EPH-International Journal of Business &
Management Science

ALGORITHMIC MANAGEMENT AND EMPLOYEE MENTAL WELL-
BEING ACROSS INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT: TOWARDS A HUMAN-
CENTRIC CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Subrajit Nath!", Himujal Kumar Roy?, Chiranjib Sur?, Sumant Kumar Bishwas*
"School of Business, Indian Institute of Technology, Guwahati, India.
Email ID: subrajitnath99@gmail.com
2School of Business, Indian Institute of Technology, Guwahati, India
3School of Business, Indian Institute of Technology, Guwahati, India
“Assistant Professor, Indian Institute of Management Lucknow, India
* Corresponding Author: subrajitnath99@gmail.com

Article History
Received : 2026-06-02
Revised : 2026-07-05
Accepted : 2026-07-13
Published : 2026-07-20

Abstract

The phrase "algorithmic management" (AM) denotes the transformation of modern workplaces through the
automation of a variety of administrative duties, such as the proper distribution of jobs, performance
tracking, scheduling, and assessment of performance, using artificial intelligence and data-driven systems.
While the corpse of academic investigation into AM is expanding, the present corpus of investigation offers a
fragmented comprehension of the impact of AM on the mental health of employees in a wide range of
institutional settings. The mechanisms that underlie these relationships are not well-integrated. Through the
implementation of a conceptual systematic literature review of 18 peer-reviewed studies, the objective of
such a study is to establish a human-centric conceptual framework. The review includes nine studies that
were identified through a structured Scopus database search and nine additional studies that were obtained
through backward and forward snowballing. In order to improve the disparity, this is implemented. Based on
the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model, Socio-Technical Systems Theory, and Institutional Theory, the
review incorporates current knowledge regarding AM, Human-Centered Al Implementation, employee
mental-wellbeing, and organizational outcomes. The synthesis infers that the extent of AM's impact on the
mental health of employees is contingent upon the institutional frameworks, governance practices, and
organizational architecture. Algorithmic systems can mean more efficiency, flexibility and decision-
consistency, but also more surveillance, labor intensification, less autonomy and psychological anguish. This
paper also investigates Human-Centered Al Implementation, which is characterized by openness, human
oversight, employee involvement, and ethical Al governance, to comprehend how enterprises can mitigate
these adverse effects and promote positive employee outcomes. The report presents a conceptual framework
and four research proposals for future empirical investigation based on the synthesized evidence. The
present study enhances the current body of literature on AM by integrating the fragmented material into an
exclusive theoretical model. It also offers concrete insights for managers and policymakers whose work is
actively involved within the progression of Al-enabled management mechanisms designated as transparent,
ethical, and human-centric. This is necessary to improve the mental well-being of employees and achieve
sustainable organizational outcomes.

Keywords: AM, Employee mental well-being, Artificial intelligence, Institutional context, Responsible Al,
Human-centered Al
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Introduction
Artificial intelligence (Al) and data-driven technologies are revolutionizing the design, coordination,
supervision, and evaluation of work in modern organizations. Lee et al. (2015), Kellogg et al. (2020), and
Mohlmannn et al. (2023) have all identified AM as a substantial advancement in which algorithms either
replace or support conventional management responsibilities, including work assignment, scheduling,
monitoring, evaluation, and decision-making. Traditional businesses in a diverse sectors, such as logistics,
manufacturing, health care, financial services, information technology, and public administration, are
increasingly adopting AM, which was initially linked to the freelance economy and digital labor platforms.
This has had a substantial effect on the administration of businesses and the interaction between employers
and employees (Meijerink & Bondarouk, 2023; Duggan et al., 2020).
A substantial corpus of academic literature has been produced regarding the effects of AM upon human
capital because of its rapid expansion. AM provides real-time monitoring and data-driven coordination,
which can enhance operational efficiency, adaptability, productivity, and consistency of decisions (Kellogg
et al. 2020; Meijerink & Bondarouk, 2023). Nonetheless, there is increasing indication that it can result in
adverse consequences, including increased work intensity, reduced autonomy, perceived injustice, emotional
exhaustion, technostress, fatigue, and poor mental health (Wood et al., 2019; Cheng et al., 2024; Walkowiak,
2024). These results indicate that the need for a more comprehensive conceptual framework, as the
correlation between AM and employee mental well-being is not linear nor universally either favorable or
adverse.
The development of AM has been facilitated by review studies that have focused on topics such as human
resource information system (HRIS), digital labor governance, algorithmic control, and platform work
(Duggan et al., 2020; Kellogg et al., 2020; Meijerink & Bondarouk, 2023). However, there are still three
significant deficiencies. Initially, the generalizability of previous evaluations to wider organizational
perspectives is restricted due to their tendency to concentrate on gig work or specific industries. Although
there is often a focus on the well-being of employees, the psychological mechanisms by which AM impacts
mental well-being are seldom integrated into current evaluations. In particular, the role of Human-Centered
Al Implementation such as transparency, human oversight, employee participation, explainability and ethical
governance has not been systematically conceptualized. Third, current reviews seldom consider the impact of
institutional contexts on the implementation and outcomes of AM. Wood et al. (2019), Plate & Hutson
(2025), Meijerink & Bondarouk (2023), and others have all contributed to the expanding scope of
information that suggests the experiences of employees with Al-enabled management systems are influenced
by sectoral characteristics, institutional norms, labor regulations, and organizational governance.
The importance related to institutional structure is specifically apparent within the context of public and
private organizations. In general, public organizations operate within a more restrictive regulatory
framework that prioritizes procedural fairness, accountability, employment security, and the generation of
public value. In contrast, private organizations prioritize efficiency, competitiveness, innovation, and
performance. In the end, these institutional differences may have implications for the mental well-being of
employees under AM by affecting their perceptions of fairness, organizational support, employee
participation, and managerial discretion (Scott, 2014; Meijerink & Bondarouk, 2023). Nevertheless, that
appears to be a scarcity for systematic conceptual research on the impact of institutional contexts on the
causal connection between AM and employee mental well-being, despite these distinctions.
This study addresses these voids by conducting a conceptual systematic literature review that synthesizes the
evidence from 18 peer-reviewed studies. The review comprises nine studies that have been discovered by
means of an orderly examination conducted on the Scopus repository as well as nine additional studies that
were obtained through backward and forward snowballing. Theoretical foundations for the review include
the Job Demands—Resources (JD-R) Model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), Socio-Technical Systems Theory
(Trist & Bamforth, 1951), and Institutional Theory (Scott, 2014). Taken together, these perspectives form a
good basis for understanding the interplay of technological design, organizational resources, and institutional
environments that influence the mental well-being of employees under AM. This review synthesizes
evidence to propose a human-centric conceptual framework consisting of Human-Centered Al
Implementation as a mediating mechanism, institutional contexts as a boundary condition and employee
mental well-being as a contributor to sustainable organizational outcomes. Consequently, the subsequent
research inquiries are addressed in this review:

RQ1: How does AM influence employee mental well-being across different institutional contexts?
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RQ2: How does Human-Centered Al Implementation explain the relationship between AM and
employee mental well-being?

