email makes employees feel less trusted.
Retrieved from https://hbr.org/2017/04/ccing-the-boss-on-email-makes-employ
ees-feel-less-trusted.

Detert, J. R. & Burris, E. R. (2007). Leadership behavior and employee voice: Is the door
really open? Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 869–884.

DeRosa, D. M., Hantula, D. A., Kock, N., & D’Arcy, J. (2004). Trust and leadership in
virtual teamwork: A media naturalness perspective. Human Resource
Management, 43(2-3), 219–232.

Derousseau, R. (June 14, 2017). The tech that tracks your movements at work. Retrieved
from www.bbc.com/capital/story/20170613-the-tech-that-tracks-your-move
ments-at-work.

Dickerson, S. S. & Kemeny, M. E. (2004). Acute stressors and cortisol responses: a
theoretical integration and synthesis of laboratory research. Psychological
Bulletin, 130(3), 355.

Eaton, K. (August 26, 2009). Three unexpected dangers of augmented reality. Retrieved
from: www.fastcompany.com/1339617/three-unexpected-dangers-augmented-
reality.

Elliot, A. J. & Harackiewicz, J. M. (1996). Approach and avoidance achievement goals and
intrinsic motivation: A mediational analysis. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 70, 461–475.

Technology and Social Evaluation 939



C:/ITOOLS/WMS/CUP-NEW/15259355/WORKINGFOLDER/LANDERS/9781108476706C33.3D 940 [921–943] 28.10.2018 3:44AM

Fayol, H. (1949). General and Industrial Administration. New York, NY: Pitman.
Future Workplace Study ( July 18, 2016). Dell and Intel Future Workforce Study provides

key insights into technology trends shaping the modern global workplace.
Retrieved from: www.dell.com/learn/us/en/uscorp1/press-releases/2016–07-18-
future-workforce-study-provides-key-insights.

Gallup (2017). State of the AmericanWorkplace. Retrieved from: www.gallup.com/reports/
199961/state-american-workplace-report-2017.aspx.

Gartner ( February 2, 2016). Gartner says worldwide wearable devices sales to grow 18.4
percent in 2016. Retrieved from: www.gartner.com/newsroom/id/3198018.

Gartner ( October 4, 2017). Gartner identifies the top ten strategic technology trends for
2018. Retrieved from: www.gartner.com/newsroom/id/3812063.

Gartner (2018a). Internet of Things. Retrieved from: www.gartner.com/it-glossary/internet-
of-things/.

Gartner (2018b). Virtual Reality (VR). Retrieved from: www.gartner.com/it-glossary/vr-
virtual-reality/.

Gartner (2018c). Augmented Reality (AR). Retrieved from: www.gartner.com/it-glossary/
augmented-reality-ar/.

Garland, H. & Brown, B. R. (1972). Face-saving as affected by subjects’ sex, audiences’ sex
and audience expertise. Sociometry, 280–289.

Gaudiosi, J. (2015). How Ford goes further with virtual reality. Retrieved from: http://
fortune.com/2015/09/23/ford-virtual-reality/. Date published: September 23,
2015.

Goffman, E. (1959). The moral career of the mental patient. Psychiatry, 22(2), 123–142.
Hackman, J. R. & Oldham, G. R. (1975). Development of the job diagnostic survey. Journal

of Applied Psychology, 60(2), 159.
Hammick, J. K. & Lee, M. J. (2014). Do shy people feel less communication apprehension

online? The effects of virtual reality on the relationship between personality
characteristics and communication outcomes. Computers in Human Behavior,
33, 302–310.

Harkins, S. G. (2006). Mere effort as the mediator of the evaluation-performance relation-
ship. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 91(3), 436.

Hunt (February 5, 2015). Experts: Wearable tech tests our privacy limits. Retrieved from:
www.usatoday.com/story/tech/2015/02/05/tech-wearables-privacy/22955707/.

