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Abstract

Traditional performance management systems are increasingly seen as ill-conceived for
today’s dynamic organizational landscape. Researchers and practitioners advocate for
agile PM systems that emphasize continuous monitoring, learning, and feedback. We pres-
ent the ‘event preview’, a novel approach that is designed to address several shortcomings
of traditional performance management practices. Event previews consist of five fixed ques-
tions, which are discussed among team members before an event, instigating a detailed
reflection and mental simulation of upcoming events or projects in order to achieve the
desired outcomes. In doing so, event previews support teams to utilize their projects as
learning opportunities. This study provides the theoretical basis for the event preview and
empirically tests its effectiveness. A sample of 119 teams patrticipated in the experiment in
which they were asked to solve as many puzzles as possible within a fixed time frame. One
condition conducted an event preview beforehand, the other condition did not. Our findings,
which were based on a comparison of the averages of the two conditions, suggest that the
event preview holds promise for improving team performance and communication. As such,
the event preview presents an additional instrument to the changing performance manage-
ment landscape. This simple practice can be incorporated in the performance management
cycle, emphasizing adaptability and continuous improvement in organizations.

Introduction

Performance management (PM) has been under pressure for several years. Researchers argue
for a reevaluation of its relevance in today’s organizational landscape. According to some
scholars, the traditional formal PM system-and especially the periodic evaluation interviews
or appraisals that are central to it—no longer accommodate the day-to-day operations of orga-
nizations and is ill-suited for accurately gauging performance [1, 2]. The traditional employee
teedback and appraisal approach has its origin in a time where organizations and the business
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environment were characterized by organizational stability, hierarchical structures, and a cen-
tralized control [3]. In other words, traditional PM systems have not kept up with the dynam-
ics of contemporary workplaces. Nowadays, for instance, many organizations apply a project-
based approach instead of a yearly cycle [1, 4]. This requires them to incorporate fast and
immediate feedback, rather than relying on an annual progress review [5]. Consequently,
there is a clear need for innovation within this subject. Scholars and practitioners advocate for
the creation of more agile PM systems. Central to these types of systems are the principles of
continuous monitoring, frequent and iterative feedback processes, and an emphasis on contin-
uous learning [6, 7].

Bearing this in mind, a set of inventive PM practices have been introduced to improve per-
formance and drive employees’ professional development. One of these practices is the after-
action review (AAR): a systematic review of the team’s performance during recently completed
tasks or events [8]. The AAR has been shown to be effective; experimental studies suggest that
conducting an AAR positively affects team performance, team efficacy, openness of communi-
cation, and other outcomes [9]. However, criticisms about the usefulness of the AAR in non-
recurring projects, as well as its past-focused approach, create the need to introduce new tools
and practices to facilitate project monitoring, feedback, and constant learning.

Therefore, by combining developmental principles of the AAR with psychological theories
of mental contrasting by Oettingen [10], and construal level theory (CLT), we aimed to
develop a new forward-looking approach: the event preview. When conducting an event pre-
view, individuals in a team reflect systematically on how they will tackle an event or activity
that will take place in the near future in order to achieve the desired outcomes. Objectives are
set after cooperatively constructing a mental simulation of the event or project. Consequently,
factors that may facilitate the desired results are identified and used to develop strategies. The
event preview thus extends traditional goal setting approaches by constructing a mental image
of how the event could unfold in the future, reflecting on the desired results, and creating a
plan of action based on this mental simulation of the future. Consequently, the event preview
answers several of the previously mentioned criticisms and can be presented as a practice that
may facilitate (team) learning and monitoring of projects.

In this study, we clarify the theoretically based rationale for the development of the event
preview practice and detail the different aspects. Additionally, we aim to test the effectiveness
of our novel approach in a team cooperation context and investigate whether conducting an
event preview can indeed improve teams’ performance. To do this, the event preview was
tested using an experimental design testing its relationship with three team-related outcomes,
namely task performance, openness of communication, and team efficacy. In this study, a sam-
ple of 119 three-person teams participated in an experiment in which they tried to solve a task
within a fixed period of time.

Theoretical background

As mentioned, traditional performance management (PM) are under scrutiny. PM is the pro-
cess of measuring, communicating, and managing employee performance to align perfor-
mance with the organizational strategy [11]. The PM cycle consists of aspects such as
planning, monitoring, and measuring performance, evaluating, and recognition or reward.
The first step in the cycle would be planning: this includes goal setting and determining objec-
tives for the upcoming period, both with regard to the development of certain skills and the
achievement of specific quantitative (e.g., sales) results. It also encompasses planning how to
reach these goals. These plans and objectives are monitored throughout the process. Finally,
progress is measures, evaluated, and-if applicable and relevant-rewarded. Traditionally, the

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271 December 18, 2023 2/14


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271

PLOS ONE

Event preview

PM process was centered around periodical (often annual) progress reviews. In these conver-
sations—that often implied a formal form to be completed, contributing to its bureaucratic
nature-last year’s performances are evaluated and discussed, and new objectives are set and
planned [6, 12]. Recently, however, scholars have emphasized the importance of moving
toward adapted PM systems in which appraisal and performance evaluation are seen as ongo-
ing processes rather than once-a-year events [13]. That is, nowadays organizations operate in a
volatile environment where continuous change, adaptations, and learning are imperative for
employees. Therefore, PM systems should focus on goal setting, cooperative learning, and con-
tinuous monitoring or feedback to create a developmental human resource management sys-
tem [4, 6, 7].

