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Abstract
We examine the factors influencing the extent to which finance employees of an accounting and transactions unit utilize Robotic 
Process Automation (RPA) in a large industrial firm. We identify the challenges in motivating employees to request RPA support 
and to use robots. Employees are reluctant to seek RPA support from a dedicated support team when they see no benefits, doubt the 
quality, lack time, are not incentivized, or fear an impact on their jobs. On the other hand, users of RPA experience direct benefits in 
their daily work and are positive about the interaction with the RPA developers. Improving the use of RPA involves demonstrating 
how robots enhance employees’ job effectiveness, alleviating concerns about job loss.

Relevance to practice
This research1 contributes to the understanding of the underlying drivers of RPA adoption in finance. By identifying the reasons 
behind employee reluctance and proposing practical solutions, this study can aid organizations in successfully implementing RPA 
initiatives. Understanding employee perspectives and needs can lead to smoother transitions, greater acceptance of RPA, and im-
proved efficiency and productivity in finance departments.
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1. Introduction
Robotic Process Automation (RPA) refers to the use of 
autonomous computer algorithms that mimic human 
actions to automate rule-based, repetitive tasks (Euler-
ich et al. 2024). In the words of van der Aalst et al. 
(2018, p. 269), RPA refers to ‘tools that operate on the 
user interface of other computer systems in the way a 
human would do’. Many accounting-related tasks are 
repetitive and rule-based, and therefore are well-suited 
for applying RPA (Herm et al. 2023). Indeed, Cooper 
et al. (2019) claim that RPA brings substantial bene-
fits to public accounting firms. However, there is lit-
tle evidence on the use of RPA in finance departments 
within organizations rather than in accounting firms; to 

the extent that this evidence is available, it concerns 
top-down RPA implementations (Perdana et al. 2023; 
Zhang et al. 2023). Our paper adds to the literature 
by investigating bottom-up RPA implementations in 
a finance department in a large corporation. In such 
a department, there are many different processes and 
procedures, and employee input is important in identi-
fying activities where RPA may improve efficiency and 
effectiveness. Importantly, the department in our case 
firm has a dedicated support unit to help employees in 
implementing RPA, which means that employees’ lack 
of skills, training, and experience in implementing new 
technology is not an a priori constraint.
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We investigate the factors that affect the extent to 
which employees in this finance department seek RPA 
support for automating their work. It is important to un-
derstand the determinants of employees requesting RPA 
support for two reasons. First, the input of process own-
ers is essential for developing RPA tools (Kokina and 
Blanchette 2019), and in finance departments, many pro-
cesses will be owned by individual employees. Second, 
RPA implementations replace human activities (van der 
Aalst et al. 2018). This impacts the employees’ perceived 
job security, which may make them reluctant to identify 
activities where RPA can be useful (Zhang et al. 2023).

We interview finance department employees who use 
RPA as well as employees who do not do so. Additionally, 
we interview RPA developers and managers of the finance 
department. We analyze the interviews from two angles. 
First, we present descriptive results using the framework 
of Zhang et al. (2023), who identify six themes to un-
derstand the RPA implementation process: workforce, 
IT governance, data security, system sustainability, mea-
sures of RPA success, and trust and communication. Sec-
ond, we use the well-established Technology Acceptance 
Model or TAM (Davis et al. 1989) as a theoretical lens to 
understand employees’ attitudes toward RPA. Although 
the TAM is rarely used in qualitative studies, it provides 
a useful starting point to evaluate employees’ choices in 
this exploratory case study.

This research is relevant as the use of RPA is expected 
to increase in financial services (Herm et al. 2023). Pri-
or literature has shown successful cases of implementing 
RPA in financial services, especially accounting and re-
porting (Cooper et al. 2019). However, the tension be-
tween employees as key actors in implementing RPA and 
RPA eliminating part of the employees’ work has received 
only limited attention. The findings we report will help 
organizations in navigating these tensions. When compa-
nies understand why employees are reluctant to consider 
using RPA tools in their daily jobs, they can work on pro-
viding employees with what they need to start using RPA.

2. Literature

2.1. Robotic process automation in financial services

Van der Aalst et al. (2018) describe RPA as an umbrel-
la term for a range of tools that interact with systems of 
computers through user interfaces, in the way a human 
would do. RPA aims to replace manual efforts while main-
taining the existing software and hardware infrastructure, 
rather than changing the information systems themselves, 
which means that it can be seen as a ‘lightweight’ automa-
tion technique (Herm et al. 2023). This implies that RPA 
can be implemented in many situations, provided that the 
process in which the RPA tools operate is well described. 
Since accounting information is stored in a structured 
way, the potential benefit for RPA is substantial (Eulerich 
et al. 2022). For example, Cooper et al. (2019) describe 