IDC ( June 23, 2015). IDC forecasts U.S. mobile worker population to surpass 105 million
by 2020. Retrieved from: www.businesswire.com/news/home/20150623005073/
en#.VYmhfEZB58m.

IDC (February 27, 2017a). Worldwide spending on augmented and virtual reality forecast to
reach $13.9 billion in 2017, according to IDC. Retrieved from: www.idc.com/
getdoc.jsp?containerId=prUS42331217.

IDC ( October, 2017b). IDC futurescape: Worldwide connected devices and augmented
reality/virtual reality 2018 Predictions. Retrieved from: www.idc.com/research/
viewtoc.jsp?containerId=US43145617.

Identity Theft Resource Center (December 13, 2016). 2016 Data breach category summary.
R e t r i e v e d f r o m : w ww. i d t h e f t c e n t e r . o r g / i m a g e s / b r e a c h /
ITRCBreachStatsReportSummary2016.pdf.

Interact Report (February, 2015). New Interact Report: Many leaders shrink from straight
talk with employees. Retrieved from: http://interactauthentically.com/new-inter
act-report-many-leaders-shrink-from-straight-talk-with-employees/.

940 Part VII : Interdisciplinary Perspectives on Employees and Technology



C:/ITOOLS/WMS/CUP-NEW/15259355/WORKINGFOLDER/LANDERS/9781108476706C33.3D 941 [921–943] 28.10.2018 3:44AM

Jackson, J. M. & Latané, B. (1981). All alone in front of all those people: Stage fright as a
function of number and type of co-performers and audience. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 40(1), 73.

Jacques, P. H., Garger, J., Brown, C. A., &Deale, C. S. (2009). Personality and virtual reality
team candidates: The roles of personality traits, technology anxiety and trust as
predictors of perceptions of virtual reality teams. Journal of Business and
Management, 15(2), 143.

Jamieson, J. P. & Mendes, W. B. (2016). Social stress facilitates risk in youths. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 145(4), 467.

Kahai, S. S., Sosik, J. J., & Avolio, B. J. (2003). Effects of leadership style, anonymity, and
rewards on creativity-relevant processes and outcomes in an electronic meeting
system context. The Leadership Quarterly, 14(4), 499–524.

Karau, S. J. & Williams, K. D. (1993). Social loafing: A Meta-Analytic Review and
Theoretical Integration. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(4),
681–706.

Kim, T., McFee, E., Olguin, D. O., Waber, B., & Pentland, A. (2012). Sociometric badges:
Using sensor technology to capture new forms of collaboration. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 33(3), 412–427.

Kluger, A. N. & DeNisi, A. (1996). The Effects of Feedback Interventions on Performance:
A Historical Review, a Meta-analysis, and a Preliminary Feedback Intervention
Theory. Psychological Bulletin, 119(2), 254–284.

Komaki, J. L. (1986). Toward effective supervision: An operant analysis and comparison of
managers at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(2), 270.

Komaki, J. L., Zlotnick, S., & Jensen, M. (1986). Development of an operant-based
taxonomy and observational index of supervisory behavior. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 71(2), 260.

Koslov, K., Mendes, W. B., Pajtas, P. E., & Pizzagalli, D. A. (2011). Asymmetry in resting
intracortical activity as a buffer to social threat. Psychological Science, 22(5),
641–649.

Lapowsky, I. ( April 23, 2015). Oculus’ founder on the pros and cons of VR for social good.
Retrieved from: www.wired.com/2015/04/palmer-luckey-social-change/.

Larson, J. R. & Callahan, C. (1990). Performance monitoring: How it affects work produc-
tivity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75(5), 530.

Leary, M. R. (1983). A brief version of the Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 9(3), 371–375.

Leary, M. R. & Kowalski, R. M. (1990). Impression management: A literature review and
two-component model. Psychological Bulletin, 107(1), 34.

Leary, M. R. &Baumeister, R. F. (2000). The nature and function of self-esteem: Sociometer
theory. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 32, 1–62.

