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Abstract
Electronic performance monitoring has moved from the call centre and the data-entry office into almost every occupational setting, and its scope now extends from keystrokes and screen activity to location, physiological signals and algorithmically generated ratings. Human resource management is directly implicated because monitoring data increasingly inform appraisal, development, scheduling, reward and discipline. This critical narrative review examines how electronic performance monitoring relates to employees’ perceptions of organisational justice and privacy, and how these perceptions shape well-being, attitudes and behaviour. Peer-reviewed literature from organisational psychology, human resource management, information systems, labour sociology and labour law, together with key regulatory instruments, was identified through structured searches of multidisciplinary and discipline-specific scholarly indexes, supplemented by citation tracking, and appraised qualitatively for relevance, design adequacy, measurement quality, analytic transparency and contextual informativeness. The synthesis indicates that the presence of monitoring, on average, yields no reliable performance benefit and is associated with modestly higher stress and lower job satisfaction, whereas the manner of monitoring matters considerably. Developmental purpose, job relevance, advance notice, explanation, employee voice and control over data, constructive feedback and limited invasiveness are consistently associated with more favourable justice and privacy judgements, and perceived privacy invasion frequently carries the effect of monitoring design onto procedural fairness, trust and discretionary behaviour. Confidence in these conclusions is constrained by heavy reliance on vignette experiments and single-source cross-sectional surveys, inconsistent measurement of monitoring itself, short time horizons and a concentration of samples in Western economies, alongside recent studies from Asian settings that report positive associations. Algorithmic management and people analytics complicate the established framework by shifting the perceived source of justice from supervisors to systems and by joining surveillance to automated decision-making, while emerging European regulation translates several justice and privacy principles into legal duties. Monitoring is best understood as a human resource practice whose consequences depend on its purpose, design and governance rather than on technology alone, although longitudinal, field-experimental and cross-cultural evidence is needed before firm prescriptions can be made.
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1. Introduction
Monitoring is as old as the employment relationship, yet its electronic forms have altered its reach, granularity and permanence. Electronic performance monitoring (EPM) refers to the use of technological means to observe, record and analyse information that directly or indirectly relates to job performance (Ravid et al., 2020). Early research concentrated on clerical, telecommunications and call-centre work, where computer systems logged keystrokes, call duration and transaction counts and were linked to stress, boredom and health complaints (Carayon, 1993; M. J. Smith et al., 1992; Taylor & Bain, 1999). Contemporary systems capture far more. Screenshots, webcam images, email and messaging content, global positioning data, biometric signals, wearable sensor outputs and algorithmic ratings are now available to employers at low marginal cost, and the boundary between performance data and personal data has become difficult to draw (Ball, 2010; Mettler, 2024; Schafheitle et al., 2020). The shift to remote and hybrid work during the COVID-19 pandemic accelerated the adoption of keystroke, webcam and desktop monitoring and carried workplace observation into private homes (Aloisi & De Stefano, 2022; Ball, 2021; Thompson & Molnar, 2023; Vitak & Zimmer, 2023). A recent legal analysis further distinguishes informational privacy from the physical and spatial dimensions of workplace privacy, indicating that employee monitoring raises concerns extending beyond control over personal data (Hariharan & Noorda, 2025).
Human resource management (HRM) sits at the centre of these developments. Monitoring data are used to appraise performance, allocate tasks, set targets, provide feedback, design training, determine variable pay and justify discipline or dismissal, and they increasingly feed people analytics and algorithmic decision systems (Marler & Boudreau, 2017; Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022; Tambe et al., 2019; Tursunbayeva et al., 2018). Monitoring therefore cannot be treated as a neutral information technology. It is a human resource (HR) practice that communicates managerial intentions and allocates control over information, and employees interpret it through those signals (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Nishii et al., 2008). Two interpretive frames recur across the literature. The first is organisational justice, which concerns whether outcomes, procedures, explanations and interpersonal treatment associated with monitoring are fair (Alder & Ambrose, 2005b; Colquitt, 2001; Stanton, 2000b). The second is privacy, which concerns whether employees retain legitimate control over the collection and use of information about themselves and over their physical and psychological work environment (Alge et al., 2006; Bhave et al., 2020). Both frames were linked empirically at an early stage, when monitoring that was job-relevant and open to employee participation was found to reduce perceived invasion of privacy and to enhance procedural justice (Alge, 2001). A recent interdisciplinary review also characterises algorithmic management as a system in which interconnected HR activities are distributed across algorithms and multiple actors, complicating assumptions about organisational responsibility (Keegan & Meijerink, 2025).
The managerial rationale for monitoring rests largely on expected gains in productivity, quality, security and safety, and on deterrence of misconduct (Ball, 2010; Fusi & Feeney, 2018; Thompson & Molnar, 2023). The cumulative evidence sits uneasily with this rationale. Two independent meta-analyses report no reliable positive association between monitoring and performance and a small positive association with stress, and one of them also reports a small negative association with job satisfaction and a small positive association with counterproductive work behaviour (Ravid et al., 2023; Siegel et al., 2022). At the same time, field studies show that particular uses of monitoring, such as frequent supervisory use of performance data for coaching, accompany better task performance and citizenship (Bhave, 2014), and several recent studies conducted in Asian organisational settings report positive associations between developmental monitoring and performance, innovation or knowledge sharing (Pei et al., 2026; N. Zhang et al., 2025; Zhao et al., 2025). The literature therefore contains a genuine puzzle. The mere presence of monitoring appears unproductive or harmful on average, whereas specific designs and uses appear beneficial, and the mechanisms that would reconcile these observations have not been assembled into a single, critically appraised account. Multi-wave research in conventional employment settings has linked algorithmic monitoring and performance management to perceived organisational fairness and, in turn, employee well-being, with algorithmic transparency strengthening these associations (Deng et al., 2025).
Earlier reviews have addressed parts of this puzzle. Stanton (2000a) provided the first integrative framework of employee reactions to performance monitoring, and Alder and Ambrose (2005b) integrated feedback, justice and monitoring research into a model of fairness judgements. More recent work has proposed a typology of monitoring characteristics (Ravid et al., 2020), reviewed workplace privacy as a contested terrain (Bhave et al., 2020), catalogued outcomes and moderators of monitoring (Kalischko & Riedl, 2021; White et al., 2020), systematically reviewed digital surveillance research (Giacosa et al., 2023) and evaluated policy options for European workplaces (Ball, 2021). A parallel literature has examined algorithmic control, algorithmic management and people analytics, often with limited reference to the earlier monitoring research (Kellogg et al., 2020; Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022; Starke et al., 2022; Tursunbayeva et al., 2022). Labour process scholars, in turn, have interpreted surveillance as an instrument of control and a site of resistance rather than as a stimulus for individual perceptions (Bain & Taylor, 2000; Manokha, 2020; Sewell & Barker, 2006). These strands rarely speak to one another. Justice and privacy tend to be treated as separate outcomes rather than as related evaluations with distinct antecedents, the source of fairness judgements is assumed to be a human supervisor even when decisions are increasingly automated, and the regulatory changes now reshaping monitoring in Europe are usually analysed in legal terms with limited reference to the psychological evidence (Abraha, 2023; Todolí-Signes, 2019). In a survey of platform drivers, perceived fairness varied across types of algorithmic HR decisions and was positively associated with job satisfaction and perceived organisational support (Jabagi et al., 2025).
1.1 Scope, Research Gap and Objectives
This review addresses employer-initiated electronic monitoring of employees and platform workers in the context of HRM. It covers the monitoring of work activity, communication, location, physiological and behavioural signals, and the use of the resulting data for performance management and related HR decisions, including decisions taken or supported by algorithms. The review focuses on organisational justice and employee privacy as the central evaluative mechanisms through which monitoring affects people and organisations, and it treats well-being, trust, attitudes, performance and discretionary behaviour as downstream outcomes. Monitoring of customers, patients, offenders or citizens, occupational exposure surveillance, and technical work on system design without any employee-centred outcome lie outside its scope.
The research gap is threefold. First, although meta-analytic evidence now describes the average effects of monitoring, there is no critical synthesis explaining why monitoring is perceived as fair and privacy-respecting in some configurations and as unjust and intrusive in others, and how strongly the available evidence supports each explanation. Second, the relationship between justice and privacy judgements has not been examined systematically across the monitoring, algorithmic management and people analytics literatures, leaving uncertainty about whether established findings survive the transition from human to automated evaluation. Third, the psychological evidence has not been connected adequately to the emerging regulatory architecture that converts several fairness and privacy principles into enforceable duties for employers.