RQ3: How do institutional contexts shape the implementation and outcomes of AM?

RQ4: How does employee mental well-being contribute to organizational outcomes under AM?

This study endeavors to accomplish four objectives in order to resolve these inquiries: (1) to synthesize the
current evidence regarding the correlation between AM and employee mental health; (2) to explore the
conceptual role of Human-Centered Al Implementation; (3) examine the impact of formal organizational
contexts upon its execution and the results of AM; and (4) to develop a human-centric conceptual model for
future empirical research.

This investigation makes three contributions. In theory, it is a unified framework that incorporates the Job
Demands—Resources Model, Socio-Technical Systems Theory, and Institutional Theory to elucidate the
mental well-being of employees under AM. Methodologically, it extends previous narrative and sector-
specific reviews by synthesizing evidence from 18 peer-reviewed studies identified through Scopus
searching and structured snowballing, thereby providing a transparent conceptual systematic literature
review. In practice, the proposed framework can assist managers and policymakers in the development of
human-centric, ethical, and transparent AM systems that strike a balance between the technological
efficiency of the system and the mental well-being of employees, thereby ensuring sustainable organizational
performance.

Literature Review

The implementation of AM (AM) in a diverse array of organizational environments has facilitated the
expansion of technical innovations, machine learning, and artificial intelligence (AI). The term "AM" refers
to the utilization of algorithms to manage various functions, such as work assignment, performance tracking,
employee assessment, task scheduling, and taking decisions (Kellogg et al., 2020). AM, which existed
primarily associated with platform-based organizations, has since been integrated into traditional workplaces,
including logistics, manufacturing, healthcare, and professional services (Wood, 2021; Nilsson et al., 2025).
Data-driven decision-making and enhanced operational efficacy are enabled by this technology. However, a
growing corpus of research suggests that the mental health of workers is significantly impacted by the
implementation of this technology (Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022; Vignola et al., 2023). Thematic
synthesis of the evaluated research identified six interconnected themes that explain the correlation between
AM and employee mental well-being.

Algorithmic Surveillance and Monitoring

Algorithmic surveillance is a prevalent aspect of AM. Organizations are increasingly relying on real-time
monitoring systems to monitor employee productivity, work tempo, attendance, and behavioral patterns
using digital knowledges (Kellogg et al., 2020; Wood, 2021). Even though continuous monitoring enhances
operational visibility and performance measurement, empirical evidence suggests that excessive surveillance
frequently results in emotional exhaustion, perceived tension, and psychological strain (Mettler, 2024;
Nilsson et al., 2025). Employees frequently perceive algorithmic surveillance as an instrument of
organizational control when monitoring systems are exclusively based on quantitative performance metrics
or lack transparency (Van et al.,2026). Conversely, research indicates that procedural justice and fairness
may be improved through the implementation of transparent monitoring systems and constructive managerial
feedback (Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022; Nilsson et al., 2025).

Employee Autonomy and Control

This study has repeatedly proven that employee autonomy has been a critical factor for psychological well-
being under AM. Algorithmic systems are increasingly making decisions on task allocation, scheduling,
workflow sequencing and performance evaluation, thereby reducing employees’ regulator over effort
progressions (Kellogg et al., 2020; Wood, 2021). Vignola et al. (2023) and Parent-Rocheleau and Parker
(2022) have demonstrated that decreased autonomy is associated with decreased intrinsic motivation,
increased occupational stress, and decreased job satisfaction. Nevertheless, empirical evidence indicates that
organizations that maintain employee autonomy and mitigate adverse psychological consequences are more
successful in incorporating worker participation, opportunities for feedback, and human supervision into
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algorithmic decision-making (Parker & Grote, 2022; Nilsson et al., 2025). The findings from the study
emphasize the significance of preserving a balance between the empowerment of employees and the efficacy
of technology.

Workload and Job Demands

AM frequently results in increased job expectations, such as automated scheduling, real-time performance
targets, and continuous productivity evaluation (Wood, 2021; Nilsson et al., 2025). Psychological strain,
burnout, fatigue, and emotional exhaustion are the consequence of insufficient organizational resources and
excessive algorithmic demands, as evidenced by the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti et al.,
2001; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017) (Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022; Vignola et al., 2023 ). Nevertheless,
organizations that allocate suitable organizational resources, establish reasonable performance standards, and
foster supportive leadership are more adept at mitigating these adverse outcomes, emphasizing the necessity
of balancing work obligations with available resources (Nilsson et al., 2025).

Transparency, Fairness, and Explainability

Effective algorithm administration is predicated on transparency and explainability. Employees frequently
experience feelings of anxiety and distrust when there is a lack of transparency regarding the rationale for
algorithmic assessments or a lack of information regarding evaluation standards (Vogel et al., 2021; Kellogg
et al., 2020). Nevertheless, algorithmic opacity induces psychological distress and a sense of injustice, which
diminishes employees' comprehension of managerial decisions and undermines their trust in organizational
procedures (Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022). Conversely, transparent evaluation processes, clear
communication channels regarding algorithmic decisions, and comprehensible machines with Al are
favorably correlated with employee trust, procedural justice, and acceptance of digital management systems
(Nilsson et al., 2025; Vignola et al., 2023). The findings of the research describe that transparency is an
essential organizational mechanism that establishes a correlation between employee well-being and AM.