Levski, Y. (2017). 10 Real world examples of AR marketing success. Retrieved from:
https://appreal-vr.com/blog/10-augmented-reality-marketing-examples/.

Locke, E. A. & Latham, G. P. (2002). Building a Practically Useful theory of goal setting and
task motivation: A 35-year odyssey. American Psychologist, 57(9), 705.

Lopez, M. ( November 11, 2016). Augmented and virtual reality fuel the future workplace.
Retrieved from: www.forbes.com/sites/maribellopez/2016/11/11/augmented-and-
virtual-reality-fuel-the-future-workplace/#b19b9de185df.

Martens, R. & Landers, D. M. (1972). Evaluation potential as a determinant of coaction
effects. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 8(4), 347–359.

Technology and Social Evaluation 941



C:/ITOOLS/WMS/CUP-NEW/15259355/WORKINGFOLDER/LANDERS/9781108476706C33.3D 942 [921–943] 28.10.2018 3:44AM

McCroskey, J. C. (1977). Oral communication apprehension: A summary of recent theory
and research. Human Communication Research, 4(1), 78–96.

Middleton, M. J. & Midgley, C. (1997). Avoiding the demonstration of lack of ability: An
underexplored aspect of goal theory. Journal of Educational Psychology, 89(4),
710.

Miller, S. ( May 17, 2017). Best practices for using wearable devices in wellness programs.
Retrieved from: www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topics/benefits/pages/wear
able-trackers-best-practices.aspx.

Mintzberg, H. (1973). The nature of managerial work. New York: Harper & Row.
Modigliani, A. (1971). Embarrassment, facework, and eye contact: Testing a theory of

embarrassment. Journal of Personality and social Psychology, 17(1), 15.
Muller, D. & Butera, F. (2007). The focusing effect of self-evaluation threat in coaction and

social comparison. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93(2), 194.
Nah, F. F. H., Eschenbrenner, B., & DeWester, D. (2011). Enhancing brand equity through

flow and telepresence: A comparison of 2D and 3D virtual worlds.MIS Quarterly,
731–747.

Niehoff, B. P. & Moorman, R. H. (1993). Justice as a mediator of the relationship between
methods of monitoring and organizational citizenship behavior. Academy of
Management Journal, 36(3), 527–556.

Nicholls, J. G. (1984). Achievement motivation: Conceptions of ability, subjective experi-
ence, task choice, and performance. Psychological Review, 91(3), 328.

Nussbaum, K. & DuRivage, V. (1986). Computer monitoring: Mismanagement by remote
control. Business and Society Review, 56, 16–20.

Oldham, G. R. & Cummings, A. (1996). Employee creativity: Personal and contextual
factors at work. Academy of Management Journal, 39(3), 607–634.

Paivio, A. (1969). Mental imagery in associative learning and memory. Psychological
Review, 76(3), 241.

Pedersen, D. M. (1999). Model for types of privacy by privacy functions. Journal of
Environmental Psychology, 19(4), 397–405.

Pepitone, J. ( October 27, 2016). Designing the workplace of the future: Virtual reality and
3D panoramas. Retrieved from: http://money.cnn.com/gallery/technology/2016/
10/25/workplace-of-the-future/index.html.

Pew Research Center (May 20, 2015). Americans’ attitudes about privacy, security and
surveillance. Retrieved from: www.pewinternet.org/2015/05/20/americans-atti
tudes-about-privacy-security-and-surveillance/.

Pew Research Center (June 6, 2017). The Internet of Things connectivity binge: What are
the implications?. Retrieved from: www.pewinternet.org/2017/06/06/the-internet-
of-things-connectivity-binge-what-are-the-implications/.

Phillips, G. M. (1968). Reticence: Pathology of the normal speaker. Communications
Monographs, 35(1), 39–49.

Phillips, B. & Zhao, H. (1993). Predictors of assistive technology abandonment. Assistive
Technology, 5(1), 36–45.

Raveendhran, R. & Fast, N.J. (2018). Tracked by technology: Adoption of behavior-track-
ing products. Unpublished manuscript. University of Southern California.