that Big 4 firms use RPA in their tax services: while cli-
ents may have multiple ERP systems being used by their 
subsidiaries, RPA tools can scrape these systems and con-
solidate the data in a consistent way to prepare tax returns. 
Zhang et al. (2023) provide an example of an RPA ap-
plication in the finance department of a telecom provider 
with respect to the order entry process: customers receive 
an automated email with an offer to upgrade, and when 
a customer accepts the offer, the robot logs the infor-
mation from the email (product description, price, date) 
into the company’s ERP system, from where the order is 
transferred to the operations department. More general-
ly, Kokina and Blanchette (2019) note that common tasks 
that are automated involve reading an email, copying data 
gleaned from the mail into a form, and accessing the ERP 
system to log the data: for example, a robot can access a 
job report within the accounting system to obtain informa-
tion for invoicing time and materials to a customer.

2.2 Challenges in implementing RPA

Using RPA in accounting processes can yield important 
benefits, both with respect to efficiency (productivity) and 
effectiveness (quality). By automating repetitive tasks, RPA 
reduces the time employees spend on these tasks, while the 
tasks may be completed on a 24/7 basis, and at a higher lev-
el of consistency and accuracy – provided that the source 
information used by the RPA tool is correct (Cooper et al. 
2019; Kokina and Blanchette 2019). Moreover, RPA may 
have additional effects since applying it may make pro-
cesses more structured and transparent, which can further 
reduce costs and improve accuracy (Perdana et al. 2023).

Despite these advantages, challenges exist in the imple-
mentation of RPA. From a technical perspective, a shortage 
of employees skilled in RPA technology poses a significant 
hurdle (Vincent et al. 2020). More importantly, RPA imple-
mentations that are initiated appear to have a substantial 
failure rate: Kokina and Blanchette (2019) state that 30 to 
50% of the initial projects that use RPA to automate fail.

To understand the challenges in RPA implementation 
Zhang et al. (2023) provide a framework of six themes. 
The first theme is the workforce: the employees whose 
tasks are automated, as well as the employees who have 
to work with the output of the RPA tools, including higher 
managers and internal auditors. These employees have to 
change the routines in their daily jobs. More importantly, 
there are concerns among employees about job displace-
ment due to RPA adoption (Wewerka et al. 2020). Kokina 
and Davenport (2017) acknowledge that low-skilled tasks 
in finance are at risk. Still, they argue that this does not 
necessarily mean that fewer people will be needed in the 
future: employees in the financial sector are expected to 
transform their work into a consultancy, supporting, or 
data scientist role compared to traditional accounting.

The second and third theme deal with governance and 
security. The IT governance of RPA implementations is 
important: while the automated processes do not change, 
the source processes may be the responsibility of different 
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departments. Furthermore, RPA tools may give rise to audit-
ability concerns, especially when these tools are managed 
by employees themselves (Eulerich et al. 2024). This is di-
rectly related to Zhang et al.’s (2023) third theme of data se-
curity, when poor design of the RPA tools may increase the 
risk of errors or even fraud: for example, the tool may pro-
cess information that is subject to the four-eyes principle.

Zhang et al.’s (2023) final three themes deal with the 
implementation process. System sustainability refers to 
the maintenance of the tools, but also to the fact that when 
a tool is in place, it may create hurdles for changing and 
improving the underlying processes out of fear that this 
will impact the performance of the RPA tool. RPA im-
pact measurement refers to the question of whether the 
benefits of RPA can be measured, both in terms of time 
savings and in terms of quality. Finally, issues of trust and 
communication between the employees and the develop-
ers of the RPA tool may affect success.

2.3. Why employees (do not) take initiative in RPA: 
the Technology Acceptance Model

The themes of Zhang et al. (2023) provide a structure for 
analyzing the implementation of RPA. However, these 
themes do not fully address the dynamics relating to the 
employees who are affected by the RPA tools, especially 
with respect to why employees take the initiative to start up 
an RPA implementation. This is important: because RPA 
replaces human actions in user interfaces, the processes are 
likely carried out by various individual employees, possi-
bly without a formal process owner (Plattfaut and Borghoff 
2022). The input of the process owners is crucial in de-
veloping RPA tools (Kokina and Blanchette 2019), and if 
they do not initiate an RPA implementation it is likely that 
many potential applications go unnoticed. To understand 
why employees may be reluctant to use RPA, we rely on 
the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis et al. 1989) as 
a framework for comprehending the acceptance of new 
technologies within work contexts. The TAM argues that 
user adoption of technology is influenced by two main fac-
tors: (1) perceived usefulness of the technology, and (2) 
perceived ease of use, both of which are linked to system 
characteristics and user experience (Davis et al. 1989). 
While the initial TAM has been extended to include addi-
tional factors and moderators (Legris et al. 2003), we rely 
on this basic model for a first analysis of our case setting.