The review therefore pursues four objectives. It clarifies the core constructs and the theoretical lenses used to link monitoring with employee reactions. It critically appraises the evidence on the consequences of monitoring for justice, privacy, well-being, attitudes and behaviour, distinguishing well-supported conclusions from preliminary ones. It identifies the design and governance conditions under which monitoring is more likely to be judged fair and acceptable, and examines whether these conditions extend to algorithmic management and people analytics. Finally, it develops an evidence-derived framework and a prioritised research agenda that can guide both scholarship and responsible HR practice. The intended contribution is an integrated account that treats monitoring as a contested HR practice whose effects depend on purpose, design, relational context and regulation rather than on technology alone.
2. Methods for Literature Selection
2.1 Review Design and Rationale
A critical narrative review was selected because the questions addressed here are interpretive and integrative rather than estimative. The relevant evidence spans laboratory and vignette experiments, cross-sectional and multi-wave field surveys, field experiments, qualitative and ethnographic studies, conceptual models, meta-analyses and legal analyses, and it draws on organisational psychology, HRM, information systems, labour sociology and labour law. Constructs such as monitoring, privacy invasion and fairness are measured in non-equivalent ways across these traditions, which makes statistical pooling inappropriate and would add little to the two meta-analyses that already summarise the average effects of monitoring (Ravid et al., 2023; Siegel et al., 2022). Narrative reviews are well suited to explaining how heterogeneous findings fit together, to interrogating theoretical assumptions and to identifying the conditions under which conclusions hold, provided that the search and appraisal processes are reported transparently (Greenhalgh et al., 2018; Sukhera, 2022). The reporting of this review was guided by the criteria of the Scale for the Assessment of Narrative Review Articles, which emphasise a justified rationale, explicit aims, a described literature search, appropriate referencing and the presentation of evidence levels (Baethge et al., 2019). The narrative format did not remove the need for transparency or appraisal; it shaped how appraisal was conducted and reported.
2.2 Information Sources
Literature was identified through EconBiz, Crossref, OpenAIRE, Europe PMC, PubMed, the Directory of Open Access Journals, Semantic Scholar and Google Scholar. EconBiz was used as the principal discipline-specific index for management, HRM and labour economics, while Europe PMC and PubMed captured occupational health, ergonomics and applied psychology research on monitoring and well-being. Crossref and OpenAIRE provided broad multidisciplinary coverage and were also used to confirm bibliographic metadata. Authoritative institutional sources were searched for primary regulatory and policy documents, namely EUR-Lex and the Publications Office of the European Union, the Joint Research Centre publications repository of the European Commission and the publications portal of the International Labour Organization. Database searching was supplemented by backward citation searching of recent reviews and meta-analyses (Ball, 2021; Bhave et al., 2020; Giacosa et al., 2023; Kalischko & Riedl, 2021; Ravid et al., 2020, 2023), forward citation searching of seminal studies (Alge, 2001; Stanton, 2000a), related-article searching and checks for corrections, expressions of concern and retractions.
2.3 Search Strategy and Search Period
The search strategy combined four concept blocks with Boolean operators: monitoring technologies and practices, justice and fairness constructs, privacy and trust constructs, and the employment context, with supplementary blocks for algorithmic management and people analytics, employee outcomes and governance. The core syntax used in Europe PMC was: TITLE_ABS:("electronic performance monitoring" OR "electronic monitoring" OR "computer monitoring" OR "workplace surveillance" OR "employee surveillance" OR "employee monitoring" OR "algorithmic management" OR "people analytics") AND TITLE_ABS:(justice OR fairness OR privacy OR trust OR "psychological contract" OR reactance OR acceptance) AND TITLE_ABS:(employee* OR worker* OR workplace OR "human resource*") AND PUB_YEAR:[2000 TO 2026]. Equivalent field adaptations were applied elsewhere. In PubMed, the same terms were restricted to the title and abstract field tag and the publication date filter was applied. In EconBiz, OpenAIRE, Crossref and the Directory of Open Access Journals, the blocks were entered as phrase-based keyword combinations in the default bibliographic or keyword fields, with date limits applied where the interface permitted and otherwise during screening. In Semantic Scholar and Google Scholar, the core phrases were combined with individual outcome and context terms in shorter strings, and the first pages of relevance-ranked results were screened.
The search period extended from 1 January 2000 to 26 August 2026. The starting year corresponds to the first integrative framework of employee reactions to performance monitoring (Stanton, 2000a) and to the diffusion of networked, internet-based monitoring in organisations. Foundational studies published before 2000 were included when they were needed to explain the origins of social facilitation, justice and privacy perspectives on monitoring. The search end date and the last search date were the same, 26 August 2026, and minor literature refinements were made during the review and revision stage. Literature eligibility was determined by the first public journal publication date, meaning the online-first or version-of-record date where available, rather than a later issue-assignment date.
Candidate studies were appraised with a qualitative rubric comprising five criteria. Conceptual relevance referred to the directness with which a study addressed the nexus of monitoring, justice and privacy within employment. Design adequacy referred to the fit between the study design and the type of claim made, so that causal claims required experimental, quasi-experimental or longitudinal designs. Measurement quality concerned the validity of the operationalisation of monitoring (actual presence, perceived presence or manipulated scenario) and of justice, privacy and outcome constructs. Analytic transparency concerned the reporting of samples, models and the treatment of common-method variance and confounding. Contextual informativeness concerned the description of occupation, sector, country and regulatory setting. Each source was judged as high, moderate or limited on each criterion, and these judgements informed the weight given to findings in the synthesis rather than producing numerical scores. The query blocks used for evidence discovery are recorded in Table 1.
2.4 Eligibility Criteria
Sources were eligible when they were peer-reviewed journal articles reporting empirical, meta-analytic, review or conceptual work on electronic or digital monitoring of workers by employers or digital labour platforms, and when they addressed at least one of the following: justice or fairness, privacy, trust, acceptance, well-being, attitudes, performance, discretionary or counterproductive behaviour, or governance of monitoring. Studies could involve employees, platform workers, supervisors or participants in experimental simulations of monitored work, in any country, provided the employment relevance was explicit. Primary regulatory texts of the European Union, an international labour code of practice, an institutional policy review and one scholarly monograph on law and worker quantification were admitted because they were essential for the governance analysis. Only English-language sources were considered. Sources were excluded when they concerned monitoring outside employment, such as patient, consumer, offender or citizen surveillance, when they concerned occupational exposure or disease surveillance, when they addressed only technical system architecture without employee-centred outcomes, or when they were theses, conference abstracts, trade publications, vendor materials, preprints for which peer-reviewed versions or equivalent peer-reviewed evidence existed, retracted articles or records whose bibliographic details could not be verified.
2.5 Screening, Duplicate Handling and Study Selection
Titles and abstracts were screened against the eligibility criteria, and full texts were examined where they were accessible. When full text was not accessible, a source was retained only for claims that could be verified from its abstract and confirmed metadata. Duplicates arising from overlapping indexes were identified by matching digital object identifiers and, when these were absent, by comparing titles, authors and years, and only one record per work was retained. Publication metadata, including authors, year, volume, issue, pagination and digital object identifier, were checked against registry and publisher records before inclusion, and sources with unresolvable discrepancies were excluded. Selection was purposive within the eligibility criteria, prioritising meta-analyses, methodologically strong primary studies, studies offering contrary or negative evidence, and studies from under-represented contexts. Because this is a narrative rather than a systematic review, it does not require the formal apparatus of systematic reviewing, such as reported screening and deduplication counts, a flow diagram, duplicate independent screening or inter-reviewer agreement statistics; transparency was instead achieved by documenting the sources, search architecture, eligibility rules and appraisal criteria.
2.6 Critical Appraisal and Evidence Synthesis
The appraisal rubric described above was applied to each included source, with attention to design-specific strengths and weaknesses. Meta-analyses were weighed according to their scope, the heterogeneity they reported and the moderators they could test. Laboratory and vignette experiments were valued for internal validity but assessed for realism, participant populations and the gap between hypothetical and experienced monitoring (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). Field surveys were valued for ecological relevance but assessed for common-method variance, single-source measurement and the limits of cross-sectional inference (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Spector, 2019). Qualitative, ethnographic and legal studies were used to illuminate mechanisms, meanings and normative constraints rather than to estimate effects. Themes were developed iteratively from the concepts, theoretical lenses, outcomes, boundary conditions and governance questions that recurred across sources. When findings conflicted, the synthesis examined differences in design, in the operationalisation of monitoring as presence, perception or intensity, in the stated purpose of monitoring, in occupational, cultural and regulatory context, and in time horizon before drawing conclusions, and vote counting of significant results was avoided.
Table 1 summarises the search architecture that underpinned evidence discovery. It records the seven query blocks, their conceptual domains, representative terms and the evidence domain each block was designed to interrogate, rather than database-specific hit or deduplication counts, which are not required for a critical narrative review. Blocks A and D defined the core population of monitored employment relationships, and the remaining blocks directed the search towards justice, privacy, algorithmic, outcome and governance evidence, so that the table documents how the scope set out in Section 1.1 was translated into reproducible searches.
Table 1. Query blocks used for evidence discovery and the evidence domains they were designed to interrogate
	Query block
	Concept domain
	Representative search terms
	Principal evidence domain interrogated