In light of these challenges, one innovative PM practice that has been proposed to encour-
age ongoing dialogue and learning is the after-action review (AAR). The AAR, originating
from the military, is a practice in PM that can be conducted after a task to facilitate feedback
and reflection. Researchers found that conducting an AAR had positive effects on several
team-related outcomes, such as performance and openness of communication [8, 9, 14]. This
makes the AAR a particularly interesting practice for similar projects or events that recur regu-
larly, as individuals learn from previous events and use this knowledge in similar situations.
Although it is argued that new PM practices should be aimed at upcoming and changeable
events [1, 15], the AAR is mainly past-focused, as it is performed after the event has occurred
and is aimed at reflecting on prior performance. Moreover, in practice, teams often have to
deal with important uncertain events that may occur only once. For these non-recurring proj-
ects, an AAR is of lesser value, as it more focused on reflecting on prior errors instead of focus-
ing on how to anticipate them in the future. Thus, there is a clear need for a practice that is
forward-looking and can also be helpful in unrepeated events.

This is where we suggest event previews have a role to play. An event preview considers the
need for constant learning and continuous dialogue in today’s organizations, while also focus-
ing on the future. Therefore, we argue that the event preview can be an addition to traditional
PM practices (among which the AAR) as it may facilitate continuous learning, monitoring,
and feedback, which has been previously advocated [1, 13]. In the following sections, the
underlying theories that helped shape event previews will be discussed, this includes CLT and
the strategy of mental contrasting by Oettingen [10]. These theories clarify the rationale
behind event previews and the recommendation to make PM practices more forward-looking.

Theoretically based rationale for the development and effectiveness of
event previews

Many PM practices in organizations are based on monitoring performances and providing
feedback. As the term itself indicates, although feed’back’ can be interesting to facilitate learn-
ing, it is still aimed at ‘looking back’ to reflect on what has already occurred, rather than focus-
ing on the many possibilities for the future [16]. Additionally, when feedback includes
negative information, people can feel threatened and respond defensively [17]. Generally,
when people receive feedback with regard to past performances, there is an interaction
between two categories of self-evaluative motives: self-protection and self-change [17]. This is
a paradox, as these motives can be in conflict if a person is exposed to negative information
about themselves [18]. Self-protection aims to preserve a positive image and confirmation of
the self-concept, while self-change aims to improve the self-concept using information about
one’s strengths and weaknesses [19]. This may explain the defensive reactions that sometimes
occur when receiving negative feedback, as the need to think positively about oneself, and thus
self-protection, is one of the strongest motives [17-19].
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Recently, researchers have linked construal level theory (CLT) and the theory of psychologi-
cal distance to the two categories of self-evaluative motives [17, 20]. Whereas high-level con-
strual (i.e., thinking abstractly, looking at the bigger picture) is associated with the acceptance
of feedback to facilitate self-change and learning, low-level construal (i.e., thinking more con-
cretely, detailed) is associated with the dismissal of this feedback to serve self-protection [17].
In other words, people might better engage in high-level construal to accept feedback and to
be able to learn. In this case, individuals manage to take a certain psychological distance from
the present stressful demands and concentrate on their goals and the encompassing implica-
tions of their behavior [17, 20]. Additionally, researchers found that high-level construal can
indeed encourage the acceptance of feedback-and can thus foster learning -, provided that the
feedback is relevant and addresses changeable behavior [17]. Building on construal level the-
ory, we argue that feedback that is aimed at the future will be more easily accepted because it
increases psychological distance and is thus ‘safer’ for self-evaluation than feedback about past
behavior.

Researchers suggest shifting the focus from the past to the future by incorporating mental
simulations of the future and performance targets [15, 21]. A practice that responds to the
‘past-focused’ criticism is the feedforward interview (FFI), an interview in which the employee
is asked to reflect on a positive experience in the past [16, 22]. By discussing this positive expe-
rience, one can identify the circumstances that facilitated the successes and use this informa-
tion for future situations and challenges. The FFI is thus strongly oriented toward the future
by focusing on the positive aspects of a situation, and how to repeat them in the future, instead
of fixating on past errors [22]. An event preview presents a similar conversation; by talking
through the future event, the circumstances that will likely facilitate success are identified. This
helps individuals construct a mental image of the event, formulate the desired results, and
develop possible strategies to achieve them. However, while the FFI is a very broad conversa-
tion between an individual and a supervisor concerning one’s career and positive experiences,
an event preview is a structured collective reflection on a specific upcoming event or project. It
is conducted in a team of collaborating individuals who may or may not be familiar with each
other (e.g., new or existing teams), with a supervisor present or not. Furthermore, unlike the
FFI, an event preview not only covers favorable circumstances but also reflects on the circum-
stances that could contribute negatively to the achievement of the desired results. Teams con-
ducting an event preview thus construct a comprehensive mental simulation of the upcoming
event.