Perceived usefulness determines an individual’s will-
ingness to embrace new technology: do users see any 
benefit for them in using the technology? For instance, 
an employee is more likely to adopt technology like au-
tomation in Excel if they perceive it as a time-saving 
tool, enabling them to focus on other essential tasks. Per-
ceived ease of use impacts perceived usefulness. When 
users find a technology challenging to use, they are less 
likely to perceive it as useful. For example, an employ-
ee might understand the utility of automating repetitive 
work but might not invest effort if they lack the know-
how (Venkatesh and Bala 2008).

The TAM has limitations. Legris et al. (2003) criticize 
the TAM’s assumption that people are rational and plan 
their actions regarding technology adoption. In reality, in-
dividuals might delay implementation despite intending to 
adopt a new technology. Moreover, the TAM’s focus on in-
formation systems in isolation overlooks the interplay be-
tween technology and organizational processes (Orlikows-
ki and Hofman 1997). Venkatesh and Bala (2008) also note 
that the TAM does not suggest how the new technology is 
useful or what the perceived ease of use is. The technology 
is simply ‘there’; using it likely will make tasks easier or 
more doable, and the user has to be convinced about its 
usefulness and ease of use. This point is also made by Van 
der Heijden (2004), who argues that providing access to 
systems that can make work easier does not automatically 
translate into increased productivity when individuals are 
not helped or trained in using the system.

3. Research method
We conduct an exploratory in-depth case study of a unit 
in the finance department of a large industrial company 
in the Netherlands. The company has revenues of over 
six billion euros and over ten thousand employees. While 
it is a subsidiary of a large multinational manufacturing 
firm, it has full discretion in its daily operations, with no 
interference from headquarters. The finance department 
of the company only supports the Dutch operations (see 
Figure 1). Within the finance department, the Accounting 
& Transactions Center (ATC) is responsible for account-
ing and reporting. ATC has four units that carry out tra-
ditional accounting activities: accounting and reporting 
services (for supporting operations with financial data), 
transaction services (to process the debtors, creditors, and 
invoicing), general ledger (to combine the finances of 
the site and reporting), and cash collection and disputes. 
Additionally, the finance department has an information 
management (IM) unit, which supports finance by help-
ing to improve and/or automate existing financial pro-
cesses. The IM unit also has three RPA developers, who 
are available to improve and automate existing processes. 
The scope of our case setting is ATC together with the 
RPA developers. To the best of our knowledge, the case 
setting is unique in that there is a dedicated development 
team to support employees in implementing RPA solu-
tions in their daily work. Consequently, RPA develop-
ment is not affected by users’ technical limitations.

We have interviewed two employees of each of the 
four subunits of the ATC, with a mix of employees who 
use RPA and employees who do not use it. We also have 
interviewed the head of the ATC. Furthermore, we have 
interviewed two RPA developers from the IM unit, as 
well as the IM unit manager. The employees are contact-
ed directly for the interviews, without management se-
lecting the participants. The answers of the participants 
are kept anonymous and this is communicated clearly 
before the start of each interview. No participants refused 
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to be interviewed. Table 1 gives an overview of the inter-
view participants.

The interview questions are based on the framework of 
Zhang et al. (2023), who identified six themes to under-
stand the RPA implementation process. The sub-catego-
ries of the interview questions are inspired by Kokina and 
Blanchette (2019), who used semi-structured interviews 

to determine how RPA drives innovation in accounting. 
The interview questions used as a basis for the interviews 
are included in Appendix 1. The findings are then orga-
nized based on the six themes and sub-themes outlined 
by Zhang et al. (2023) and Kokina and Blanchette (2020) 
and presented in a table for clarity. Direct quotations from 
the interviewees are incorporated into this paper to pro-
vide a direct and authentic perspective.

4. Findings

4.1. Main findings

We summarize the observations for employees regarding 
the workforce in Table 2, where we distinguish between 
employees who work with RPA and employees who do 
not use RPA. The remaining themes are summarized in 
Table 3, where we also include the findings from RPA de-
velopers and managers. These are the themes concerning 
governance, data security, system sustainability, RPA 
success measurement, and trust and communication.

Table 1. Interview participants.

ID Current team Role
Dev_1 Information Management RPA Developer
Dev_2 Information Management RPA Developer
IM_Mgr Information Management Manager
AR_1 Accounting & Reporting Services Employee (user)
AR_2 Accounting & Reporting Services Employee (non-user)
TS_1 Transaction Services Employee (non-user)
TS_2 Transaction Services Employee (user)
GL_1 General Ledger Employee (non-user)
GL_2 General Ledger Employee (user)
CCD_1 Cash Collection & Disputes Employee (user)
CCD_2 Cash Collection & Disputes Employee (user)
ATC_Mgr Head of ATC Manager

Table 2. Findings for workforce theme.