	A
	Monitoring technologies and practices
	"electronic performance monitoring", "electronic monitoring", "computer monitoring", "workplace surveillance", "employee monitoring", keystroke, webcam, "location tracking", wearable*
	Prevalence, forms and characteristics of employer monitoring

	B
	Organisational justice
	justice, fairness, "procedural justice", "interactional justice", "informational justice", "distributive justice", voice, explanation
	Fairness judgements about monitoring procedures, explanations, treatment and outcomes

	C
	Privacy and trust
	privacy, "privacy invasion", "information privacy", "privacy concern*", trust, reactance, autonomy
	Privacy evaluations and relational mechanisms linking monitoring to outcomes

	D
	Employment and HRM context
	employee*, worker*, workplace, "human resource*", "performance management", "performance appraisal", "remote work", telework
	Delimitation to employer–employee and platform work relationships

	E
	Algorithmic management and analytics
	"algorithmic management", "algorithmic control", "people analytics", "HR analytics", "automated decision*", "platform work", gig
	Extension of monitoring into automated evaluation and decision-making

	F
	Employee outcomes
	stress, strain, well-being, burnout, "job satisfaction", commitment, "counterproductive work behavio*", "citizenship behavio*", performance, creativity
	Consequences of monitoring for well-being, attitudes and behaviour

	G
	Governance and regulation
	"data protection", GDPR, "AI Act", "platform work directive", "right to privacy", "collective bargaining", "code of practice"
	Legal and institutional constraints and governance responses