Human Oversight and Human-Centered Al Practices

There is increasing evidence that AM should be employed to supplement, rather than to replace, human
managerial discernment (Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022; Cameron, 2024). Nilsson et al. (2025)
discovered that processes to challenge algorithmic judgments, human oversight, employee engagement, and
managerial choice consistently increase employee trust and reduce negative psychological effects.
Additionally, human-centric Al methodologies, including transparency, explainability, worker engagement,
ethical governance, and ongoing organizational discourse, have been identified as fostering more sustainable
and healthier digital work environments (Vignola et al., 2023). The practices directly affect the wellbeing of
employees and the credibility of the firm . It also allows Operational Efficiency.

Employee Mental Well-Being and Organizational Outcomes

The literature review indicates that AM is a direct consequence of employee mental well-being, which is a
critical determinant of organizational performance. Monitoring, algorithmic opacity, diminished autonomy,
and work intensification can elicit negative sensations, including stress, anxiety, emotional weariness, and
reduced job satisfaction (Hajiheydari & Delgosha, 2024; Nilsson et al., 2025). Conversely, establishments
that partake implemented AM practices that are transparent, participatory, and human-centered have reported
increased levels of psychological well-being, employee engagement, organizational commitment, and
psychosocial safety (Kim et al., 2025; Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022). The outcomes indicates that AM
has influence on enterprises than psychological individual influences. It has an impact on their efficiency and
sustainability.

Research Methodology

This research presents a systematic literature review (SLR) summarizing the current condition of the form in
AM as well as a working person mental well-being and develops a human-centered conceptual framework
that may be applied in different institutional settings. Systematic literature reviews offer a rigorous,
transparent, and reproducible method for the identification of theoretical gaps and future research objectives,
as well as the discovery, appraisal, Consolidations of contemporary data (Tranfield et al., 2003). The
evaluation was performed formally in conformity alongside the recommended reporting items for Systematic
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Review and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA 2020) standards to enhance the uniformity of reporting and
methodological transparency (Page et al., 2021).

Search Strategy

Initially, the Scopus database was employed to conduct the literature search, which encompasses a wide
variety of peer-reviewed publications within disciplines of business, psychology, and social sciences. The
choice of Scopus as the main database for the present study is based on the fact that this database includes a
great variety of international high-quality journals and is frequently used in systematic literature reviews in
the management area. The search was conducted on 12 May 2026 and included all studies published up to
the search date. The Boolean search terms used to search the Title, Abstract and Keywords fields were:
("AM" OR "AI Management" OR "Digital Management" OR "Platform Management" OR "Automated
Decision-Making") AND ("Mental Wellbeing" OR "Mental Well-being" OR "Mental Health" OR
"Psychological Wellbeing" OR "Emotional Wellbeing").

The preliminary search yielded 28 publications. Records were subsequently filtered by subject area,
document type, and language to improve the relevance of the evidence base. The analysis was restricted to
subject to peer review journal articles or review papers that were published in English and indexed within the
following categories: Business, Management, and Accounting; Social Sciences; Psychology; and Decision
Sciences. Following the implementation of these filters, nine studies satisfied the predetermined eligibility
criteria.

Furthermore, the cited lists of the papers selected had been carefully reviewed in order to discover further
research and their context and location of reference that explicitly addressed the mental well-being of
employees and AM. A recognized database was used to further the review through backward citation
searching using the snowballing technique. Snowballing is often recommended in systematic reviews to
improve coverage and to find relevant studies that are not available by searching databases only (Wohlin,
2014). The final sample of 18 studies selected for conceptual synthesis was formed by the addition of nine
additional peer-reviewed journal articles through this procedure.

Study selection

The selection process was conducted in accordance with the four-step flow diagram of PRISMA 2020, which
encompasses identification, screening, eligibility, and inclusion (Page et al., 2021).

28 documents were extracted from the Scopus database during the identification phase. After applying filters
for subject-area, publication-type and language, nine studies remained for detailed evaluation. Through
backward citation searching, nine additional studies were identified as meeting the same eligibility criteria.
Titles and abstracts were evaluated for their relevance to AM and the mental health of employees.Then, the
potentially relevant papers were carefully assessed at the eligibility stage to determine their relation to review
objectives. The final synthesis comprised exclusive studies that satisfied all of the inclusion criteria. In total,
18 peer-reviewed studies were incorporated into the review.The whole process of identification and selection
of studies is illustrated in Figure 1, following PRISMA 2020 reporting format .

Data extraction and thematic analysis and quality assessment

18 suitable papers were selected and data was gathered in a rigorous manner utilizing a systematic evidence
synthesis methodology to ensure consistency and transparency throughout the evaluation process. For each
study, we extracted data on the research context, sector, sample characteristics, methodological approach,
dimensions of AM studied, employee well-being outcomes, theoretical basis, methodological quality, and
proposition(s) supported. Table 1 summarized the extracted information, providing a detailed review of
theoretical contributions, methodological quality and characteristics of the included studies.

Emerging patterns, similarities, contradictions and research gaps in the reviewed literature were then
identified through a thematic analysis. The analysis was performed in three phases by an iterative approach.
First, each study was carefully reviewed and then classified based on its main findings with respect to AM
and employee mental well-being. Second, related codes of concepts were clustered into broader themes
through constant comparison across studies. In conclusion, the Job Demands—Resources (JD-R) Model,
Sociotechnical Systems (STS) Theory, and Institutional Theory were employed to interpret the themes. This
enabled us to establish a cohesive conceptual framework and derive the study's propositions.
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In order to improve the methodological integrity of the evaluation, the standard of the cited research was also
evaluated during the data extraction process. While review and conceptual studies were assessed according
to the clarity of research objectives, theoretical coherence, methodological transparency, and its connection
to the assessment goals, empirical studies were assessed using criteria taken from the Mixed Methods
Appraisal Tool (MMAT) Version 2018 (Hong et al., 2018). Rather than eliminating conclusions based on
quality, the assessment guided the interpretation and weighting of the evidence during the synthesis.
Theoretical integration and framework development were predominantly informed by conceptual and review
papers, while empirical investigations that were methodologically robust were prioritized.

Thematic synthesis revealed six recurring themes in the literature: (1) algorithmic surveillance and
monitoring, (2) employee autonomy and control, (3) workload and job demands, (4) transparency and
fairness, (5) human oversight and human-centered Al practices, and (6) employee mental well-being and
organizational outcomes. The analytical foundation for the proposed conceptual framework and the four
propositions developed in this study was established by these themes.