Moreover, the event preview differs from the FFI as it involves formulating a concrete men-
tal simulation, objectives, and strategies. This aspect of the event preview can be substantiated
by the strategy of mental contrasting [10, 23, 24]. The authors state that mentally contrasting
reality and a desired future will determine whether an individual will actually pursue a certain
objective [25]. When there is a contrast between reality and the image of a desired future, the
individual assesses the expectations of success. Based on this assessment of success, one will
pursue the desired future [10, 24]. This expectancy-based route facilitates the necessity to act
[24, 26]. The necessity to act only occurs when the discrepant cognitive elements of the desired
future and current reality are noticed and explicitly elaborated [24].

Someone that holds expectations about a desired future, and thus experiences this discrep-
ancy, can also be understood as someone who is confronted with a problem [24, 27]. A clear
image of the desired future needs to be developed in order to achieve the desired outcomes
and ‘solve’ this problem. To achieve the desired outcomes, one must hold expectations about a
desired future and experience a necessity to act, as favorable expectations cause strong objec-
tive commitment [24]. The event preview practice uses these insights, as constructing a mental
simulation of the future event and reflecting on the desired outcomes are crucial in this
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practice. We assume that, when we apply mental contrasting to multiple individuals, such as
groups or teams, the process of discussing these mental contrasts and desired futures may be
beneficial. Namely, the conversation can ensure that the possible scenarios or pitfalls of a proj-
ect or event are uncovered and elaborated.

Defining the event preview

Based on CLT, self-evaluative motives, and strategies of mental contrasting, the event preview
can be defined as a structured way to collectively reflect on a future event or project, in order
to successfully achieve the desired output. With this, an event preview encourages learning
within the team. Ideally, event previews are conducted regularly, in order to create a learning
culture in the organization [28, 29]. Similar to the AAR, and as illustrated in Fig 1, the event
preview consists of a fixed set of five questions that are discussed by the team regarding the
project or event. The first two questions asked during the first and second phases of the event
preview are (a) “How would we describe our expectations concerning the task/project/event?”
and (b), “Based on these expectations, what image do we have in mind about the results that
we want to achieve?”. These questions were formulated according to the principles of the strat-
egy of mental contrasting [10]. In this phase, team members construct a mental image
together, bearing in mind the desired results of the event or project [24]. As mentioned, this
may consequently increase performance [26].

During the third and fourth stages of the event preview, team members can (from a ‘safe’
psychological distance) reflect on this mental simulation and the possible implications of their
behavior. Due to the future-looking nature of the conversation [30], individuals engage in
high-level construal [17, 20]. During these stages, which are evidently related to CLT, three fur-
ther aspects are discussed: (c) “Reflect on which factors could help us to achieve our image of
the desired results”; (d) “Reflect on which factors could contribute negatively to achieve the
image of the desired results”; and (e) “Think of a concrete plan of action that could help us to
achieve our image of the desired results.” Event previews include a structured discussion in
which team members reflect on the upcoming event to create a mental simulation, define their
objectives, and explore a concrete plan of action.

Event Preview

Mental contrasting Construal level theory
[ ) [ )
)
( N ( . ) N )
Review Re‘vleyv Strategy Review Specific
Outcome Objective Actions
Reflect on which
factors could help us
How would we Based on these {ojachicye ol image Think of a concrete -
describe our E> _expectations, what [> of theidesired results. E> plan of action that |:> ACthIl
expectations image do we have in could help us to
concerning the mind abo}lt the results Reflectonwich achieve our image of
task/project /event? tha;‘cwheie‘zzl’;t to Erotors could the desired results
’ contribute negatively
to achieve the image
L of the desired results.

J/ N B 3 J — @

Fig 1. The components of the event preview.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271.g001
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With this, an event preview goes beyond the practice and theory of goal setting [31]. When
conducting an event preview, the idea of mental simulation is central. The outcomes of the
event are still unclear, and it is thus necessary to construct a mental image of the future event
or project. Consequently, the expectations and desired results are determined based on this
mental simulation. Additionally, the concrete actions and factors that may facilitate this
desired future are uncovered, and strategies are developed.

The idea of considering the different possible outcomes of an upcoming event has been
introduced previously. Klein [32], for example, introduced the concept of the PreMortem.
When conducting a PreMortem, team members are asked to assume that the project has failed
spectacularly and try to generate plausible reasons for the project’s failure [32]. The goal of this
approach is to identify potential mistakes or obstacles beforehand, in order to prevent them
during the project. Therefore, using this method ensures the identification of quality changes
in the plan [33, 34]. However, the PreMortem has a focus on failure (and avoidance of failure),
which contrasts with that of an event preview which is more success oriented. For instance,
when individuals or teams conduct an event preview, they do not solely expose the risks but
also determine strategies for success. By doing this, the main focus is on the mental simulation
of possible positive outcomes and how these can be achieved. In other words, the goal of an
event preview is to identify obstacles and success factors in order to construct a mental simula-
tion and determine an appropriate strategy, rather than simply preventing potential mistakes.
Thus, while identifying obstacles is pertinent in both approaches, the goal of a PreMortem is to
overcome these obstacles, while the goal of the event preview is to use these insights as a means
to build and select a strategy. Moreover, when conducting an event preview, team members
define the desired future and ensure that the others are on the same page. While the PreMor-
tem mainly functions as a cognitive analysis of future events and uncovers what should be
avoided, the event preview approaches the desired future and may even have an energizing
effect.