Note. Blocks A and D were combined with B, C, E, F or G in each search. Asterisks denote truncation. GDPR = General Data Protection Regulation; AI = artificial intelligence; HR = human resource; HRM = human resource management.
3. Conceptual Foundations: Monitoring, Justice and Privacy
3.1 From Electronic Performance Monitoring to Datafied and Algorithmic Control
EPM was originally defined around the capture of work output and activity by computer systems. The broader definition now in use covers any technological means of observing, recording and analysing information that relates directly or indirectly to performance (Ravid et al., 2020). This shift matters because the indirect category is open-ended. Information about location, communication networks, emotional expression or health may be collected for safety, security or well-being and then repurposed for evaluation (Ball, 2021; Mettler, 2024). Commercial monitoring software itself varies widely in the expansiveness of the data it captures and in its invasiveness, from productivity tools to products that resemble spyware (Munn, 2024). Stanton (2000a) placed monitoring within the performance feedback and appraisal process and incorporated its attitudinal and motivational effects on monitored employees into a single framework. Subsequent work has disaggregated monitoring into characteristics that vary independently, such as whether it targets individuals or groups, whether it is continuous or intermittent, whether it is predictable, whether the employee is aware of it, whether it is linked to feedback and whether its data are used for development or deterrence (Alder & Ambrose, 2005b; Jeske & Santuzzi, 2015; Ravid et al., 2020).
Three later developments have stretched the construct. The first is datafication, in which employee-related data are gathered, combined, interpreted and used for learning across organisational systems, producing control configurations that differ from traditional supervision in scope and visibility; an expert-derived framework identified eleven dimensions along which such technologies alter control (Schafheitle et al., 2020). The second is what Mettler (2024) calls connected workplace surveillance, which treats the body as a data source, disregards the boundary between work and private life and uses data for persuasion as well as appraisal. The third is algorithmic control and management, in which algorithms direct, evaluate and discipline workers by restricting and recommending, recording and rating, and replacing and rewarding (Kellogg et al., 2020). Algorithms can now perform monitoring, goal setting, performance management, scheduling, compensation and termination functions (Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022). People analytics adds a layer of statistical and predictive modelling that may draw on monitoring data to inform HR decisions about selection, development, retention and well-being (Giermindl et al., 2022; Marler & Boudreau, 2017; Tursunbayeva et al., 2018).
A consequence of these developments is that the object of observation has moved from organisational outcomes to fine-grained individual activity, and the observer has shifted from people watching technology to technology watching people (Bernstein, 2017). The analytical implication is that monitoring should be understood as a sequence that runs from data capture through inference to decision. Justice and privacy concerns can arise at each stage, and the stages may be controlled by different actors, including supervisors, HR specialists, software vendors and algorithms. This review therefore uses EPM as an umbrella term for employer or platform monitoring of work-related behaviour and uses algorithmic management when monitoring data are processed by algorithms to direct, evaluate or discipline work.
3.2 Organisational Justice and Its Relevance to Monitoring
Organisational justice research developed from a focus on the fairness of outcomes, rooted in equity theory, towards a focus on the fairness of processes and treatment (Greenberg, 1990). Four dimensions are now standard. Distributive justice concerns the fairness of outcomes such as ratings, pay or sanctions. Procedural justice concerns the fairness of the processes that generate outcomes and is commonly assessed against rules of consistency, bias suppression, accuracy, correctability, representation and ethicality (Leventhal, 1980). Interpersonal justice concerns dignity and respect in treatment, and informational justice concerns the adequacy and candour of explanations (Colquitt, 2001). Meta-analytic evidence shows that these dimensions are moderately to highly correlated but contribute incrementally to the prediction of satisfaction, commitment, trust, citizenship, withdrawal and performance (Colquitt et al., 2001), and that relationships between justice and task performance or citizenship are partly transmitted through social exchange quality and affect (Colquitt et al., 2013).
Two refinements are especially relevant to monitoring. First, justice reflects perceived adherence to normative rules, whereas fairness is a more global evaluation that lies downstream of justice (Colquitt & Zipay, 2015), and overall fairness judgements have been shown to mediate the effects of specific justice facets on attitudes and behaviour (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009). Studies of monitoring frequently measure the global fairness of the monitoring system rather than adherence to specific rules (Alder & Ambrose, 2005a; McNall & Stanton, 2011; Zweig & Scott, 2007), which limits inference about which rule is violated. Second, people hold particular parties accountable for justice. A large meta-analysis found that justice attributed to a specific source, such as a supervisor or the organisation, predicted outcomes directed at that source better than type-based justice did (Rupp et al., 2014), although an earlier meta-analytic test had not found that matching justice focus to behavioural target strengthened relationships (Colquitt et al., 2013). This unresolved difference becomes important when the source of evaluation shifts from a supervisor to an organisational policy or an algorithm. Uncertainty management theory adds that fairness information matters most when people face uncertainty about their standing or future treatment (Lind & van den Bos, 2002), which describes many monitored employees who cannot see how their data are used.
Monitoring engages all four dimensions. It is a procedure that generates information for decisions, so the accuracy, consistency, relevance and correctability of monitoring data bear on procedural justice (Kidwell & Bennett, 1994; Stanton, 2000b). It is an interpersonal act that may signal distrust, so the manner in which it is introduced and used bears on interpersonal justice (Alder & Tompkins, 1997; McNall & Roch, 2007). It is often accompanied, or not, by explanations, which bear on informational justice (Hovorka-Mead et al., 2002; McNall & Roch, 2009). When monitoring data drive pay, task allocation or deactivation, distributive justice becomes salient (Bujold et al., 2022; Wood et al., 2019). The integration of justice research with feedback research proposed by Alder and Ambrose (2005b) remains the most explicit theoretical account of fairness in monitoring, and its central claim is that the interpersonal and procedural fairness of monitoring-related feedback, rather than monitoring itself, governs employee reactions.
3.3 Employee Privacy as Control, Legitimacy and Context
Privacy has been defined variously as a right, a state of limited access and a process of boundary regulation, and these definitions carry different implications for what counts as a violation (Margulis, 2003; H. J. Smith et al., 2011). In the workplace, a useful distinction separates information privacy, which concerns control over the collection, storage, use and disclosure of personal information, from work environment privacy, which concerns control over physical and psychological access to the person at work (Bhave et al., 2020). Empirical work in organisations has shown that employees’ sense of information privacy comprises judgements of control over information gathering, control over information handling and the legitimacy of organisational practices, and that higher information privacy predicts psychological empowerment, creative performance and citizenship (Alge et al., 2006). Measurement instruments developed for consumer and online contexts, such as concern for information privacy and internet users’ information privacy concerns, capture concerns about collection, errors, unauthorised secondary use, improper access, control and awareness (Malhotra et al., 2004; H. J. Smith et al., 1996). Their transfer to employment is not straightforward because employees typically cannot withhold data without risking their jobs and face an organisation with which they have an ongoing and asymmetric relationship (Ball, 2010; Bhave et al., 2020).
Two theoretical positions frame privacy evaluations. The privacy calculus view holds that individuals weigh perceived risks of disclosure against expected benefits and that trust can outweigh privacy risk (Dinev & Hart, 2006); adapted to workplaces, it becomes a calculus in which employers, employees and other stakeholders hold competing interests (Bhave et al., 2020). The contextual view holds that privacy is violated when information flows breach the norms of the context in which information was shared, so that the same data may be acceptable for one purpose or recipient and unacceptable for another (K. Martin, 2016; Vitak & Zimmer, 2023). The contextual view fits the monitoring evidence well because employees’ acceptance changes with the purpose, the recipient and the type of data rather than with the mere fact of collection (Abraham et al., 2019; Wolff, Niessen, et al., 2025). Perceived invasiveness also varies systematically across HR procedures, as studies of personnel selection have shown (Stone-Romero et al., 2003).
Privacy and justice are conceptually related but empirically separable. Early theory argued that privacy concerns in organisations are partly concerns about procedural justice in information handling (Bies, 1993). An experiment within an organisation developing an HR information system found that policies on employees’ ability to authorise disclosure and on the target of disclosure affected both invasion of privacy and fairness perceptions, and confirmatory factor analysis indicated that the two perceptions were distinct (Eddy et al., 1999). Outside employment, explicit fair information practices reduced the extent to which privacy concerns inhibited willingness to disclose (Culnan & Armstrong, 1999). In a monitoring experiment, invasion of privacy fully mediated the effect of monitoring relevance and partially mediated the effect of participation on procedural justice (Alge, 2001). Privacy evaluations may therefore operate as a proximal appraisal through which monitoring design affects fairness judgements, although, as later sections show, the direction and exclusivity of this pathway have rarely been tested outside controlled settings.
The distinctions drawn in this section are summarised in Table 2, which sets out working definitions, typical operationalisations and the conceptual or measurement pitfalls that recur across the literature. The table shows that several constructs central to the debate are measured in ways that blur their boundaries. Monitoring is variously operationalised as actual presence, perceived presence, perceived intensity or a manipulated scenario, and these are not interchangeable. Justice is often measured as global fairness of a monitoring system, which conflates rule adherence with overall evaluation, while privacy scales derived from consumer contexts may understate the dependence that characterises employment. These measurement choices have direct consequences for the comparability of findings reviewed in Sections 4 to 6.
Table 2. Core constructs in research on electronic performance monitoring, organisational justice and employee privacy
	Construct
	Working definition in this review
	Typical operationalisation
	Recurrent conceptual or measurement pitfall
	Supporting references