Records identified from™: Scopus Database

With Keywords: ("AM' OR "Al Management" OR 'Digital Management'
OR "Platform Management" OR "Automated Decision-Making") AND
("Mental Wellbeing" OR "Mental Well-being" OR "Mental Health" OR
"Psychological Wellbeing" OR "Emotional Wellbeing") Wellbeing" OR
"Emotional Wellbeing")

Databases (n =28)

_— l
) Record: d based on subj
ecords screened based on subject i

area, document type and language " Aorts cxcind
(1=9) (n=19)
Record screened, post reading fitle
and absfract based on relevance to > Reports excluded
the topic (n=0)
(0=9)

l

Full text articles assessed for quality.
eligibility and access
(1=9)

Articles addition (Snowballing
technique)

< Reports included from other sources

1dentified through backward

searching (n=9)

(

Y

Studies included in review
(n=18)
Reports of induded studies
{n=18)

l‘d" 1y

Source(s): PRISMA Output (2023) and Page et al. (2020)
Figure 1. PRISMA Flow Diagram

The range of literature followed the PRISMA 2020 recommendations. The first search returned 28 items
(Figure 1) that were filtered sequentially by subject area, publication type and language. Backward reference
searches yielded an additional nine suitable research. The final sample of 18 publications was subjected to
conceptual synthesis.

107


https://doi.org/10.69980/bz2jvj69

Vol. 12 Issue 4s (July, 2026)
ISSN: 2208-2190  Pages- 102-125
DOI: https://doi.org/10.69980/bz2jvj69

Inclusion and exclusion criteria
Throughout the consideration process, predetermined inclusion and exclusion conditions existed used to
guarantee uniformity, openness, and relevance.
® Studies were included if they:
® Investigated AM, Al-enabled management, digital management, platform management or closely
related workplace management practices;
® Investigated the mental health, psychological well-being, emotional well-being, or other
psychosocial outcomes of employees at work;
® Were published as systematic review papers or peer-reviewed journals;
® Focus on workplace or organizational environments involving employees or platform laborers; and
® Published in the English vernacular.
Studies were excluded if they:
® Were editorials, book chapters, conference proceedings, dissertations, working papers, or other
non-peer-reviewed publications;
® Only looked at the technical, computational or engineering aspects of algorithms; did not look at
the implications for organizations or employees;
® Managed artificial intelligence applications not related to workplace management or employee
health; or
® The current review's objectives were not adequately addressed.
The final dataset of 18 studies was the result of the application of these criteria, which served as a
groundwork for the successive thematic synthesis and conceptual structure development.

Data Analysis

The acquired data was analyzed using thematic synthesis to find recurrent themes, connections, and research
gaps in AM and employee mental health. The data were extracted and the findings of the 18 included studies
were systematically compared to identifying common patterns and divergent perspectives across different
organizational and institutional settings.

The analysis was conducted in three iterative phases. First, we categorized the main findings of each study
according to the dimensions of AM studied, employee well-being outcomes, theoretical perspectives, and
organizational context. Second, the literature was able to identify recurring relationships and inconsistencies
through grouping conceptually similar codes into higher order themes via constant comparison. Third, the
identified themes were explained using the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model, Sociotechnical Systems
(STS) Theory, and Institutional Theory in order to clarify the mechanisms of how AM affects the mental
well-being of employees in different institutional settings.

The synthesis resulted in six main themes: algorithmic surveillance and monitoring; employee autonomy and
control; workload and job demand; transparency and fairness; human supervision and human-centric Al
practices; and employee mental well-being and organizational implications. The themes were then examined
across studies to uncover theoretical gaps, similarities and discrepancies. The analysis also helped to uncover
important research gaps, especially around the institutional framework and human-centered Al practices that
are vital to estimate employee well-being.

Finally, the collected evidence was synthesized to build the proposed conceptual framework and formulate
four research propositions. The study has been oriented toward theoretical synthesis and conceptual
elucidation rather than statistical summation of actual results. This approach facilitated a holistic
understanding of the relationship between AM, institutional context, human-centred Al practices, employee
mental well-being and organisational outcomes.

Table 1: Analysis of the selected studies
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Theoretical Framework and Propositions

The systematic review suggests that the mental health of employees is not a phenomenon that can be
understood from a single theoretical perspective. AM is interwoven with broader institutional frameworks
that influence organizational practices and modifies the substance of work, such as the interaction between
workers and technology. The Job Demands—Resources (JD-R) Model (Demerouti et al., 2001; Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017), Sociotechnical Systems (STS) Theory (Trist & Bamforth, 1951), and Institutional Theory
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 2014) are employed in this study to elucidate these intricate relationships.
Subsequently, these complementary methodologies are implemented as a theoretical framework to illuminate
the manner in which AM influences the mental well-being of employees in a variety of organizational
contexts.

The JD — R Model accounts for how AM generates work needs and job resources. Cognitive and
psychological demands for employees are increased by continuous monitoring, computerized performance
evaluation, algorithmic scheduling and data-driven productivity targets (Demerouti et al., 2001; Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017). Employees are susceptible to emotional exhaustion, tension, and a decline in mental well-
being when these expectations surpass the capacity of organizational resources, including transparent
communication, employee autonomy, and managerial support. However, firms can mitigate the adverse
effects of AM while improving employee resilience by providing suitable job resources (Parent-Rocheleau &
Parker, 2022).

The concurrent optimization of the technological and social systems is also a factor in the success of an
organization, as according to STS Theory (Trist & Bamforth, 1951). The technological subsystem is
represented by AM, and the social subsystem consists of employees, managers, organizational culture and
leadership. The literature has consistently demonstrated that organizations that adopt human-centered Al
practices such as transparency, employee participation, explainability and managerial oversight experience
better employee well-being outcomes than organizations that rely solely on automated managerial control
(Kellogg et al., 2020; Nilsson et al., 2025). The results show its influence of AM isn't just determined by the
technology as such, and additionally by the manner whereby this incorporates into organizational practices.
Institutional theory also accounts for the divergent outcomes of organizations that adopt similar algorithmic
technologies. Societal expectation, professional norms and regulatory requirements shape organizational
practices that govern and implement AM systems (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 2014). Companies that
are subject to significant regulatory institutional pressures are more likely to have Al governance
mechanisms that are transparent and ethical. In contrast, organizations that are confronted with substantial
competitive pressures may prioritize operational efficiency over employee welfare. Subsequently, the
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psychological experience of employees is contingent upon the institutional context during the
implementation of AM.