Additionally, Klein [32] states that the PreMortem is conducted by all team members sepa-
rately, after which the team leader processes their ideas. He reports that: “those in the room
independently write down every reason they can think of for the failure. [. . .] After the session
is over, the project manager reviews the list, looking for ways to strengthen the plan.” (p. 18).
This is another considerable difference between both practices as the event preview is con-
ducted by team members that cooperatively create a mental simulation of the event. Team
members explicitly reflect and deliberate together to construct a mental image of the desired
results. In other words, the interaction between the team members is a crucial aspect of event
previews. The event preview thus partially builds on the insights of the PreMortem, but it
extends the focus and main purpose of the practice. Therefore, this study intends to examine
the value of an event preview and its effect on multiple outcomes.

Hypotheses development

The main objective of this study is to experimentally compare the effectiveness of conducting
and not conducting an event preview in a team before a task or project. We suggest that the
mental simulation of future events, as performed in an event preview, will have additional pos-
itive effects. We thus suspect the event preview to be effective in improving teams’ task perfor-
mance, through reflecting on desired outcomes and safely discussing possible actions. In
addition, conducting an event preview among team members may affect other relevant team-
related outcomes. It is expected that the event preview, a structured deliberation, will affect the
perceived degree of a team’s openness of communication. It is likely that, in an organizational
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context, this will encourage open dialogue, which can also contribute to creating a learning
culture.

Furthermore, clearly defining the desired future as a team and having a better understand-
ing of the common objectives have been suggested to affect team members’ perceived team
efficacy [35]. Sawyer [36] built on role theory and found that objective clarity and process clar-
ity can cause team members to communicate more effectively with each other. This, in turn,
could positively affect their perceived team efficacy [36, 37]. In other words, we suspect that
the openness of communication can in fact mediate a positive relationship between the event
preview condition and level of team efficacy.

Building on the preceding empirical literature and theories, we propose the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Compared with non-event preview teams, event preview teams will have higher
task performance.

Hypothesis 2: Compared with non-event preview teams, event preview teams will report higher
levels of openness of communication.

Hypothesis 3: Conducting an event preview will positively influence team efficacy, and this
relationship will be mediated by the level of openness of communication.

Method
Participants

The participants could voluntarily register for this study. In the month before the experiment,
potential participants were informed of the experiment using a snowball method and public
Facebook posts. Participants were able to sign up as a team of three by sending a message or
email. We specifically opted for three-person teams in order to homogenize the team size. This
allowed the teams to have equal opportunities of achieving high scores throughout the game,
especially since the relationship between team size and performance has been debated [38, 39].
Participants were randomly assigned a team number, which was used as a unique identifier in
the surveys; this way, responses of team members could be linked to each other.

Participants received all necessary documents and completed the experiment as a team.
Afterwards, they were asked to provide their answer sheet to the researchers, as well as fill out
the digital survey (one survey per team member). The first page of the digital survey contained
a consent form with all relevant information with regard to the experiment. Although nothing
was disclosed about the different conditions, participants were briefed that they participated in
a study on teamwork and team efficiency. It was clearly stated that, by continuing the survey,
participants agreed that their responses would be used as described in the consent form. Fur-
thermore, participants were informed that they were allowed to stop the experiment at any
time, that their participation and responses were entirely confidential, and who to contact if
they were to have any questions about the study.

The total sample consisted of 357 individuals who participated in 119 three-person teams.
More teams volunteered but these teams either dropped out throughout the experiment or did
not complete the surveys. Of the final sample, 40.1% were men and 59.9% were women. The
average age of participants was 29.10 years (SD = 12.08 years). The overall and condition-spe-
cific demographic information is shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Demographic composition of the sample by condition.
Variable Non-event preview Event preview Overall
n % n % n %
Sex
Female 112 59.3 102 60.7 214 59.9
Male 77 40.7 66 39.3 143 40.1
M sD M sD M sD
Age (in years) 29.36 12.62 28.82 11.47 29.10 12.08
Note: N = 357.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271.t001

Procedure

For this experiment, a game was developed in which participants had to solve a fictional mur-
der. To solve the murder, participants had to work as a team to find answers to 20 riddles and
puzzles. The solution for each puzzle provided them with the answer to a major question to
solve the murder, for example: “What was the murder weapon?” or “What was the killer’s
motive?” The puzzles contained rebuses, mathematical puzzles, (cross)word puzzles, sudokus,
and logic puzzles. They ranged from relatively easy to relatively difficult. When participants
volunteered to participate in the study, they were assigned a team number and received the
necessary documents to complete the experiment. Team numbers were assigned to later match
the performance scores to the survey answers. The documents each team received included
clear guidelines to accomplish the task, together with a clear indication of the time limits, the
puzzles, a response form, and a link to the online survey.