	Electronic performance monitoring
	Technological observation, recording and analysis of information directly or indirectly related to job performance
	Presence or absence of monitoring; perceived extent or intensity; manipulated monitoring conditions in experiments or vignettes
	Presence, perception and intensity are treated as equivalent; specific characteristics such as purpose and invasiveness are rarely measured together
	(Jeske & Santuzzi, 2015; Ravid et al., 2020, 2023; Stanton, 2000a)

	Datafied and algorithmic control
	Use of combined employee data and algorithms to direct, evaluate and discipline work
	Expert frameworks; worker-reported exposure to algorithmic monitoring, goal setting, scheduling, rating and compensation
	Boundaries with conventional monitoring are blurred; exposure measures are recent and validated mainly with gig workers
	(Kellogg et al., 2020; Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022; Parent-Rocheleau et al., 2024; Schafheitle et al., 2020)

	Procedural justice
	Perceived fairness of the processes that generate monitoring data and decisions
	Rule-based scales (voice, consistency, accuracy, correctability); global fairness of the monitoring system
	Global system fairness conflates rule adherence with overall evaluation, obscuring which rule is violated
	(Alge, 2001; Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt & Zipay, 2015; Leventhal, 1980)

	Interpersonal and informational justice
	Respectful treatment and adequate, candid explanation in relation to monitoring
	Scales referring to the supervisor or organisation; manipulations of explanation and notice
	Source of justice is assumed to be a human agent even when monitoring is automated
	(Hovorka-Mead et al., 2002; McNall & Roch, 2007, 2009; Rupp et al., 2014)

	Distributive justice
	Perceived fairness of outcomes such as ratings, pay or sanctions derived from monitoring
	Outcome fairness scales, often in algorithmic or platform settings
	Rarely measured in conventional monitoring research despite links to appraisal and pay
	(Bujold et al., 2022; Mirbabaie et al., 2026; Pei et al., 2026)

	Information privacy
	Perceived control over collection, handling and disclosure of personal information and legitimacy of these practices
	Gathering control, handling control and legitimacy scales; consumer privacy concern instruments
	Consumer instruments assume an exit option absent in employment
	(Alge et al., 2006; Bhave et al., 2020; Malhotra et al., 2004; H. J. Smith et al., 1996)

	Work environment privacy and privacy invasion
	Perceived intrusion into physical, psychological or personal boundaries at work
	Single or multi-item invasion of privacy measures after monitoring or scenario exposure
	Often measured in the same instrument as fairness, inflating shared variance
	(Alge, 2001; Eddy et al., 1999; Wolff & Niessen, 2024; Zweig & Webster, 2002)

	Trust
	Willingness to be vulnerable to the employer or supervisor based on perceived ability, benevolence and integrity
	Trust in management, supervisor or organisation scales
	Treated as both an outcome and a moderator of monitoring without clear temporal ordering
	(Holland et al., 2015; Mayer et al., 1995; Thiel et al., 2022; Weibel et al., 2025)