The convergence of these three theoretical perspectives demonstrates that AM should not be conceptualized
as positive or negative. Instead, its influence hinges on the interplay of institutional governance, technology
efficiency, and organizational support. The conceptual framework provided here is derived from six
reoccurring themes in the systematic review: algorithmic monitoring, employee autonomy, workload and job
demand, transparency and fairness, human supervision, and employee mental well-being. From this synthesis,
four research propositions are formulated.

Proposition 1 (P1): AM significantly influences employee mental well-being.

AM is reshaping work by substituting or extending traditional management functions with Al-powered
algorithms that track employee behavior, allocate tasks, appraise performance, and assist in decision-making.
Certainly, such systems may improve operational efficiency, consistency and productivity, but may
simultaneously increase job demands by reducing autonomy, increasing pressure to perform and the
perception of being under constant surveillance. Stress, emotional exhaustion, and fatigue are the
consequences of demanding employment and inadequate organizational capacity, as per the Job Demands—
Resources (JD-R) Theory (Demerouti et al., 2001; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). In turn, these conditions
degrade the mental well-being of employees. However, AM can also promote employee well-being, e.g. by
reducing mundane chores, improving the quality of decisions and offering adequate organizational support.
Thus, the overall impact of AM is contingent upon the capacity of organizations to achieve a balance
between employee needs and technological efficiency (Kellogg et al., 2020; Parent-Rocheleau & Parker,
2022).

P1: AM significantly influences employee mental well-being, with its effects depending on the balance
between algorithmic job demands and organizational resources.

Proposition 2 (P2): Institutional context moderates the relationship between AM and employee mental well-
being.

We have discovered that an association between AM and employee mental well-being is mediated by
institutional and organizational contexts. The model, governance, and deployment of algorithmic systems are
influenced by social expectations, professional norms, industry characteristics, and regulatory frameworks,
according to Institutional Theory (Scott, 2014; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). The main aim of the private
sector organisations may be performance efficiency, innovation and adaptability. Public sector firms are
typically more highly regulated, more accountable and have more employee protection. Therefore, the
institutional setting where workers work may influence their experience of AM. Ethical regulations,
supportive governance structures and transparent organizational policies can help to reduce the negative
psychological consequences of AM. Poor governance, contrary, it can create stress and a feeling of
unfairness among employees. Because of this, the institutional context is a critical condition for the link
between AM and the mental well-being of employees. Therefore:

P2: Institutional context moderates the relationship between AM and employee mental well-being, such that
supportive institutional environments reduce the adverse psychological effects of AM.

Proposition 3 (P3): Human-centered Al practices mediate the relationship between AM and employee mental
well-being.

AM impacts the mental well-being of employees through the implementation of human-centric Al-based
organizational mechanisms. According to the Sociotechnical Systems (STS) Theory (Trist & Bamforth,
1951), technology systems are intended to satisfy human requirements and organizational values in order to
achieve effective organizational results. Transparency, explainability, employee involvement, human
oversight, ethical Al practices, Al literacy and accountability are associated with higher employee trust and
lower uncertainty of automated decisions as part of algorithmic systems. Such activities are crucial in
constructing the notion of AM as a benevolent rather than a controlling force that can increase mental well-
being and mitigate psychological discomfort (Benlian et al., 2022; Meijerink & Bondarouk, 2023). In this
way, human-centered Al practices reframe technology as an organizational resource, rather than a source of
employment pressures, and elucidates how AM affects employees' mental health. Consequently:

P3: Human-centered Al practices including transparency, explainability, employee participation, and
managerial oversight mediates the relationship between AM and employee mental well-being.

Proposition 4 (P4): Employee mental well-being significantly influences organizational outcomes.
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The mental well-being of employees has a significant impact on organizational efficacy and sustainable
performance. Increased levels of engagement, organizational commitment, productivity, innovation, and
positive workplace activities have been associated with workforce who demonstrate increased psychological
and emotional well-being. Poor mental health, however, has an impact on absenteeism, motivation,
performance and the effectiveness of the organization. According to the Job Demands—Resources (JD-R)
Theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), employees who have an adequate number of psychological resources
are more likely to maintain their motivation and perform well when faced with workplace demands.
Consequently, organizations that implement human-centered Al practices and responsible AM to effectively
advance employee mental well-being are better suited to achieve favorable organizational outputs, including
enhanced productivity, organizational commitment, employee engagement, and long-term organizational
survival. Therefore:

P4: Employee mental well-being significantly influences organizational outcomes.

The proposed conceptual framework identifies AM as the main organizational mechanism that impacts the
mental well-being of the employees. The systematic review and the integrated theoretical perspectives
support this conclusion. The relationship is shaped by the moderating role of the institutional context
reinforced through human-centered Al practices that are centered on transparency, explainability, employee
participation and managerial oversight. Consequently, improved employee mental well-being has a positive
impact on favorable organizational outcomes, including enhanced engagement, organizational commitment,
psychosocial safety, and sustainable organizational performance. Consequently, the framework provides a
comprehensive explanation of the manner in which the repercussions of AM are jointly influenced by
technological, organizational, and institutional factors.

