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Abstract
Because of the current scenario of rapid advancement of information technology and the resulting explosion in communication, a wide range of techniques and methods are used to monitor employees on the job. Employers concentrate on the teleological aspects of workplace monitoring such as increased productivity, safety at work and safety, quality, etc. The surveillance opponents, however, on the deontological angle, highlight the paradoxical impacts of monitoring such as an invasion of employee privacy leading to decreased mental and physical health, creativity, autonomy, and productivity. In this context, both the teleological and deontological aspects of electronic performance monitoring are significantly considered and as a win-win solution the roles of feedback, advance notice of electronic performance monitoring policies and practices, employee participation in monitoring system design and implementation and respect to employee perspective of monitoring are discussed.
Keywords: Electronic Performance Monitoring, Paradoxical impacts, Feedback, Advance Notice, Employee Participation, Respect to Employee Perspective.

Introduction 
The development of computers and related technologies has greatly altered the nature of work and the working environment. This innovation allows companies to monitor their employees at their workplaces to improve efficiency and safety. The most widely used methods of employee monitoring are the use of CCTV cameras, internet monitoring, email monitoring, keystroke monitoring, biometric systems, phone tracking devices, activated badges, GPS-enabled location sensors, etc. The survey by American Management Association (AMA) reveals that approximately 80% of organizations are involved in some form of electronic monitoring, particularly the use of email, internet, or phone, and over 90% of the companies in the finance industry confirm that they are using any of these kinds of monitoring techniques (Indiparambil, 2017). The proponents of electronic performance monitoring claim the potential benefits are better productivity, safety and security, quality of products and services, employee behaviour, etc. However, paradoxically employees report privacy issues such as a lack of autonomy, dignity, physical and mental health etc. (Lee & Kleiner, 2003). 
Electronic Performance Monitoring
Monitoring is a systematic and regular observation of personal information for administration, control, security and surveillance. In the workplace, electronic surveillance involves the observation and processing of employees' information through visible or unseen electronic instruments or methods such as cameras, microphones, wire tapes, video recorders, computer monitoring and other web operations (Ball, 2010). Monitoring is a management tool used to ensure the quality and productivity of products and services in organisations and prevent theft, fraud, legal liabilities and inappropriate behaviour (Lee & Kleiner, 2003; Sewell & Barker, 2006).
The use of electronic surveillance at the office has grown over the last three decades. According to the Centre for Business Ethics, about 92 per cent of all companies electronically track their staff in some way (Coultrup & Fountain, 2012). A survey of employees in Australia shows that 78% of employees are being tracked on the job, 88% show that certain websites are being blocked and 49% say that their email content is being observed (Holland et al., 2015). The survey of American employers showed that 66 per cent of employers tracked the Internet use of employees and 43 per cent of employers monitored the email of employees (Yost et al., 2019). The survey by the American Management Association in 2001 showed that some form of surveillance of the workplace is carried out in 82% of organisations, but in 2005, 76% of employers track the use of the Internet alone. In 2007, the survey indicates that 66 per cent of employers revealed internet surveillance, 45 per cent observed email content for their workers, and 45 per cent have recorded audio calls (Indiparambil, 2019). The findings of the survey conducted by HR Metrics and Analytics Summit also show that 80% of companies use electronic reporting to capture and measure employee data (Summit, 2018).
One of the key needs for internet surveillance is to boost efficiency by avoiding or limiting the usage of non-work-related websites that involve waste of time and company resources. Monitoring proponents contend that the use of the Internet for personal uses consumes time and decreases efficiency. Monitoring serves as an effective monitoring mechanism to distinguish positive and poor workers and to motivate employees with feedback based on the information obtained (Miller & Weckert, 2000). Another relevant reason for surveillance in the context of CCTV monitoring is for the safety and security of the employer, the employee and the whole company (Botan & Vorvoreanu, 2006). Sewell and Barker point out that monitoring is a supervisory technique that prevents undesirable behaviours and encourages desirable ones(Sewell & Barker, 2006). 