Note. The definitions are working definitions adopted for the synthesis and do not imply that the cited studies used identical wording.
4. Theoretical Lenses Linking Monitoring to Employee Reactions
4.1 Social Facilitation and Evaluation Apprehension
The oldest explanation of monitoring effects treats electronic monitoring as a form of social presence. Social facilitation theory predicts that the presence of an observer raises arousal and evaluation apprehension, which improves performance on simple or well-learned tasks and impairs performance on complex or novel ones. Laboratory work extended this logic to electronic presence. Performance on a complex task was impaired both when an observer was physically present and when work was monitored electronically, and giving participants a sense of control or monitoring them as a group reduced the impairment by almost 40% (Aiello & Svec, 1993). In a data-entry experiment, highly skilled monitored participants produced more entries than unmonitored counterparts while low-skilled participants produced fewer, and unmonitored participants and members of cohesive groups reported the least stress (Aiello & Kolb, 1995). Similar task-difficulty interactions were found for anagram solving, with monitoring raising self-reported stress (Davidson & Henderson, 2000). More recent experiments show that video-based electronic presence can improve sustained attention during a vigilance task (Claypoole & Szalma, 2019), whereas monitoring during online training heightened evaluation apprehension and reduced skill acquisition among learners with performance-oriented goal orientations (Watson et al., 2013).
The social facilitation lens remains valuable because it explains why monitoring can raise output on routine work while degrading learning and complex problem solving. Its limitations for HRM are nonetheless substantial. Almost all supporting studies are short laboratory sessions with student participants, they manipulate the mere presence of monitoring rather than its organisational meaning, and they say little about justice, privacy or the employment relationship. A meta-analytic comparison suggests that laboratory studies probably underestimate the associations between monitoring and job satisfaction, stress and performance observed in field studies (Siegel et al., 2022), which cautions against generalising laboratory effect patterns to sustained monitoring at work. The lens is best regarded as describing an immediate arousal pathway that operates alongside, rather than instead of, the evaluative pathways examined below.
4.2 Justice-Based Accounts
Justice-based accounts treat monitoring as an organisational procedure and an interpersonal act whose fairness determines employee responses. Early propositions applied procedural justice to electronic control systems and argued that reactions would depend on how monitoring techniques were designed and implemented (Kidwell & Bennett, 1994). Communication scholars combined organisational justice with the notion of concertive control to analyse how monitoring is negotiated within workgroups (Alder & Tompkins, 1997), and comparisons of traditional and electronic monitoring were framed explicitly in justice terms (Stanton, 2000b). The most developed model integrates feedback, justice and monitoring research and proposes that the procedural and interpersonal fairness of monitoring-related feedback governs attitudinal and performance reactions (Alder & Ambrose, 2005b), and an accompanying experiment showed that constructive feedback, and feedback delivered by a supervisor rather than a computer, increased perceived monitoring fairness (Alder & Ambrose, 2005a).
Justice theories also explain why fairness information is weighted heavily in monitored settings. Fairness heuristic and uncertainty management perspectives hold that people rely on fairness cues when they are uncertain about their standing or about how authorities will treat them (Lind & van den Bos, 2002). Monitoring typically creates such uncertainty because employees rarely know what data are retained, how they are analysed or how they will affect future decisions. In line with this reasoning, a field study and an experiment showed that monitoring increased deviance by diminishing employees’ sense of agency and facilitating displacement of responsibility, and that high overall justice attenuated this effect (Thiel, Bonner, et al., 2023). A field survey and an experiment on perceived invasiveness reached a parallel conclusion, linking invasive monitoring to cheating through anger and moral disengagement and showing that overall justice mitigated these consequences (Zhu et al., 2026). The justice lens is supported by experimental evidence on voice, notice and explanation, reviewed in Section 6, and it maps readily onto HR practice. Its main weaknesses are that it assumes an identifiable and accountable human agent, that it usually treats monitoring as a single procedure isolated from the wider HR system, and that it has rarely been tested longitudinally.
4.3 Privacy, Reactance and Self-Determination
Privacy-based accounts focus on the threat that monitoring poses to employees’ control over information and personal boundaries. In an early experiment, monitoring of activities unrelated to the job and the absence of participation raised perceived invasion of privacy, which in turn reduced procedural justice (Alge, 2001). A large survey and focus group study of awareness monitoring systems concluded that such systems can breach employees’ psychological barriers, so that adjusting technical features had only small effects on fairness and privacy once the line from benign to invasive had been crossed (Zweig & Webster, 2002). Communication privacy management theory frames these reactions as boundary turbulence, in which monitored employees experience distrust, find ways to resist monitoring, judge that monitoring does not capture their engagement and disengage (Lemon et al., 2024); the same theory underpins evidence that the quality of the supervisory relationship shapes how invasive monitoring is perceived to be (Wolff et al., 2024).
Reactance theory adds a motivational account in which perceived threats to behavioural freedom produce anger and oppositional behaviour. In a sample of 238 employees, perceived invasion of privacy was associated with state reactance, and its anger component was associated with more counterproductive behaviour and less citizenship directed at the organisation, although these associations were no longer significant once trait reactance was controlled (Yost et al., 2019). Scenario research found greater privacy invasion and reactance when monitoring extended from screen time to screenshots or facial analysis (Wolff & Niessen, 2024), and survey studies link developmental and preventive monitoring to proactive behaviour through psychological reactance (J. Wang et al., 2025) and privacy concerns to reactance and lower job satisfaction (Brinson et al., 2024). Self-determination theory locates the harm in frustration of the basic needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness (Gagné et al., 2022), and studies of monitoring report need thwarting, reduced intrinsic motivation and higher turnover intentions as consequences of perceived privacy invasion (Wolff, Niessen, et al., 2025; Wolff et al., 2024).
A finding that complicates privacy-threat reasoning comes from five experiments in which people were more willing to accept behaviour tracking conducted by technology alone than tracking conducted by humans, because technology-operated tracking felt less judgemental and preserved a greater subjective sense of autonomy (Raveendhran & Fast, 2021). Privacy concern is therefore not a fixed reaction to data collection but depends on who is believed to be watching and judging. The privacy, reactance and self-determination lenses converge on loss of control and autonomy as the central mechanism, but much of their evidence measures privacy invasion, reactance and outcomes concurrently, and trait dispositions may account for part of the observed associations (Yost et al., 2019).
4.4 Social Exchange, Trust and the Psychological Contract
Social exchange accounts interpret monitoring as a signal about the employer’s view of employees. Intensive surveillance can be read as a statement of distrust that invites reciprocal withdrawal, whereas monitoring framed as support can be read as investment. Trust, defined as willingness to be vulnerable to another party on the basis of perceived ability, benevolence and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995), is central to this lens. Meta-analytic evidence shows that the effects of justice on task performance and citizenship are transmitted partly through social exchange quality, including trust and perceived support (Colquitt et al., 2013). In a social exchange model tested with 257 call-centre representatives, a developmental purpose for monitoring was associated with interpersonal justice and the presence of an explanation with informational justice, and both forms of justice were related to trust in the manager, which was in turn related to job performance and satisfaction (McNall & Roch, 2009). Multi-wave field data further suggest that electronic monitoring undermines the capacity of ethical leaders to offer social benefits and thereby erodes the trust through which they influence subordinates (Thiel et al., 2022). An online experiment and a field study similarly found that monitoring eroded leader–member social exchange, which increased production deviance and reduced task performance, and that supervisors who returned monitoring data to employees as developmental feedback buffered these relational costs (Thiel, McClean, et al., 2023).
The psychological contract extends the exchange lens to employees’ beliefs about mutual obligations. Among 3,744 remote-working public health doctors, monitoring perceived as controlling was associated with a psychological contract that predicted higher burnout, whereas monitoring perceived as developmental was associated with less burnout (Miao et al., 2025). Experiments on algorithmic management found that algorithmic rather than human agents signalled weaker employer commitment to relational inducements, while under-delivery by a human agent produced stronger perceived breach and higher turnover intentions (Tomprou & Lee, 2022). A recent theoretical contribution argues that datafication technologies produce small and unexpected surprises that expose employee vulnerability and shift trust towards more deliberate processing, which calls for active trust management by employers (Weibel et al., 2025). The exchange lens explains why the same monitoring system can generate commitment in one organisation and withdrawal in another, but it struggles with temporal ordering because trust is treated both as a cause of benign interpretation and as a consequence of fair monitoring.
4.5 Labour Process and Critical Surveillance Perspectives
Sociological and labour process perspectives shift attention from individual perceptions to power, interests and resistance. Studies of British call centres described monitoring as an assembly line in the head that intensified work and tightened managerial control (Taylor & Bain, 1999), but they also rejected the view that electronic surveillance had rendered supervisory power complete and documented emerging forms of employee resistance (Bain & Taylor, 2000). Organisation theory has distinguished a coercive representation of surveillance, focused on control and discipline, from a caring representation, focused on protection and coordination, and has argued that the two must be held together rather than adjudicated (Sewell & Barker, 2006). Call-centre employees themselves drew on both discourses, sometimes viewing performance measurement as an impartial tool that exposed free-riding and at other times as an intrusive device for work intensification (Sewell et al., 2012). Reviews in this tradition emphasise that organisations and surveillance develop together, that the intensity of surveillance reveals how a company views its employees and that workers can appropriate technologies to watch their employers (Ball, 2010; Ball & Margulis, 2011).
Recent critical work argues that digital monitoring brings the workplace closer to a panoptic ideal than traditional supervision ever did, because all actions can be recorded and analysed at any time (Manokha, 2020), and that wearable self-tracking extends a Taylorist logic to workers’ bodies (Moore & Robinson, 2016). Algorithmic control has been characterised as a new contested terrain in which workers resist through individual and collective tactics described as algoactivism (Kellogg et al., 2020). An economic model adds a structural argument, suggesting that investment in surveillance capital intensifies job strain and, beyond a threshold, can coincide with a declining labour share and slower productivity growth (Askenazy, 2022). The critical lens supplies what psychological accounts usually omit, namely the distribution of power, the role of collective action and the possibility that monitoring serves extraction as well as evaluation. Its limitation is the opposite one. It seldom tests individual-level mechanisms or boundary conditions and can drift towards technological determinism, although several of its authors explicitly reject that position (Bain & Taylor, 2000; Sewell & Barker, 2006).
The comparative strengths and limitations of the five lenses are summarised in Table 3. Read together, they suggest that the lenses address different stages of the same process. Social facilitation captures immediate arousal, justice and privacy capture evaluative appraisals, social exchange captures the relational consequences of those appraisals, and the labour process perspective captures the structural interests that shape monitoring design in the first place. No single lens is sufficient, and the strongest explanations in the literature combine at least two of them, as in models linking privacy invasion to procedural justice (Alge, 2001) or justice to trust and performance (McNall & Roch, 2009).
Table 3. Theoretical lenses used to explain employee reactions to electronic performance monitoring
	Lens
	Core mechanism
	Principal prediction for monitoring
	Strength and type of supporting evidence
	Main limitations
	Supporting references