An experimental between-subjects design with two conditions was used to empirically test
the effect of the event preview. Teams were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: teams
that did not conduct an event preview and teams that did conduct an event preview. The latter
were clearly instructed to discuss five questions during a ‘team deliberation’ of minimum five
and maximum seven minutes. After the event preview, they were also asked to ‘solve the mur-
der’ and fill in the response form and survey. To check the manipulation, teams in the event
preview condition were requested to submit the concise notes of their event preview in addi-
tion to their response form. These notes were reviewed to ensure that these teams conducted
the event preview properly. When notes were not submitted or were too limited, teams were
excluded from analyses, as it was impossible to determine whether the event preview was con-
ducted properly. Based on this evaluation, three of the initial teams were excluded, so that the
119 remaining three-person teams formed the total sample.

Measures

Task performance. Performance scores were obtained based on the response forms.
Researchers manually reviewed these documents and assigned a task performance score to
each group. This score was simply based on the amount of correctly answered riddles. For
example, a team that answered 16 questions, of which 12 were correct, were assigned a perfor-
mance score of 12.

Openness of communication. Openness of communication was assessed using the four-
item scale of Barry and Stewart [40], as previously used by Villado and Arthur [9] in their AAR
study. Their group process measure was modified to suit our study and performance task. A
sample item is: “Members are free to make positive/negative comments.” Each item is rated on
a 5-point scale. The internal consistency estimate for the scale was .63.
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Team efficacy. In this study, team efficacy was measured using a modified version of the
3-item measure used by Arthur, Bell [41], as previously used by Villado and Arthur [9] in their
AAR study. A sample item is: “How confident are you in the ability of your team to solve the
puzzles?” Items were rated on a 5-point scale. The internal consistency of the measure was 69.

Results

All individual-level variables, namely, openness of communication and team efficacy, were
aggregated to the team level. Agreement and reliability indices suggested that aggregation at
the team level for both openness of communication and team efficacy was appropriate; 7,
ICC, and ICC, values for openness of communication were 0.91, 0.32, and 0.58, and for team
efficacy were 0.87, 0.44, and 0.70, respectively. Task performance scores were assigned at the
team level. The team-level means, standard deviations, and correlations for all variables are
shown in Table 2.

Several independent ¢-tests were conducted using SPSS 26 to test Hypotheses 1 and 2. The
event preview condition served as the between-subject independent variable in all analyses.
For each dependent variable, the score means and standard deviations per condition are
shown in Table 3.

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 proposed that conducting an event preview would cause teams to score higher
on task performance when compared to not conducting an event preview. We expected that
these teams would answer more questions correctly than teams that did not conduct an event
preview. This hypothesis was supported, as event preview teams scored significantly higher on
task performance (M = 9.20, SD = 2.93) than non-event preview teams (M = 8.03, SD = 3.07), ¢
(117) = -2.11, p = .037. We computed effect sizes according to Cohen’s d, which was 0.39.

Table 2. Team-level variable means, standard deviations and correlations.

Variable
1. Event preview
2. Task performance
3. Team efficacy

4. Openness of communication

M SD 1 2 3 4
47 .50 -

8.58 3.05 .191* -

3.57 .54 135 466™* -

4.48 .39 .193* .105 273%* -

Note: N = 119 teams. Event preview condition was coded as: 0 = no event preview, 1 = event preview.
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271.t1002

Table 3. Dependent variable score means and standard deviations per condition.

Variable Non-event preview Event preview
M SD M SD
Task performance 8.03 3.07 9.20 2.93
Team efficacy 3.50 .46 3.65 .61
Openness of communication 4.41 .37 4.56 .05

Note: N = 119 teams of which 63 non-event preview and 56 event preview.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271.t1003
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Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 predicted that conducting an event preview would cause teams to report higher
levels of openness of communication when compared to non-event preview teams. The analy-
sis proved that teams that conducted an event preview indeed scored significantly higher on
this measure, #(117) = -2.13, p = .036. Means of the event preview teams versus those of the
non-event preview teams were 4.56 (SD = 0.05) and 4.41 (SD = 0.37) respectively. The effect
size (d) was 0.57. Thus, Hypothesis 2 is supported.

Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the positive effect of conducting an event preview on team efficacy
would be mediated by the openness of communication. To test the indirect effect, we per-
formed a mediation analysis using the process macro in SPSS 26. The unstandardized indirect
effects and 95% confidence intervals were computed for each of the 5,000 bootstrapped sam-
ples [42]. The results did not indicate a significant effect of conducting an event preview on
team efficacy, R” = .14, b = 0.14, SE = 0.10, ¢(117) = 1.475, p > .05. However, in support of
Hypothesis 3, the results indicate that the indirect effect is significant (b = 0.053, SE = 0.03;
95% CI [0.00, 0.12]). As expected, conducting an event preview positively affects a team’s
openness of communication (b = 0.15, SE = 0.07; 95% CI [0.01, 0.29]). Additionally, the results
show a significant effect of openness of communication on team efficacy (b = 0.35, SE = 0.13;
95% CI [0.11, 0.60]). Thus, Hypothesis 3 is supported.