RPA users RPA non-users
Awareness and 
understanding of RPA

Employees understand RPA and are aware of the 
possibilities as well as the difficulties involved. They 
sometimes are frustrated when colleagues lacking 
RPA skills do not follow up on RPA implementations.

Employees know what RPA is but have no strong opinion on it.

Perceived impact on 
job security

Employees see RPA as a natural development in their 
jobs and appreciate the benefits in terms of improved 
quality and efficiency.

Employees see that work has become more efficient over time, 
with headcount reduced substantially; they don’t fear for their jobs 
because of RPA but see that colleagues who leave are not replaced.

Training and skill 
gaps

Employees appreciate and use training, as well as the 
RPA support. However, even with the support of IM 
substantial employee input is required.

Employees sometimes find training goes too quickly, and skills are 
lost when RPA robots are not used in daily work.

Resistance to change Employees are positive about RPA; they are open to 
automation and innovation.

Employees are reluctant to initiate RPA as they worry about robot 
failures and the overall quality of robots. They don’t see benefits 
even while they have to adjust their way of working to the robots.

Figure 1. Simplified overview of the finance organization. The numbers in brackets give the approximate number of employees in 
the organizational unit. The case study scope is indicated by the gray units.
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We illustrate the findings with interview quotations to 
understand and explain the reasoning of the interviewed 
participants. First, the users of RPA perceive benefits in 
terms of time savings and quality:

Well, it saves a lot of repetitive work that you don’t 
have to do anymore, so it saves time. Time can then be 
put down earlier for your analysis of things instead 
of having to deal with the process of running. [GL_2]

It saves a lot of time but also reduces the sensitivity 
to errors. Human action could make a mistake faster 
than a robot that is set up properly. Then almost no 
more errors can occur, except when, for example, you 
get stuck, or the robot did not run properly in some 
way. But the error sensitivity, that’s a lot less. [CCD_1]

Non-users argue that they do not fear for their job se-
curity but at the same time see that there are fewer and 
fewer people in the department. The employees under-
stand that work is getting more efficient, and consequent-
ly that employees who retire or leave the company are not 
always replaced:

I don’t think it necessarily leads to job loss directly, 
but it does lead to the outflow of someone who retires, 
and his functions are taken over by other colleagues 
together with a piece of robots. If you consider that 
we as a department started in 2014 with well over 20 
people and we are now only 10 or twelve and the work 
has remained the same, then this was mainly automa-
tion with a bit of robotization. This has all happened 
because functions have changed but not because any-
one has been laid off. People are not replaced [when 
they leave] or work is merged, things like that. [AR_2]

Thus, non-users understand that when productivity in-
creases, this will result in fewer jobs over time, but they 
see this as a gradual process. However, non-users put 
forward quality-related reasons to not use RPA. This 
results in employees not using robots, even when these 
robots are already implemented. The examples provided 
by employees suggest that the issues are minor, but from 
a user perspective they can be frustrating:

We mainly suffer from internet problems... When our 
Microsoft Outlook doesn’t want to open fast enough, 
the robot simply gives up because it can’t complete 
the process. We also have problems with the Q disk 
as we are the only one still working with it, the robot 
retrieves files but can no longer find the path after an 
update, for example [TS_1]

Furthermore, the RPA processes may be implemented 
in a way that does not support process owners’ exist-
ing way of working. This means that the process owners 
have to adjust their routines to the robot, and they do not 
always choose to do so. Indeed, one RPA user sympa-
thized with non-users in this respect:

I see colleagues who don’t want to use the booking 
robot because they want to see the booking immediate-
ly and do not want to wait for the next day. They might 
have drawn up a very specific booking and then they 
do not want to offer it because it will be booked later, 
they want to book it manually themselves because then 
it’s right there in the system. I can imagine this, if you 
work part-time, for example, then you are two or three 
days further before you can see the booking again and 
when you get back to work you are busy with other 
things on your agenda. It should be the case that ev-
eryone can give the robot a push because then you will 
have visible results in five or ten minutes. [AR_1]

When there are no clear goals in the RPA implemen-
tation, and no evidence of time savings, non-users some-
times feel that the robots are being built just for the sake 
of having RPA. One employee described this as follows:

A robot is now checking whether a profit center 
dummy has been booked, if so, I receive an email. Oc-
casionally I check it manually to see if it is still running 
smoothly, that is the case. Previously I had to keep an 
eye on SAP and now on email, the workload stayed the 
same. I think this process was automated just to check 
the box of automation. [GL_1]

Even with the dedicated RPA support, the case firm 
experiences difficulties in getting non-motivated employ-
ees on board and keeping them actively involved in au-
tomation projects. This is important because the process 
owners play a crucial role in developing robots, as de-
scribed by one of the users:

I have completed a process design document, an 
application form in which you describe all the steps as 
precisely as possible. But yeah, I think there’s a lot to 
consider. You have to think about every step you take; 
Where am I going to take this step? What am I going to 
call this step? How often do I want this step to be per-
formed? When exactly should this step begin? It’s fun 
to do, but it takes a lot of time, and you have to think it 
through. [CCD_2]

The importance of the input of employees is also recog-
nized by the IM team. The IM team does not actively push 
employees to start working on automation and does not 
force employees to keep track of efficiency gains or time 
savings. When the team was just formed the approach was 
more aggressive, but working with colleagues who volun-
tarily ask for RPA support has led to more success:

When we first started, we might have been consid-
ered a little too ambitious and even too aggressive, too 
present, and too know-it-all. This led to irritation and 
resistance. Now we say, okay, you know, we leave it to 
you, we mainly focus on the areas that want support. 
We have very good and positive experiences with the 
people who visit the department voluntarily. [IM_Mgr]
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In the interviews, the IM team did not see RPA imple-
mentation as a means of increasing productivity, but rather 
as a way of improving processes. They see RPA as a quick 
fix, which enables the corporate IT department to develop 
fundamental improvements in the underlying IT processes:

RPA relieves pressure from IT and gives room to 
carry out larger ICT projects. I always say RPA is the 
second-best choice. The best choice is total automa-
tion in the background. Only, try to beat RPA in the 
speed with which change can take place. [Dev_1]

Finally, while the IM unit draws up a business case that 
has to support the use of RPA before starting a project, 
once the robot is implemented there is no measurement 
of the benefits of RPA in terms of savings or quality im-
provement. The ATC unit manager looks at the overall 
department performance rather than at individual robots:

You can count how many robots we have if you want 
to quantify their contribution. But we are looking at 
whether we can still meet our financial goals to report 
in less time with fewer people [with the department]. 
[ATC_Mgr]

Concluding, the interview results show the multifac-
eted nature of RPA implementation within the organiza-
tion, showcasing the diverse perceptions, challenges, and 
experiences of employees, RPA developers, and manage-

ment. This highlights the need for improvements by show-
ing how robots contribute to employees’ job effectiveness 
and by taking away worries about job loss. This requires 
better measurement of RPA impact, setting clear objec-
tives for what robots should and should not achieve, and 
supporting employees to a greater extent in RPA adoption.

4.2. Within-group differences

While we have analyzed the difference between users and 
non-users, there are also within-group differences. For 
RPA users, these are limited. All users are positive towards 
RPA, but while some users report frustration with respect to 
colleagues not wanting to work with robots that are avail-
able, other users emphasize examples of successful imple-
mentation. With respect to the non-users of RPA, we may 
identify two groups. On the one hand, non-users argue that 
they do not work with RPA because they do not know how 
to use it. They find that training sessions go too quickly, 
and that the required skills to work with robots are easily 
lost when they are not used frequently. On the other hand, 
non-users put forward a quality argument: they believe 
themselves able to do RPA projects but they first want the 
governance, data security and system sustainability to be 
clear as they worry that process owners might leave or that 
other employees will not be able to interpret the process of 
the robots. Nevertheless, for both groups of non-users, the 
benefits of RPA are not large enough to follow addition-
al training sessions or ask for robot adjustments, whereas 

Table 3. Findings for governance, security, and implementation themes.

RPA users RPA non-users RPA developers Management
Governance

Employees are happy that they remain process 
owners after RPA implementation. Robot 
descriptions and manuals are updated regularly 
by employees.

Because employees 
remain process owners, 
they worry what 
happens when process 
owners leave.

After development, the finance 
employees become/stay the 
process owner. RPA developers 
guard the robot and function as a 
helpdesk. They cannot guarantee 
that the robot always works.

Management expects employees 
to govern their processes. During 
robot failure, manual input has to be 
possible. The creation and governing 
of manuals and knowledge transfer 
during job changes are expected 
from the employees.

Data security
Since robots mimic human actions, employees 
do not see an additional security risk. Steps that 
require manual authorization are not automated.

Employees worry 
about not being able to 
interpret and understand 
the transactions within 
the robot processes.

RPA developers build the robot 
and are locked out after building it 
to obtain separation of duties. The 
robot will not send data without it 
being told to by employees.

Separation of duties is 
implemented for the robot. The 
robot has no intention to enrich 
itself.

System sustainability
Employees have good experience with the internal 
RPA support but have run into problems with 
robots that are developed by outsiders. There are 
no worries concerning updates of the underlying 
processes that the robots use.

Employees worry 
that knowledge of the 
underlying processes 
gets lost.

Collect and test updates to roll 
out once or twice a year to keep 
time for other projects, but no 
worries concerning the impact of 
updates on robots.