	Social facilitation
	Electronic presence raises arousal and evaluation apprehension
	Better performance on simple or well-learned tasks; impairment on complex tasks and learning; higher stress
	Consistent laboratory evidence; limited field corroboration
	Short student-based tasks; ignores organisational meaning; laboratory estimates may diverge from field effects
	(Aiello & Kolb, 1995; Aiello & Svec, 1993; Claypoole & Szalma, 2019; Davidson & Henderson, 2000; Siegel et al., 2022; Watson et al., 2013)

	Organisational justice
	Monitoring evaluated against rules of fair procedure, explanation and treatment; fairness acts as a heuristic under uncertainty
	Voice, notice, explanation, accuracy and respectful feedback increase fairness and reduce negative reactions
	Experimental and field support for specific procedural features; few longitudinal tests
	Assumes an identifiable human agent; system-level fairness measures obscure rule-specific effects
	(Alder & Ambrose, 2005b; Kidwell & Bennett, 1994; Lind & van den Bos, 2002; Stanton, 2000b; Thiel, Bonner, et al., 2023)

	Privacy, reactance and self-determination
	Monitoring threatens control over information, boundaries and autonomy
	Invasive, job-irrelevant or uncontrollable monitoring raises privacy invasion, reactance and need frustration
	Experimental, scenario and survey support; mediation of procedural justice by privacy invasion
	Concurrent measurement; trait reactance as confound; acceptance depends on who is perceived to judge
	(Alge, 2001; Gagné et al., 2022; Raveendhran & Fast, 2021; Wolff & Niessen, 2024; Yost et al., 2019)

	Social exchange, trust and psychological contract
	Monitoring signals employer intentions and alters perceived mutual obligations
	Developmental, fair monitoring builds trust; controlling monitoring erodes trust and raises burnout and withdrawal
	Field surveys and multi-wave studies; experiments on algorithmic agents
	Bidirectional causality between trust and fairness; mostly self-report
	(McNall & Roch, 2009; Miao et al., 2025; Thiel et al., 2022; Tomprou & Lee, 2022; Weibel et al., 2025)

	Labour process and critical surveillance
	Monitoring as an instrument of control within a contested employment relation
	Work intensification, resistance and collective contestation; ambivalent meanings of surveillance
	Ethnographic, case and conceptual work; theoretical economic modelling
	Rarely tests individual mechanisms; risk of determinism; limited generalisability of cases
	(Askenazy, 2022; Bain & Taylor, 2000; Kellogg et al., 2020; Manokha, 2020; Sewell & Barker, 2006; Taylor & Bain, 1999)