Proposed Conceptual Framework

Institutional Context

Public sector organization
Private sector
organisation

Algorithmic

Management Organizational Outcomes

Algorithmic monitoring

Employee Mental Well-
being

Performance analytics
Automated decision-making
Algorithmic surveillance
Al-driven task allocation
Predictive workforce
management

Psychosocial Safety
Employee engagement

> Psychological well-being
Emotional well-being
Work-related life balance
Reduced stress and burnout

Human-Centered Al
Implementation
(Organizational Mechanism)
Human oversight and control
Transparency and explainability
Employee participation
Ethical Al practices
Al literacy and training
Fairness and accountability

> Organizational commitment
Productivity and performance
Innovation and adaptability

Theoritical Foundations

Job-Demands Resources (JD-R)
Theory

Explains how algorithmic management

creates job demands and resources that

influence employee mental well-being

Sociotechnical Systems (STS)
Theory
Emphasize the alignment of technological
systems with human needs for effective and
sustainable work outcomes

Institutional Theory
[Explains  how  different institutional
lenvironments shape algorithmic
Imanagement practices and moderate their]
leffects on employees

Figure 2 Proposed conceptual framework

Image courtesy: Draw.io
Source: Authors’ elaboration
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Figure 2 presents the proposed conceptual framework of the project. According to the theory, AM directly
influences the mental health of employees. This link is not homogeneous across institutional contexts (public
vs private companies). It is argued that a human-centered Al implementation can act as an organizational
mechanism connecting AM and employee mental wellbeing, thereby enhancing overall organizational
effectiveness and ensuring psychosocial safety. Employees’ mental well-being significantly affects the
organizational results. The paradigm uses the JD-R Model, Sociotechnical Systems Theory and Institutional
Theory to comprehensively explain employee well-being under AM.

Discussion and Implications

Discussion

The systematic evaluation of the published work has two primary objectives: to synthesize the existing
corpus of findings on AM and the mental well-being of employees, as well as build a comprehensive
theoretical foundation are better suited to Job Demands—Resources (JD—R) Theory, Sociotechnical Systems
(STS) Theory, and Institutional Theory (Demerouti et al., 2001; Trist & Bamforth, 1951; DiMaggio &
Powell, 1983). According to the review, AM affects functions by using continuous monitoring, automated
performance assessment, algorithmic decision making and job allocation, and this brings opportunities and
difficulties to employees (Kellogg et al., 2020; Benlian et al., 2022). Such technologies can boost operational
efficiency and decision consistency (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017; Parent-Rocheleau and Parker, 2022;
Meijerink and Bondarouk, 2023). But they also increase job demands, reduce autonomy for employees and
increase stress, burnout and psychological strain if used without adequate organizational support. According
to these results, AM's effects are mediated by the design and regulation of algorithmic systems and
technological capabilities.

The proposed conceptual framework adds to the relevant literature by showing that human-centered Al
practices (e.g. transparency, explainability, employee participation, human oversight) are the organizational
mechanism that mitigates the adverse psychological consequences of AM (Benlian et al., 2022; Meijerink &
Bondarouk, 2023). Moreover, the institutional context, which includes regulatory, organizational, and
governance structures, influences the efficacy of these relationships (Scott, 2014; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).
This investigation expands upon prior research by incorporating the technological, organizational, and
institutional perspectives, thereby enabling a thorough comprehension of the impact of AM on the mental
health of employees and the performance of organizations.

As a result, the four research propositions establish a conceptually sound agenda to support further empirical
studies as well as promote the development of AM practices that are more ethical, human-centered, and
sustainable (Kellogg et al., 2020; Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022).

Theoretical Implication

The current study contributes a number of substantial conceptual and formal developments within the
published work on employee mental well-being and AM. We incorporate the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R)
Theory, the Sociotechnical Systems (STS) Theory, and the Institutional Theory into a single conceptual
framework, thereby contributing to the current body of literature. In the past, AM has been predominantly
investigated in the context of isolated technological, organizational, or psychological factors (Kellogg et al.,
2020; Benlian et al., 2022). By employing these complementary theoretical lenses (Demerouti et al., 2001;
Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), our investigation enables a more thorough
elucidation of the impact of AM on the mental health of employees.

Secondly, this review identifies human-centered Al practices as the primary organizational mechanism that
integrates AM with employee mental well-being, thereby adding to the increasing collection of published
works on Al that is human-centered and responsible. It also positions institutional context as a boundary
condition that influences these relationships. The theoretically grounded agenda for future empirical studies
across various industries and institutional settings is provided by the proposed research propositions. As a
consequence, this investigate donates towards expanding address on ethical AM by redirecting the focus
from technology-centric efficiency to a more comprehensive understanding that includes sustainable
organizational performance, organizational governance, and employee well-being (Parent-Rocheleau &
Parker, 2022; Meijerink & Bondarouk, 2023; Scott, 2014).
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Practical and policy implications

Enterprises, human resource professionals, policymakers, and technology developers are all significantly
affected by the results of this analysis. As AM systems become more prevalent in organizations, the tension
between technological efficacy and ethics and well-being is becoming more apparent. To mitigate employee
tension and improve confidence in algorithmic decision-making, we recommend that organizations
implement human-centric Al practices (Kellogg et al., 2020; Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022), which
encompass transparency, explainability, employee engagement, and human oversight. To this end, we
develop a conceptual framework. HR managers can improve algorithmic decision systems by undertaking
routine employee well-being assessments, ensuring clear communication, providing mental health assistance,
and allowing employees to challenge or appeal algorithmic judgments. Improved sustainable performance,
employee engagement, psychosocial safety, and organizational commitment may result from the
implementation of such methods (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Meijerink & Bondarouk, 2023).

The assessment highlights the importance of good governance systems for enabling responsible AM from a
policy perspective. Policymakers and regulatory agencies must develop standards for transparency, fairness,
accountability, data privacy, and human oversight of algorithms to protect employees from discriminatory
algorithmic practices and over-surveillance (Benlian et al., 2022; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Organizations
also need to develop internal Al governance policies that include ethical risk assessments, audits of their
algorithmic systems, consultation with their employees, and compliance with new Al regulations. Integrating
technology innovation with responsible governance and employee well-being can enable organizations to
foster more resilient, trustworthy, and human-centric workplaces that are able to promote long-term
organizational resilience and responsible digital transformation (Scott, 2014).

Limitations and Future Research

This paper has many contributions, but also has significant constraints that open opportunities for future
inquiry. The conceptual framework put up here is a product of a rigorous synthesis of the current research
and has not been empirically confirmed yet. Future research are recommended to use quantitative, qualitative,
or hybrid methods to explore the postulated relationships in different institutional and organizational contexts.
Secondly, although this review concentrates on the Job Demands—Resources (JD-R) Theory, Sociotechnical
Systems (STS) Theory, and Institutional Theory, other theoretical perspectives, including Conservation of
Resources (COR) Theory, Self-Determination Theory (SDT), and Social Exchange Theory (SET), may offer
supplementary insights into the employees' psychological reactions to AM (Demerouti et al., 2001; Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).Third, the review is limited to research pulled from only one
bibliographic database. We might have missed relevant papers that were indexed in other databases or were
grey literature.