However, on the other hand, electronic performance monitoring systems indicate significant paradoxical impacts such as lack of privacy, autonomy, creativity, increased stress, tension, anxiety, depression, boredom, etc. (Bhave, 2014; Indiparambil, 2019; Lee & Kleiner, 2003; Martin & Freeman, 2003).

The Paradoxical Impacts of Electronic Performance Monitoring
Privacy Invasion
Privacy can be defined as "selective control of access to oneself or one's group," (Altman, 1976). The privacy of an individual is the degree to which people have limited access to their knowledge, intimacy in life and thoughts (Schoeman, 1984). The most critical debatable problem of occupational surveillance is workplace privacy. Some employees believe that their privacy is violated by surveillance. Monitoring critics claim that monitoring limits the amount of personal information control employees have on their own information by unrestricted access using CCTV cameras, radios, wire tapes, tape recorders, internet monitoring, various web activities, and even drug testing. 
Lack of Autonomy
Autonomy is a fundamental function of privacy. "Autonomy is the degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, independence, and discretion to the individual in scheduling the work and in determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out” (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Monitoring acts as a social control tool that disturbs the employees’ identity and autonomy because monitoring changes the way a person acts even if he or she is not under observation (Martin & Freeman, 2003).  According to the study conducted by Indiparambil, 39.3% of respondents reacted that electronic performance monitoring restricts their freedom and autonomy (Indiparambil, 2017).
Lack of Creativity 
According to Martin & Freeman (2003), employees under electronic performance monitoring are forced to act upon the desire of the employer which curtails their creativity(Martin & Freeman, 2003). Indiparambil (2017) indicates that in the workplace where the employee is forced to act and even think according to the demands of the actual or virtual observer and thus employee creativity and freedom shrink drastically. If employees realize that their actions and communications are observed, creative behavior may be reduced because employees may be worried about monitoring and judgement (Ball, 2010).
Physical and Mental Health Issues
Miller & Weckert (2000) claim that ill-health, stress and lowering of morale are unacceptable consequences of workplace monitoring. According to Lee & Kleiner (2003), people who are working under monitoring are possible to have a higher degree of stress, depression, anger, fatigue and physical health problems. The laboratory study by Aiello & Kolb (1995) indicates that monitored employees (or participants) are generally found to have higher levels of stress and dissatisfaction than non-monitored employees. Depression, anxiety, and fatigue were adversely correlated with the beneficial function of surveillance and positively correlated with the perceived severity of the control system (Holman, 2003).
Declined Productivity
Electronic performance monitoring has consequences on employees’ productivity(Ball, 2010). If employees tend to believe that their employer does not trust them, their mental well-being is harmfully affected which in turn affects their productivity (Riedy & Wen, 2010). The negative attitude of employees under monitoring can lead to lower productivity (Tomczak et al., 2018). Botan and Vorvoreanu (2006) advocate that the negative employee behaviours that evolved as a result of electronic performance monitoring will lead to lower productivity. The opponents of monitoring argue that productivity is negatively impacted by monitoring. Hartman & Pincus (1998) has identified the link between monitoring and health issues which in turn make employees sick and less productive.
Solutions for the Paradoxical Impacts of Electronic Performance Monitoring
Supportive Feedback
Feedback has long been recognized as an essential component that fosters learning, and motivation, and has been successful in enhancing employee performance when related to explicit performance objectives. The study conducted by Nebeker & Tatum (1993) revealed that employees those who are aware of being monitored by computer and getting feedback based on this monitoring have increased performance compared to a test group not aware of computer monitoring(Nebeker & Tatum, 1993). Most employees were not opposed to the use of computer-aided monitoring but were opposed to the way supervisors were often approached, characterized by negative feedback, delayed feedback, infrequent feedback, and subjective performance criteria. Feedback through an electronic performance monitoring system is effective for the development of employees when feedback is frequent, timely, accurate, based on objective criteria and comes from a knowledgeable and reliable source (Chalykoff & Kochan, 1989). Monitoring was seen only as constructive as it was done by management as a mechanism for feedback on performance, support, problem-solving and appreciation of good work (Holland et al., 2015). Progressive feedbacks result in higher job satisfaction and commitment (Yost et al., 2019). In a call centre study, Holman (2003) reveals that, if electronic performance monitoring is performed developmentally, it may alleviate stress in workers who are under its control. 