Management expects IM RPA 
support to test extensively before 
going live.

RPA success measurement
Employees experience positive effects themselves 
but there is no formal measurement of success. 
Consequently, employees observe that other 
colleagues don’t use available bots because these 
colleagues don’t perceive any benefits.

Some employees feel 
like processes are 
automated for the sake 
of automation and to 
check boxes.

RPA developers estimate in 
advance whether the project 
will benefit before starting 
robot development. IM doesn’t 
measure benefits afterward.

Management doesn’t measure 
saved hours or FTE due to RPA. It 
infers RPA effectiveness from the 
overall unit performance.

Trust and communication
Employees who worked with the RPA developers 
were very positive about them, but they indicate 
they have taken initiative. Employees also value 
the support for innovation in accounting processes 
as evidenced by the presence of the IM unit.

Employees who do not 
work with RPA do not 
feel actively encouraged 
to start automating their 
processes.

Developers worked well with 
employees as only motivated 
employees took initiative.

Management gives room for 
RPA implementation but does 
not monitor the projects, the 
communication is between IM and 
employees.
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users appreciate the benefits of RPA in terms of time sav-
ings and quality improvements. This shows that different 
measures for different employees are necessary to help or 
convince them to start working on RPA-related projects.

The RPA developers were aligned in their reasoning as 
they followed the same procedures, worked closely togeth-
er and decided as a team if and how they take on automa-
tion requests. The same goes for the manager of IM and the 
manager of the ATC: both agreed that the process owners 
stay responsible for the output of the robot, that the process 
had to be reviewed before requesting RPA support and that 
robots needed to be tested extensively before going live.

5. Discussion

In this paper we report on a case study of RPA use in a fi-
nance department in a large corporation. Employees in this 
department may call upon dedicated RPA support staff to 
help develop robots, but they are not forced to use robots. 
We interview employees, developers, and managers to un-
derstand why some employees are happy to use robots while 
others are not. Additionally, this research provides practical 
insights into RPA adoption within a finance department, 
addressing employee perceptions, resistance to change, 
and skill gaps. The findings offer actionable guidance for 
organizations, emphasizing the significance of governance, 
data security, and sustainable implementation practices for 
successful RPA integration. In this way, we contribute to the 
existing literature which tends to discuss top-down RPA im-
plementation processes from the perspective of RPA leaders 
(Cooper et al. 2019; Kokina and Blanchette 2019; Zhang 
et al. 2023). Before discussing our contributions, we note 
that our study is based on a single case, and thus suffers 
from well-known limitations: it is a case at only one or-
ganization, where we have interviewed a limited number 
of employees. Most importantly, while all interview results 
are consistent with the notion that requesting RPA support 
and using RPA is voluntary, it may be that the activities of 
users and non-users are different in their suitability for RPA. 
If this were the case, the positive attitude of users is driv-
en more by process characteristics than by employee-level 
characteristics. We cannot rule this out. Also, RPA is rapidly 
developing together with other automation tools, meaning 
that breakthroughs or new possibilities may become avail-
able that are not discussed in this research. With these cave-
ats in mind, we turn to our discussion.

5.1. Why employees do or do not use RPA

From our interviews and observations, we conclude that 
the employees of the case company have substantial 
freedom in choosing improvement projects and are not 
forced to work on automation projects using specific 
types of RPA or other software. There is no target with 
respect to RPA implementations, and the IM team is care-
ful not to push its RPA services but rather tries to work 
with suggestions from finance employees. How can we 

explain why employees in this finance department choose 
to request support to implement RPA in their daily jobs? 
As a starting point for this discussion, we recall van der 
Aalst et al.’s (2018, p.269) definition of RPA: ‘tools that 
operate on the user interface of other computer systems 
in the way a human would do.’ Using RPA robots implies 
that employees have less tasks to do, and they no longer 
can monitor the execution of these tasks. Starting from 
this definition, one might argue that it is more surprising 
that employees voluntarily use robots and identify pos-
sible new RPA implementation opportunities than that 
they don’t. Building on the Technology Acceptance Mod-
el (Davis et al. 1989), we see that employees requesting 
RPA development support and using robots understand 
the benefits of the robots and have positive experiences 
when using them: the robots eliminate repetitive tasks, 
improve quality, and though this free up time for analysis. 
However, the interviews also suggest that RPA users have 
an intrinsic positive attitude towards innovation and auto-
mation. They like to think about their work processes, and 
they enjoy the interaction with the IM team. In part, this 
reflects the extension to the TAM model of Agarwal and 
Karahanna (2000), who identify personal innovativeness 
as an antecedent of perceived ease of use and perceived 
benefits. However, we argue that employees requesting 
RPA support have an additional characteristic in that they 
are interested in understanding and modelling their work 
processes, to enable the introduction of new tools. This 
goes beyond the willingness to try out new technology that 
is ready to use, which is what is captured by Agarwal and 
Karahanna’s (2000) personal innovativeness construct: it 
reflects a willingness to take a step back and consider how 
the various daily activities are linked together rather opti-
mizing individual steps (cf. Schmiedel et al. 2014).