Future research should test the proposed framework empirically by studying the mediating effect of human-
centric Al approaches and the moderating effect of the institutional context in different industries, countries,
and organizational settings. Comparative studies across public and private sector businesses and cross-
national studies will provide to a better understanding of how organizational governance and regulatory
environment impact employee experience of AM. This is because longitudinal research is indispensable for
studying the long-term consequences of AM on the psychological well-being, psychosocial safety, and
organizational performance of employees. In addition, future research should explore innovative challenges
in human resource management, such as generative Al, explainable Al, algorithmic fairness, Al governance,
and responsible Al (Kellogg et al., 2020; Benlian et al., 2022; Meijerink & Bondarouk, 2023; Parent-
Rocheleau & Parker, 2022). This will foster the creation of more ethical, transparent, and human-centric
work environments.

Conclusion

To understand the impact of AM on the psychological well-being of employees in a variety of organizational
contexts, It is imperative to implement an systematic an examination of the current body of literature on AM
and employee mental health and to develop a comprehensive conceptual model. Organizational practices and
institutional contexts also influence the implications of AM, which are Other than merely based on its
technological efficacy, including the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Theory, Sociotechnical Systems (STS)
Theory, and Institutional Theory (Demerouti et al., 2001; Trist & Bamforth, 1951; DiMaggio & Powell,
1983). This is demonstrated in the review. This proposed paradigm acknowledges human-centric Al
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approaches as the organizational paradigm to relieve the harmful psychological effects of algorithmic
governance. The institutional context is an important boundary condition for these relationships.

This study extends the scope of sustainable organizational performance, governance, and employee well-
being beyond the technology-centric perspective to a more comprehensive perspective, thereby contributing
to the expanding body of literature on responsible AM (Kellogg et al., 2020; Benlian et al., 2022). The four
hypotheses establish a theoretical foundation for additional empirical research in a diverse array of sectors
and institutional environments. This comprehensive review offers a comprehensive perspective to
researchers, practitioners, and policymakers who are interested in the formulation and implementation of AM
systems that are human-centric, responsible, and transparent. This strategy is designed to ensure the mental
wellness of personnel and the long-term viability of organizations (Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022;
Meijerink & Bondarouk, 2023).

References

1. Baiocco, S., Fernandez-Macias, E., Rani, U., & Pesole, A. (2022). The AM of work and its implications
in different contexts (No. 2022/02). JRC Working Papers Series on Labour, Education and Technology..
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/262292

2. Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands—resources theory: Taking stock and looking forward.
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(3), 273-285. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000056

3. Benlian, A., Wiener, M., Cram, W.A. et al. Algorithmic Management. Bus Inf Syst Eng 64, 825-839
(2022). https://doi.org/10.1007/s12599-022-00764-w

4. Cameron, L. D. (2024). The making of the “good bad” job: How algorithmic management manufactures
consent through constant and confined choices. Administrative Science Quarterly, 69(2), 458-514.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2022.0058

5. Cheng, Y., Cheng, W. J,, Lin, R. T., Wang, Y. T., & Ko, J. J. R. (2024). Associations Between Labor
Control Through Digital Platforms and Workers’ Mental Wellbeing: A Survey of Location-based
Platform  Workers in  Taiwan. Safety and Health at Work, 15(4), 419-426.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shaw.2024.08.003

6. Dedema, M., & Rosenbaum, H. (2024). Socio-technical issues in the platform-mediated gig economy: A
systematic literature review: An Annual Review of Information Science and Technology (ARIST) paper.
In Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology (Vol. 75, Number 3, pp. 344-374).
John Wiley and Sons Inc. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24868

7. Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job demands-resources
model of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499-512. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.86.3.499

8. DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and
collective rationality in organizational fields. American sociological review, 48(2), 147-160.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101

9. Duggan, J., Sherman, U., Carbery, R., & McDonnell, A. (2020). Algorithmic Management and app-work
in the gig economy: A research agenda for employment relations and HRM. Human resource
management journal, 30(1), 114-132. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12258

10.Gandini, A. (2019). Labour process theory and the gig economy. Human Relations, 72(6), 1039-1056.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726718790002

11.Garofalo, L. (2025). (Tele)therapist, Platform Worker, Data Manager: Therapeutic Labor and the New
Therapeutic Exchange. Economic Anthropology, 12(2). https://doi.org/10.1002/sea2.70005

12.Hong, Q. N., Fabregues, S., Bartlett, G., Boardman, F., Cargo, M., Dagenais, P., ... & Pluye, P. (2018).
The Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) version 2018 for information professionals and
researchers. Education for information, 34(4), 285-291. https://doi.org/10.3233/EFI-180221

13.Hajiheydari, N., & Delgosha, M. S. (2024). Investigating engagement and burnout of gig-workers in the
age of algorithms: an empirical study in digital labor platforms. Information Technology & People, 37(7),
2489-2522. https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-11-2022-0873

14.Jin, Y., Liu, J., Li, P., Wang, B., Yan, Y., Zhang, H., Ni, C., Wang, J., Li, Y., Bu, Y., & Wang, Y. (2025).
The Applications of Large Language Models in Mental Health: Scoping Review. Journal of Medical
Internet Research, 27. https://doi.org/10.2196/69284

123


https://doi.org/10.69980/bz2jvj69

Vol. 12 Issue 4s (July, 2026)
ISSN: 2208-2190  Pages- 102-125
DOI: https://doi.org/10.69980/bz2jvj69

15.Kadolkar, 1., Kepes, S., & Subramony, M. (2025). Algorithmic Management in the gig economy: A
systematic review and research integration. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 46(7), 1057-1080.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2831

16.Kellogg, K. C., Valentine, M. A., & Christin, A. (2020). Algorithms at work: The new contested terrain
of control. Academy of Management Annals, 14(1), 366—410. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0174

17.Kim, B. J., Kim, M. J., & Lee, J. (2025). The dark side of artificial intelligence adoption: linking artificial
intelligence adoption to employee depression via psychological safety and ethical leadership. Humanities
and Social Sciences Communications, 12(1), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-025-05040-2