Discussion

The goal of the present study was to experimentally test the effectiveness of a new PM practice,
the event preview. The results of our study indicated that teams conducting event previews
were more effective-compared to teams who did not conduct an event preview—in terms of
performance and openness of communication. Additionally, we found support for our
assumption that the openness of communication mediates the positive effect of conducting an
event preview on team efficacy [35, 36]. In summary, the results indicate that conducting an
event preview can positively affect some important team-related outcomes. When an event
preview is conducted, teams seem to be more productive, as they are able to provide more cor-
rect answers. Additionally, the perception of communication seemed to improve when teams
conduct an event preview. This may cause individuals to communicate more openly, which
may eventually improve their perceived team efficacy. The results suggest that an event pre-
view is an effective practice that can be implemented before an event or project to achieve cer-
tain outcomes and improve overall performance. This indicates that using the strategy of
mentally simulating an event may indeed enhance teamwork [10, 26]. Our results present the
first impression of the event preview and the underlying psychological processes, which are
based on CLT and the strategy of mental contrasting [10, 17, 20]. However, more research on
the event preview process is needed to verify and confirm these suggestions.

Theoretical and practical implications

The findings implicate that an event preview is a successful and easy intervention that may
improve the effectiveness of the team in which it is conducted. By systematically discussing a
fixed set of five questions, the upcoming event or project is examined within the team and a
mental simulation is constructed. As our findings suggest that this simple and brief interven-
tion may improve the performance of a team, it could be an interesting practice to implement
in an organization. Organizations may implement the event preview when employees engage
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in a project together; for example, supervisors within the organization can provide these five
questions and stimulate the team to discuss them together. Consequently, communication can
be improved and possible issues are considered. By conducting a brief event preview, team
members construct a mental simulation and make sure that they are on the same page, which
may improve further communication [35, 36]. The intervention itself is inexpensive and easy
to implement before the start of an event or project.

The event preview is a simple practice that may stimulate team members to reflect on
upcoming events, which could foster their learning and improve performances. We argue that
this innovative practice stimulates continuous conversation cycles in the organizations. This is
in line with several calls in literature that argue for a new PM approach. This new approach is
needed as scholars and practitioners argue that the traditional PM system no longer accommo-
dates the daily workflow and activities of today’s organizations. Especially the annual progress
reviews seem to demotivate employees and are not helpful in improving employees’ perfor-
mance [2, 6, 7, 12]. Instead, researchers and practitioners advocate for an approach that stimu-
lates monitoring and feedback [1, 2], as this would create more learning opportunities. Since
the event preview meets the criticisms of traditional learning-oriented practices-i.e., it focuses
on the future and not on the past, unlike other practices such as feedback and the AAR [1,
15]-it can be an addition to traditional PM practices. Incorporating event previews in the PM
cycle and stimulating the use thereof when new projects are started, could possibly help
employees to use new projects as learning opportunities. This can, in turn, be beneficial for
employees’ and organizations’ agility and flexibility. We thus argue that this practice proposes
a solution to the increasingly criticized traditional PM [1]. However, more research on this
process is needed to confirm this claim. Additionally, further research on the effectiveness of
an event preview in different organizational structures may also be useful.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

There are some limitations of the event preview and the present study that are noteworthy, as
they may be useful for future research. First, within the event preview, the idea of mentally
simulating the event is central. However, we do not know whether and to which extent it is
possible to envision or simulate extremely uncertain and ambiguous situations. Whenever the
project presented is entirely unknown, it might be difficult to imagine the accompanying
obstacles or success factors that may occur. Future research should explore this question. Fur-
thermore, unlike the PreMortem, an event preview encompasses interaction between team
members. This requires a certain level of cooperation. Teams lacking a healthy team dynamic
might find it more difficult to get ‘on the same page’ during an event preview. Finally, the
event preview does not contain a post-project component to facilitate reflection. Reflection has
been identified as an effective step in the learning process [43]. To tackle this limitation, the
event preview can be combined with an AAR.

Secondly, teams were artificially composed by the voluntary participants of the experiment;
thus, the event preview has not been proven useful in a real-life organizational context. There-
fore, future research on the event preview with a larger sample and in a real-life context would
be informative. Another limitation of the artificially composed sample may be the different
degrees of familiarity within the teams. Participants independently assembled the teams,
which means that teams may vary in their degree of familiarity. However, it is likely that most
teams had a previous relationship with each other and had worked together in the past. This
high degree of familiarity may have affected our results. A real-life study in an organizational
context would resolve this limitation. Future research could also consider this limitation by
focusing on the possible impact of familiarity within the team as a moderator.
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The limitations of the conducted experiment are also worth noting. Participants were asked
to discuss the five questions of the event preview before completing the puzzles. Although we
attempted to capture how they executed the manipulation based on the team notes provided
to us, future research could assure that the event preview is conducted appropriately by having
a researcher observe the participants while the event preview is conducted. Furthermore, this
experiment only tested the event preview when it was conducted in a team context. However,
the event preview reflects on how individuals will tackle an event or activity that will take place
in the near future. It can be executed by individuals who cooperate on a certain project but
may also be useful when conducted by an individual in consultation. In this case, we only
examined outcomes related to the version conducted in a team context. However, future
research that focuses on the effects of the event preview when conducted by an individual and
a supervisor may be interesting.