The non-users of RPA state that they do not fear for 
their personal job security, but they are aware that on-
going technological developments have resulted in in-
creased productivity and consequently in lower head-
count in their department. Rather than the impact on their 
jobs, they argue that robots do not bring time savings and 
are not always reliable. While they understand how the 
robots should function, they need to adjust their way of 
working to make sure that the robots function as intend-
ed. Furthermore, they are worried about the sustainability 
of the robots once process owners rotate, since the RPA 
process covers both the employees’ actions that have 
been automated as well as knowledge of the underlying 
process (cf. Eulerich et al. 2024).

For non-users, the TAM antecedents of perceived 
ease of use and perceived benefits are clearly negative: 
the non-users do not see benefits, mostly due to quality 
and timing considerations, while the required change to 
the way of working negatively impacts the ease of use. 
There may be several reasons why non-users do not see 
perceived benefits. First, it may be the result of an in-
nate aversion to innovativeness and change (Agarwal and 
Karahanna 2000). Second, it may result from employees 
not being able to grasp the benefits of automation of some 
of their repetitive tasks, which can free up time for more 
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interesting tasks. Related to this, the perceived quality 
and security issues that are brought up are also present in 
non-automated processes: employees will have to main-
tain their manuals, guard against the risk of getting sick, 
govern the process themselves, and work on the optimiza-
tion of processes. However, because the case organization 
does not measure RPA success, there is no readily avail-
able data to convince non-users of the positive impact of 
robots (Zhang et al. 2023). Third, the perceived impact on 
job security may be more important than the employees 
suggested in the interviews: while they may not be able 
to quantify the impact of RPA in their daily work, it is 
clear that robots replace manual activity, and consequent-
ly a part of their current job will be eliminated. While 
the employees did not advance this argument, it may be 
present in their thinking. However, we cannot distinguish 
between these possible reasons based on our data.

5.2. Implications for theory

Companies have started to implement RPA applications 
since the early 2010s (Van der Aalst et al. 2018), but the 
academic literature on RPA in accounting and finance is still 
in an early phase: a Scopus search on ‘robotic process auto-
mation’ shows that the first publications are in 2019 (among 
them Cooper et al. 2019, and Kokina and Blanchette 2019). 
Consequently, much literature is descriptive with limited 
theorizing (e.g., Eulerich et al. 2022). To the best of our 
knowledge, our paper is the first to use the TAM to under-
stand why employees choose to ask for support in develop-
ing RPA applications in their own finance processes. This is 
different from the top-down implementations discussed in 
e.g. Eulerich et al. (2022) and Zhang et al. (2023). We see 
the key observations from using TAM to be twofold: first, 
voluntary RPA adoption requires users to see their activities 
as a process rather than a series of activities in order to un-
derstand the possible benefits. RPA is not about optimizing 
individual steps in a financial process but about the com-
bination of various steps. Finance departments have many 
different processes which require interacting with various 
different interfaces (e.g., Kokina and Blanchette 2019). Au-
tomating these processes requires that employees are capa-
ble of describing and modelling the process and of identi-
fying the automation opportunities. Not every employee in 
our case firm is able or willing to do this. Related to this, 
our second key observation is that it is important to make 
both the time savings and the quality improvements of RPA 
explicit, so as to help convince non-users of these benefits. 
This requires a ‘business case’ for each RPA implementa-
tion rather than an overall department level qualitative as-
sessment as the case firm is using right now.

Finally, our results also confirm the finding of Eulerich 
et al. (2022, 712) that it is not clear whether RPA technol-
ogy should be the responsibility of the IT department, a 
specific RPA department, or the finance department. In our 
case firm, buy-in from finance employees is essential to be 
able to identify processes that are suitable for RPA; how-
ever, allocating the responsibility for initiating RPA to fi-
nance employees works for some situations, but not for all.