18.Le Lay, S., & Lemozy, F. (2023). Does platform cooperativism represent a future for work? The case of a
French cooperative of bike couriers. Organization, 30(5), 830-850.
https://doi.org/10.1177/13505084221145564

19.Lee, M. K., Kusbit, D., Metsky, E., & Dabbish, L. (2015). Working with machines: The impact of
algorithmic and data-driven management on human workers. In Proceedings of the 33rd annual ACM
conference on human factors in computing systems (pp. 1603-
1612).https://doi.org/10.1145/2702123.270254

20.Liu, R., & Fan, H. (2026). Research on the Nonlinear Mechanism of Gig Workers’ Perception of
Algorithmic Control and Their Counterproductive Work Behaviors. Sustainability (Switzerland), 18(5).
https://doi.org/10.3390/su18052244

21.Meijerink, J., & Bondarouk, T. (2023). The duality of algorithmic management: Toward a research
agenda on HRM algorithms, autonomy and value creation. Human resource management review, 33(1),
100876. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.hrmr.2021.100876

22 Mettler, T. (2024). The connected workplace: Characteristics and social consequences of work
surveillance in the age of datification, sensorization, and artificial intelligence. Journal of Information
Technology, 39(3), 547-567. https://doi.org/10.1177/02683962231202535

23.Mohlmannn, M., Alves de Lima Salge, C., & Marabelli, M. (2023). Algorithm sensemaking: how
platform workers make sense of AM. Journal of the Association for Information Systems, 24(1), 35-64.

24 Nilsson, K. H., Matilla-Santander, N., Lee, M. K., Brulin, E., Bodin, T., & Hakansta, C. (2025). AM and
occupational health: A comparative case study of organizational practices in logistics. Safety Science, 187.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ss¢i.2025.106863

25.Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, 1., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D., ... & Moher,
D. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. bmj, 372.
doi: https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71

26.Parent-Rocheleau, X., & Parker, S. K. (2022). Algorithms as work designers: How AM influences the
design of jobs. Human resource management review, 32(3), 100838.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100838

27.Parker, S. K., & Grote, G. (2022). Automation, algorithms, and beyond: Why work design matters more
than ever in a digital world. Applied psychology, 71(4), 1171-1204. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12241

28.Plate, D., & Hutson, J. (2025). The Case for Selective Non-Transparency in Al-Mediated Work: A
Workers Rights Framework. Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10672-025-09567-z

29.Scott, W. R. (2014). Institutions and organizations: Ideas, interests, and identities (4th ed.). Sage
Publications.

30.Shabu, K., Priya, K. M., Mageswari, S. S., Prabhash, N., & Hari, A. (2025). Shaping the gig economy:
insights into management, technology, and workforce dynamics. International Journal of Accounting and
Economics Studies, 12(1), 92—103. https://doi.org/10.14419/sx68fc91

31.Tranfield, D., Denyer, D., & Smart, P. (2003). Towards a Methodology for Developing Evidence-
Informed Management Knowledge by Means of Systematic Review. In British Journal of Management
(Vol. 14, Number 3, pp. 207-222). https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375

32.Trist, E. L., & Bamforth, K. W. (1951). Some Social and Psychological Consequences of the Longwall
Method of Coal-Getting: An Examination of the Psychological Situation and Defences of a Work Group
in Relation to the Social Structure and Technological Content of the Work System: An Examination of
the Psychological Situation and Defences of a Work Group in Relation to the Social Structure
and Technological Content of the Work System. Human Relations, 4(1), 3-
38.https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675100400101

124


https://doi.org/10.69980/bz2jvj69

Vol. 12 Issue 4s (July, 2026)
ISSN: 2208-2190  Pages- 102-125
DOI: https://doi.org/10.69980/bz2jvj69

33.Useche, S. A., Traficante, S., Llamazares, F. J., & Marin, C. (2025). The human cost of fast deliveries: A
systematic literature review of occupational risks and safety outcomes in last-mile delivery workers. In
Journal of Transport and Health (Vol. 44). Elsevier Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jth.2025.102133

34.Van Zoonen, W., von Bonsdorff, M. E., & van der Heijden, B. 1. (2026). Algorithmic surveillance and
workers’ compliance: The role of trust, privacy concerns, and fairness in online crowdwork. human
relations, 79(7), 795-824. https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267251379698

35.Vignola, E. F., Baron, S., Abreu Plasencia, E., Hussein, M., & Cohen, N. (2023). Workers’ health under
AM: Emerging findings and urgent research questions. International Journal of Environmental Research
and Public Health, 20(2), 1239. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20021239

36.Vogel, K. M., Reid, G., Kampe, C., & Jones, P. (2021). The impact of Al on intelligence analysis:
tackling issues of collaboration, algorithmic transparency, accountability, and management. Intelligence
and National Security, 36(6), 827-848. https://doi.org/10.1080/02684527.2021.1946952

37.Walkowiak, E. (2024). Digitalization and inclusiveness of HRM practices: The example of neurodiversity
initiatives. Human Resource Management Journal, 34(3), 578-598. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-
8583.12499

38.Wohlin, C. (2014). Guidelines for snowballing in systematic literature studies and a replication in
software engineering. In Proceedings of the 18th International Conference on Evaluation and Assessment
in Software Engineering (EASE '14) (pp. 1-10). DOL: https://doi.org/10.1145/2601248.2601268

39.Wood, A. J., Graham, M., Lehdonvirta, V., & Hjorth, I. (2019). Good Gig, Bad Gig: Autonomy and
Algorithmic Control in the Global Gig Economy. Work, Employment and Society, 33(1), 56-75.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017018785616

40.Wood, A. J. (2021). AM consequences for work organisation and working conditions (No. 2021/07). JRC
working papers series on labour, education and technology.

41.Yuan, A., Colato, E. G., Pescosolido, B., Song, H., & Samtani, S. (2025). Improving Workplace Well-
being in Modern Organizations: A Review of Large Language Model-based Mental Health Chatbots. In
ACM Transactions on Management Information Systems (Vol. 16, Number 1). Association for
Computing Machinery. https://doi.org/10.1145/3701041

125


https://doi.org/10.1145/3701041
https://doi.org/10.69980/bz2jvj69

	Abstract
	Introduction