Advance Notice of Surveillance Policies and Practices
Electronic monitoring and surveillance in the organization can be successfully used with complete and up-front transparency by the organization. Employee trust will be preserved if electronic monitoring and surveillance policies and practices are notified in advance (Kidwell & Bennet, 1994). Notification of corporate practices and processes appears to be a central aspect of presumed equity and justice for workers through the use of electronic performance monitoring systems (Tabak & Smith, 2005). Research has found that people who are given advanced notification of the use of surveillance and tracking justifications are more likely to perceive surveillance as appropriate (Stanton, 2000). Higher perceptions of procedural justice were induced by advanced notice and justifications for video surveillance monitoring. It is proposed that workers should be advised what activities are being tracked by employers when employees are being monitored, and how performance data may be used (Perkins, 2013). There should be an advance notice regarding the type of activities under surveillance and also the duration, method, and area of surveillance. According to Miller & Weckert (2000), appropriately used, monitoring can improve both the performance of the company and the willingness of workers to progress. Monitoring work-relevant behaviors minimized participants' perceived violation of privacy and improved procedural justice (Alder, 2001). 

Employee Participation in Monitoring System Design.
It is widely recognized from the literature on human resource management that performance assessment practices that promote high participation of workers contribute to better performance of employees (Batt, 2002). The literature on stress and computerized performance monitoring suggests that increasing perceived job control or the degree to which workers can affect their work environment can help reduce the stress effects associated with computerized performance monitoring. Suggestions for increasing perceived job autonomy include the participation of workers in the creation of a computerized performance management system (Bates & Holton, 1995). Monitoring mechanisms would be viewed as more efficient if the employees observed are involved in the design and execution of the system (Alder & Ambrose, 2005; Alge, 2001). If employees are involved in the implementation of a monitoring system and feel that their input has been incorporated they may feel greater ownership of their job and experience greater motivation and less stress (Aiello & Kolb, 1995). If organizations encourage their employees to participate in the design and implementation of the Electronic Performance Management System, the monitoring would be deemed fair and effective (Alder, 2001).
A study conducted by Perkins (2013) in call centres revealed that when employees were allowed to participate in the implementation of electronic performance monitoring systems, their job satisfaction and performance were improved. According to Moussa (2015), the involvement of employees in the design of a structural system reduce stress and enhance perceptions of fairness or justice(Moussa, 2015). A study by George (1996) on call centers suggests that managers should use electronic performance monitoring in ways that staff can accept and maybe even approve of it.
Respect to Employee Perspectives
Managers should respect the perspectives of employees and allow them to challenge the performance data collected using electronic performance monitoring (Perkins, 2013).  If employees perceive chances to criticize the interpretation and use of data derived from the EPM system, they see the EPM system as a fair way of measuring results (Moorman & Wells, 2003). But the employee should not abuse their opportunity (Van Dyne et al., 1994). Other benefits of employee opportunity to challenge performance monitoring data are reduced stress and health problems (Hawk, 1994). 
Implications of the Study
The primary focus of this study is to examine the organization's policy developments concerning electronic performance monitoring. It aims to address any ambiguous aspects of surveillance and create a mutually beneficial environment that promotes harmony between employers and employees. Moreover, the study has the potential to transform the negative perceptions surrounding the electronic performance monitoring system.
Conclusion
In recent times, advancements in computers and related technologies have led to a significant expansion of electronic performance monitoring within organizations. Proponents of surveillance argue from a teleological perspective, highlighting the benefits it brings to organizations, customers, and society at large. On the other hand, opponents of monitoring use deontological arguments, emphasizing the employees' right to privacy. They contend that surveillance violates their privacy, causing distress and negative impacts on their well-being. In this context, both teleological and deontological views on surveillance are taken into account, and potential solutions are identified. These solutions include involving employees in the design and implementation of monitoring systems, providing prior notice of electronic performance monitoring policies and practices, offering supportive feedback, and allowing opportunities for employees to challenge monitoring data. These approaches are considered as a win-win solution according to Alder (1998) and Perkins (2013).
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