Lastly, we suggest that it may be interesting to explore the cumulative effect of implement-
ing both an AAR and an event preview in a team context. The AAR has proven to be an effec-
tive practice with the aim of improving performance [9, 44]. Our research suggests that an
event preview may have the same effect. Both practices are costless, simple, and brief interven-
tions that can be easily implemented in an organization. If there is indeed a cumulative effect
of both practices, this could be an important finding for companies looking to improve their
PM.

Conclusion

Despite the aforementioned limitations of this experiment, our study presents event preview
as an innovative addition to traditional PM practices, as it solves for the current criticism on
the topic. Namely, conducting an event preview can facilitate learning within the organization,
as projects are closely monitored, planned, and seen as learning opportunities. Event previews
stimulate team members to focus on the possibilities in the future rather than on mistakes in
the past. Additionally, this study suggests that it is effective at enhancing several important
team-related outcomes, such as team performance and the openness of communication. How-
ever, the effect of conducting event previews on other crucial performance-related outcomes
remains unclear. More research is needed to make conclusive statements, but this study could
serve as a stimulant for practitioners and researchers to further evaluate and assess the event
preview practice and its effect on individual, team-related, and performance-related outcomes.

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Axelle Parmentier and Dyllis Doublet for their assistance in the data
collection. We would like to thank Editage (www.editage.com) for English language editing.

Author Contributions

Conceptualization: Eveline Schollaert, Shana Mertens.

Data curation: Eveline Schollaert, Shana Mertens, Tom Kluijtmans.
Formal analysis: Shana Mertens, Tom Kluijtmans.

Methodology: Eveline Schollaert, Shana Mertens.

Supervision: Eveline Schollaert, Frederik Anseel, Saskia Crucke.
Visualization: Shana Mertens.

Writing - original draft: Shana Mertens, Marie Servaes.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271 December 18, 2023 12/14


http://www.editage.com
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271

PLOS ONE

Event preview

Writing - review & editing: Eveline Schollaert, Shana Mertens, Frederik Anseel, Marie

Servaes.
References

1. LevyPE, Tseng ST, Rosen CC, Lueke SB. Performance management: A marriage between practice
and science—Just say “l do”. Research in personnel and human resources management: Emerald Pub-
lishing Limited; 2017.

2. Pulakos ED, O’Leary RS. Why Is Performance Management Broken? Ind Organ Psychol. 2011; 4
(2):146-64.

3. Vander Sijpe F, Ducheyne D, Vossaert L, Anseel F. Personaliseren van werk: mythes en feiten [Person-
alization of work: myths and facts]. Leuven: Acco; 2017. 252 p.

4. Cappelli P, Tavis A. The Performance Management Revolution. Harvard Business Review. 2016
Oct:58-67.

5. Gravina NE, Siers BP. Square Pegs and Round Holes: Ruminations on the Relationship Between Per-
formance Appraisal and Performance Management. J Organ Behav Manage. 2011; 31(4):277-87.

6. Buckingham M, Goodall A. Reinventing Performance Management. Harvard Business Review. 2015
Apr:40-6.

7. Pulakos ED, Hanson RM, Arad S, Moye N. Performance Management Can Be Fixed: An On-the-Job
Experiential Learning Approach for Complex Behavior Change. Ind Organ Psychol. 2015; 8(1):51-76.

8. Keiser NL, Arthur W Jr. A meta-analysis of the effectiveness of the after-action review (or debrief) and
factors that influence its effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology. 2020. https://doi.org/10.1037/
apl0000821 PMID: 32852990

9. Villado AJ, Arthur W Jr. The comparative effect of subjective and objective after-action reviews on team
performance on a complex task. Journal of Applied Psychology. 2013; 98(3):514. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0031510 PMID: 23356248

10. Oettingen G. Future thought and behaviour change. European review of social psychology. 2012; 23
(1):1-63.

11. Bauer T, Erdogan B, Caughlin D, Truxillo D. Human resource management: People, data, and analyt-
ics: Sage Publications; 2018.

12. Crush P. The end of the annual appraisal: what's next for performance management? Personnel
Today. 2015.

13. DeNisi AS, Murphy KR. Performance appraisal and performance management: 100 years of progress?
Journal of applied psychology. 2017; 102(3):421-33. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000085 PMID:
28125265

14. Ellis S, Davidi . After-event reviews: Drawing lessons from successful and failed experience. Journal of
Applied Psychology. 2005; 90(5):857. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.857 PMID: 16162059

15. Martin J, Kropp B. The case for keeping performance review ratings. The Washington Post. 2016.

16. Budworth M-H, Harrison JA, Chummar S. Beyond feedback: Understanding how feedforward can sup-
port employee development. Journal of Management Development. 2019; 38(1):46-57.

17. Belding JN, Naufel KZ, Fuijita K. Using high-level construal and perceptions of changeability to promote
self-change over self-protection motives in response to negative feedback. Personality and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin. 2015; 41(6):822-38. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215580776 PMID: 25910942

18. Anseel F, Strauss K, Lievens F. How future work selves guide feedback seeking and feedback respond-
ing at work. The Self at Work. 2017:294—-318.