Raveendhran, R., Fast, N.J., & Carnevale, P.J. (2018). Hiding behind technology: Managers
adopt technology to avoid negative evaluations. Unpublished manuscript.
University of Southern California.

942 Part VII : Interdisciplinary Perspectives on Employees and Technology



C:/ITOOLS/WMS/CUP-NEW/15259355/WORKINGFOLDER/LANDERS/9781108476706C33.3D 943 [921–943] 28.10.2018 3:44AM

Roberts, K., Kossek, E. E., & Ozeki, C. (1998). Managing the global workforce: Challenges
and strategies. The Academy of Management Executive, 12(4), 93–106.

Ryan, R. M. & Connell, J. P. (1989). Perceived locus of causality and internalization:
examining reasons for acting in two domains. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 57(5), 749.

Sabelman, E. & Lam, R. (June 23, 2015). The real-life dangers of augmented reality.
Retrieved from: https://spectrum.ieee.org/consumer-electronics/portable-
devices/the-reallife-dangers-of-augmented-reality.

Schlenker, B. R. & Leary, M. R. (1982). Social anxiety and self-presentation: A conceptua-
lization model. Psychological Bulletin, 92(3), 641.

Sewell, G. & Barker, J. R. (2006). Coercion versus care: Using irony to make sense of
organizational surveillance. Academy of Management Review, 31(4), 934–961.

Shah, J. (2003). Automatic for the people: how representations of significant others impli-
citly affect goal pursuit. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(4), 661.

Silva, C. ( June 6, 2017). The Internet of Things is becoming more difficult to escape.
Retrieved from: www.npr.org/sections/alltechconsidered/2017/06/06/531747037/
the-internet-of-things-is-becoming-more-difficult-to-escape.

Smith, W. P. & Tabak, F. (2009). Monitoring employee e-mails: Is there any room for
privacy?. The Academy of Management Perspectives, 23(4), 33–48.

Spector, P. E. (1986). Perceived control by employees: A meta-analysis of studies concern-
ing autonomy and participation at work. Human Relations, 39(11), 1005–1016.

Steiner, F. (April 6, 2017). Future of communication with VR and AR. Retrieved from:
https://medium.com/ma-communication-design/future-of-communication-with-
vr-ar-aa9792f7223e.

Strickland, L. H. (1958). Surveillance and trust. Journal of Personality, 26(2), 200–215.
Stritzke, W. G., Nguyen, A., & Durkin, K. (2004). Shyness and computer-mediated com-

munication: A self-presentational theory perspective.Media Psychology, 6(1), 1–
22.

Solomon, L. ( March 9, 2016). Two-thirds of managers are uncomfortable communicating
with employees. Harvard Business Review. Retrieved from: https://hbr.org/2016/
03/two-thirds-of-managers-are-uncomfortable-communicating-with-employees.

Tangney, J. P. (1992). Situational determinants of shame and guilt in young adulthood.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 18(2), 199–206.

Tangney, J. P. (1999). The self-conscious emotions: Shame, guilt, embarrassment and pride.
In T. Dalgleish & M. J. Power (Eds.), Handbook of cognition and emotion, 541–
568.

Van Boven, L., Loewenstein, G., & Dunning, D. (2005). The illusion of courage in social
predictions: Underestimating the impact of fear of embarrassment on other people.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 96, 130–141.

Wasko, M., Teigland, R., Leidner, D., & Jarvenpaa, S. (2011). Stepping into the internet:
New ventures in virtual worlds. MIS Quarterly, 35(3), 645–652.

Wilson, J. (September, 2013). Wearables in the workplace. Retrieved from: https://hbr.org/
2013/09/wearables-in-the-workplace.

Yukl, G. (1989). Managerial leadership: A review of theory and research. Journal of
Management, 15(2), 251–289.

Zajonc, R. B. (1965). Social facilitation. Science, 149(3681), 269–274.

Technology and Social Evaluation 943



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