5.3. Implications for practice

Our results provide insight into the use and non-use of 
RPA in a setting where RPA use is voluntary, and where 
there is dedicated support for RPA development. While 
we cannot generalize from a case, the results do point 
to implications for practice in similar settings. First and 
foremost, we find clear support for Kokina and Blanch-
ette’s (2019) observations that having technical capability 
is not enough to start RPA projects and that the process 
owners play a crucial role in implementing RPA. Howev-
er, we also note that there seems to be a fine line between 
offering RPA development support to employees and 
pushing employees to use this support. The case setting 
shows that because the role of the process owner is so vi-
tal, it is essential to get them on board rather than forcing 
them to request and use RPA. The voluntary nature of 
asking for RPA support and of using RPA is probably an 
important reason why users are positive about RPA in the 
case setting. The employees of this study have dedicated 
RPA developers who are separate from IT, speak the same 
language as the employees, are available in the same 
building, and decide if RPA is the best solution them-
selves and beforehand. This level of trust and commu-
nication resulted in better-designed processes with fewer 
issues regarding data security, system sustainability, and 
communication. However, it also results in non-users 
not feeling any pressure or incentives to work with RPA. 
This conundrum complicates the implementation of RPA 
in finance departments, where processes typically are 
dispersed among employees and are not always well de-
scribed, and user input is essential in RPA development.

An additional observation is that data security and pri-
vacy issues are not perceived as a major risk by employ-
ees being mentioned as too big of a risk by employees. 
This might be because employees know that the robots 
mimic employee behavior, and this behavior follows the 
separation of duties which is well designed into the under-
lying processes. Thus, the security worries which are sig-
nalled by Zhang et al. (2023) are likely less salient for em-
ployees. For the same reasons, worries about robots being 
hacked do not surface in our interviews (Eulerich et al. 
2024). The flip side of this is that in employee-driven RPA 
development, these issues may receive too little attention: 
employees and developers may overlook these risks.

Finally, while the case firm does not have any measures 
in place to persuade non-users to ask for RPA support in 
their processes, our analysis suggests several options that 
any firm might consider. First, organizations can prioritize 
change management that involves clear communication 
with employees about the purpose and benefits of RPA is 
essential. Employees are not always able to see the upside 
of automating repetitive tasks, so managers should make 
explicit how freeing up time through eliminating repetitive 
tasks will result in enriching employees’ tasks. The robots 
do not replace employees but enable them to enhance their 
roles, and some employees may need support in realizing 
this enhancement. Second, the case firm did not use in-
centives in motivating employees to take on RPA projects. 
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Such incentives may help to convince employees to put 
in time and effort. We note that this does not necessarily 
involve monetary incentives but can also take the form 
of granting employees time to work on this. Third, task 

rotation may be useful. When employees change tasks, it 
requires them to understand the process of their new task 
rather than doing the old task on ‘autopilot’. This process 
orientation is essential to see the benefits of RPA.
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Appendix 1. Interview Questions
Introduction

Can you tell me something about yourself? About why you 
chose to work at [the case company], for example?

Workforce

Awareness and understanding of RPA

•	 How familiar are you with the concept of Robotic 
Process Automation (RPA)?

•	 Do you know what the Information Management 
(IM) department does?

•	 Have you ever interacted with the IM team? If so, 
what was your experience working with them?

•	 If not, had you known what they did, would you have 
used their support to automate work using RPA?

Perceived impact on job security

•	 How did you experience previous RPA implementa-
tions in your department?

•	 What do you perceive to be the main benefits of im-
plementing RPA in your work?

•	 How do you feel about the potential impact of RPA 
on job security in your organization?

•	 Have you seen any changes in job roles or respon-
sibilities due to the implementation of RPA in your 
organization? If so, how have they been affected?

•	 Do you believe that RPA will result in job losses or 
displacement in your department or industry? Why 
or why not?

Training and skill gaps

•	 Have you received any formal training or education 
about RPA? If so, what was covered?

•	 What kind of training or skill development opportu-
nities have been provided to you about RPA?

•	 Do you feel that you and your colleagues have the 
necessary skills and knowledge to work with RPA 
effectively?

•	 Do you feel that there are any gaps in the training 
or skills needed to effectively use RPA in your daily 
work? If so, what would you need?

Resistance to change

•	 How do you perceive the introduction of RPA in your 
organization?

•	 Have you experienced any resistance or pushback 
from colleagues or teams regarding the implementa-
tion of RPA? If so, what were the reasons behind it?

•	 What strategies or measures have been taken to ad-
dress resistance to change related to RPA?

IT governance

•	 Are you still the process owner after the RPA imple-
mentation?

•	 How do you secure that the way the process works 
was not lost in the automation?

Data security and privacy

•	 How did you ensure that the Robot is not able to be 
manipulated as it has access to multiple systems at 
the same time?

•	 How did you ensure that the Robot is not able to 
share private data such as personal information or 
bank details for example?

System sustainability

•	 Did you experience any issues during or after updates 
in the systems?

•	 Does the use of robots affect the implementation of 
updates?

•	 Does the use of robots affect the long-term develop-
ment of the IT infrastructure?

Measures of success

•	 How do you measure the success of the RPA imple-
mentations? Is this FTE savings, or the number of 
bots for example?

Trust and communication

•	 How did you experience the communication between 
colleagues and IM?
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