19. Sedikides C, Strube MJ. Self evaluation: To thine own self be good, to thine own self be sure, to thine
own self be true, and to thine own self be better. In: Zanna MP, editor. Advances in experimental social
psychology: Academic Press; 1997.

20. TropeY, Liberman N. Construal-level theory of psychological distance. Psychological review. 2010;
117(2):440. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963 PMID: 20438233

21. Wang G, Wang Y, Gai X. A meta-analysis of the effects of mental contrasting with implementation inten-
tions on goal attainment. Frontiers in Psychology. 2021; 12:565202. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.
2021.565202 PMID: 34054628

22. Kluger AN, Nir D. The feedforward interview. Hum Resour Manage Rev. 2010; 20(3):235—46.

23. Oettingen G. Free fantasies about the future and the emergence of developmental goals. Action and

self-development: Theory and research through the life span. 1999:315—-42.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271 December 18, 2023 13/14


https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000821
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000821
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32852990
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031510
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031510
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23356248
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000085
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28125265
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.857
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16162059
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215580776
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25910942
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20438233
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.565202
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.565202
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34054628
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271

PLOS ONE

Event preview

24,

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

42,

43.

44,

Oettingen G, Pak H-j, Schnetter K. Self-regulation of goal-setting: turning free fantasies about the future
into binding goals. Journal of personality and social psychology. 2001; 80(5):736. PMID: 11374746

Riddell H, Sedikides C, Gucciardi DF, Ben J, Th@gersen-Ntoumani C, Ntoumanis N. Goal motives and
mental contrasting with implementation intentions facilitate strategic goal persistence and disengage-
ment. Journal of Applied Social Psychology. 2022; 52(11):1094—116.

Oettingen G, Mayer D. The motivating function of thinking about the future: Expectations versus fanta-
sies. Journal of personality and social psychology. 2002; 83(5):1198. PMID: 12416922

Newell A, Simon HA. Human problem solving: Prentice-Hall Englewood Cliffs, NJ; 1972.

Knesek G. Creating a Feedback-Rich Workplace Environment: Lessons Learned Over a 35+ Year
Career in Human Resources. Psych-Man J. 2015; 18(3—4):109-20.

London M, Smither JW. Feedback orientation, feedback culture, and the longitudinal performance man-
agement process. Hum Resour Manage Rev. 2002; 12(1):81-100.

Gnepp J, Klayman J, Williamson 10, Barlas S. The future of feedback: Motivating performance improve-
ment through future-focused feedback. PloS one. 2020; 15(6):e0234444. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0234444 PMID: 32559254

Locke EA, Latham GP. The development of goal setting theory: A half century retrospective. Motivation
Science. 2019; 5(2):93.

Klein G. Performing a project premortem. Harvard business review. 2007; 85(9):18-9.

Gallop D, Willy C, Bischoff J. How to catch a black swan: Measuring the benefits of the premortem tech-
nique for risk identification. Journal of Enterprise Transformation. 2016; 6(2):87—106.

Veinott B, Klein GA, Wiggins S, editors. Evaluating the effectiveness of the PreMortem technique on
plan confidence. Proceedings of the 7th International ISCRAM Conference’(May, 2010); 2010; Seattle,
USA.

Gladstein DL. Groups in context: A model of task group effectiveness. Administrative science quarterly.
1984:499-517.

Sawyer JE. Goal and process clarity: Specification of multiple constructs of role ambiguity and a struc-
tural equation model of their antecedents and consequences. Journal of applied psychology. 1992; 77
(2):130.

Hu J, Liden RC. Antecedents of team potency and team effectiveness: An examination of goal and pro-
cess clarity and servant leadership. Journal of Applied psychology. 2011; 96(4):851. https://doi.org/10.
1037/20022465 PMID: 21319877

Mao A, Mason W, Suri S, Watts DJ. An experimental study of team size and performance on a complex
task. PloS one. 2016; 11(4):e0153048. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0153048 PMID: 27082239

Steiner ID. Group process and productivity: Academic press New York; 1972.

Barry B, Stewart GL. Composition, process, and performance in self-managed groups: The role of per-
sonality. Journal of Applied Psychology. 1997; 82(1):62—78. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.1.62
PMID: 9119798

Arthur W, Bell ST, Edwards BD. A longitudinal examination of the comparative criterion-related validity
of additive and referent-shift consensus operationalizations of team efficacy. Organizational Research
Methods. 2007; 10(1):35-58.

Preacher KJ, Hayes AF. SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect effects in simple mediation
models. Behavior research methods, instruments, & computers. 2004; 36(4):717-31. https://doi.org/10.
3758/bf03206553 PMID: 15641418

Anseel F, Lievens F, Schollaert E. Reflection as a strategy to enhance task performance after feedback.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes. 2009; 110(1):23-35.

DeGrosky MT, Parry CS. Beyond the AAR: The action review cycle (ARC). Proceedings of 11th Interna-
tional Wildland Fire Safety Summit, Missoula, MT. 2011.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271 December 18, 2023 14/14


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11374746
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12416922
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0234444
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0234444
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32559254
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022465
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022465
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21319877
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0153048
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27082239
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.1.62
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9119798
https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03206553
https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03206553
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15641418
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293271