5. Consequences of Monitoring for Performance, Well-Being, Attitudes and Behaviour
5.1 Performance: An Absent Average Dividend
The strongest evidence on performance comes from two meta-analyses. The more comprehensive, based on 94 independent samples and 23,461 workers, found no evidence that EPM improves performance (Ravid et al., 2023). The second, drawing on 70 independent samples and 233 effect sizes, estimated an essentially null association with performance, r = −.01 (Siegel et al., 2022). These syntheses undermine the most common managerial justification for monitoring, at least when monitoring is compared with its absence. Averages can conceal heterogeneity, however. Social facilitation experiments show improvement on simple tasks and impairment on complex ones (Aiello & Kolb, 1995; Davidson & Henderson, 2000), and video presence improved vigilance in short laboratory sessions (Claypoole & Szalma, 2019). In two field studies in call centres, shorter intervals between monitored performance assessments and more frequent supervisory use of monitoring data were associated with better task performance and citizenship, although not with fewer counterproductive behaviours (Bhave, 2014). The implication is that whatever performance benefits exist may arise from the use of monitoring data for timely coaching rather than from surveillance itself.
Other evidence points in the opposite direction. A field experiment in a large Chinese mobile phone factory found that a modest increase in group-level privacy, achieved by reducing the observability of production lines, produced sustained improvements in line performance, because privacy allowed workers to experiment, avoid distraction and engage in productive deviance that observability had driven underground (Bernstein, 2012). A large survey linked perceived monitoring to lower individual performance through higher privacy invasion, lower organisational trust and higher stress (Kalischko & Riedl, 2024). Several recent studies nevertheless report positive associations. A survey of bank employees in Turkey found that electronic surveillance was positively related to both task performance and job tension and negatively related to organisational trust (Doğru, 2021); a two-wave study in China found that both developmental and preventive monitoring were positively associated with job performance through self-efficacy (N. Zhang et al., 2025); and a multilevel study across eleven organisations linked monitoring to performance through fairness perceptions and organisational identification (Soomro et al., 2025). These positive findings rely mainly on self-reported or supervisor-reported performance and perceived monitoring in cross-sectional or short-lag designs, so they establish association rather than effect. The weight of evidence supports a conclusion of no average performance benefit, with conditional benefits that depend on task complexity and on how monitoring data are used, and confidence in any positive causal effect remains low.
5.2 Stress, Strain and Well-Being
The association between monitoring and strain is the most consistent finding in the field, although its magnitude is modest. A survey of 745 telecommunications employees in the United States found that monitored employees reported more stressful working conditions and higher boredom, tension, anxiety, depression, anger, health complaints and fatigue (M. J. Smith et al., 1992), and a conceptual model attributed such effects to changes in job demands, job control and social support (Carayon, 1993). The two meta-analyses confirm a small positive association between monitoring and stress (Ravid et al., 2023; Siegel et al., 2022), with one reporting that the association held regardless of monitoring characteristics (Ravid et al., 2023) and the other that performance targets and feedback attached to monitoring tended to exacerbate negative effects (Siegel et al., 2022). A national Canadian sample of 3,508 workers linked perceived surveillance to psychological distress and lower job satisfaction indirectly through job pressures, reduced autonomy and privacy violations, while also identifying a positive direct association with satisfaction that partly offset the indirect pathway (Glavin et al., 2024). A study of algorithmic management in Swedish logistics found that higher exposure was associated with a higher prevalence of psychological distress, headaches, musculoskeletal pain and occupational accidents, particularly among drivers (Hennum Nilsson et al., 2025).
Within monitored populations, characteristics of monitoring matter. Among 347 call-centre agents, performance-related content and a developmental purpose were positively associated with well-being, perceived monitoring intensity was strongly and negatively associated with well-being, and job control and supervisory support moderated the intensity–well-being relationship (Holman et al., 2002). Monitoring perceived as controlling predicted higher burnout and monitoring perceived as developmental predicted lower burnout among remote-working doctors (Miao et al., 2025). These findings are compatible with the meta-analytic result that the presence of monitoring raises stress regardless of characteristics, because they concern variation in perceived characteristics among people who are all monitored rather than the contrast between monitored and unmonitored work. Two qualifications limit confidence. Most studies rely on self-reported strain measured at the same time as perceived monitoring, and physiological or long-term health outcomes are rare. In addition, the Canadian finding of a positive direct path to satisfaction indicates that some workers value monitoring, possibly for its contribution to clarity, safety or fair evaluation (Glavin et al., 2024), which a purely harm-based account cannot explain.
5.3 Attitudes, Trust and the Employment Relationship
Monitoring is associated with slightly lower job satisfaction on average, r = −.10 (Siegel et al., 2022), and organisations that monitor more transparently and less invasively can expect more positive worker attitudes (Ravid et al., 2023). Trust emerges as the best-supported relational mechanism. In a random sample of 500 Australian employees, electronic monitoring and surveillance were negatively related to trust in management, but only among manual workers (Holland et al., 2015). In a longitudinal study of the introduction of internet monitoring, advance notice and perceived organisational support predicted post-implementation trust, which in turn predicted job satisfaction, commitment and turnover intentions (Alder et al., 2006). Employees who perceived less privacy in their computer-mediated communication viewed organisational policies as less fair, trusted upper management less and were less committed (Chory et al., 2016). A field experiment in a software company found that the introduction of internet monitoring reduced satisfaction with the internet use policy, intrinsic motivation and affective commitment (Jiang et al., 2020). Monitoring perceived as developmental rather than deterrent was associated with higher fairness, satisfaction, commitment and felt obligation to reciprocate (Wells et al., 2007).
Case evidence from the early 1990s already pointed to the climate of trust as a factor that could either mitigate or intensify the stress associated with monitoring, and documented how a unilaterally imposed, quantity-focused monitoring policy was replaced after employee protest by a consensually developed system (Westin, 1992). More recent research confirms that privacy invasion reduces organisational trust (Kalischko & Riedl, 2024) and that the erosion of trust can undermine the influence of otherwise effective leaders (Thiel et al., 2022). The evidence on attitudes and trust largely agrees in direction and includes some longitudinal and experimental designs, which gives it greater credibility than much of the performance evidence. Its main limitation is that trust is both an antecedent and a consequence of fair monitoring, and few studies have measured trust before monitoring was introduced, with the notable exception of implementation studies such as Alder et al. (2006).
5.4 Counterproductive, Extra-Role and Creative Behaviour
Monitoring is often justified as a deterrent to misconduct, yet meta-analytic evidence shows a small positive rather than negative association with counterproductive work behaviour, r = .09 (Siegel et al., 2022). Primary studies identify several mechanisms. In a sample of 406 Australian employees, higher perceived surveillance was associated with more counterproductive behaviour through unfavourable attitudes towards surveillance, and these attitudes were unrelated to counterproductive behaviour among employees who felt empowered (A. J. Martin et al., 2016). When supervisory surveillance coexisted with self-management, employees reported lower autonomy and felt trust, less citizenship and more counterproductive behaviour (Jensen & Raver, 2012). A longitudinal field quasi-experiment found that internet monitoring reduced cyberloafing, through heightened concern about sanctions and privacy, but also suppressed citizenship behaviour; four months after introduction the reduction in cyberloafing had weakened while the suppression of citizenship persisted (Jiang et al., 2024). Monitoring can also diminish employees’ sense of agency and encourage moral disengagement through displacement of responsibility, an effect attenuated by high overall justice (Thiel, Bonner, et al., 2023). Reactance provides a further route, although the role of trait reactance means that some of the association may reflect stable dispositions rather than responses to monitoring (Yost et al., 2019).
Discretionary and creative behaviour appears particularly sensitive to privacy. Information privacy in organisations predicted psychological empowerment, which in turn predicted creative performance and citizenship across two studies (Alge et al., 2006), and protected spaces enabled experimentation and continuous improvement in factory work (Bernstein, 2012). Recent studies in Asian organisations distinguish developmental from deterrent or preventive monitoring. Developmental monitoring was associated with proactive behaviour and preventive monitoring with less proactive behaviour, through psychological reactance (J. Wang et al., 2025); developmental monitoring was associated with innovative behaviour through leader–member exchange (Zhao et al., 2025); and developmental monitoring was associated with explicit and implicit knowledge sharing through procedural and distributive justice, whereas deterrent monitoring showed no significant direct association with knowledge sharing and a negative association with justice (Pei et al., 2026). Monitoring also changes the behaviour of the monitors. In a three-wave study of supervisors, the use of monitoring increased supervisors’ sense of power, which was associated with undermining of subordinates (Q. Zhang et al., 2024). The behavioural evidence converges on autonomy, agency and justice as mediators, but most outcome measures are self-reported, and only a minority of studies use experiments or multi-source data to strengthen causal inference (Bernstein, 2012; Thiel, Bonner, et al., 2023).
Table 4 summarises representative quantitative syntheses and influential studies, together with an appraisal of the confidence each warrants. The table shows that the best-powered evidence concerns the presence of monitoring and its small average associations with stress, satisfaction and counterproductive behaviour, whereas the evidence on justice and privacy mechanisms rests largely on experiments with limited realism and on single-source field surveys. The entries also illustrate how designs differ in the way monitoring is represented, ranging from manipulated presence to perceived purpose and implemented systems, which is a major source of the apparent inconsistencies discussed in Section 9.
Table 4. Representative quantitative syntheses and influential studies on the consequences of electronic performance monitoring
	Study type and setting
	How monitoring was represented
	Principal finding
	Appraisal of confidence
	Supporting references

	Meta-analysis; 94 independent samples, 23,461 workers
	Presence and characteristics of monitoring
	No evidence of improved performance; higher stress regardless of characteristics; more positive attitudes with transparent, less invasive monitoring
	High for average associations; limited for causal inference because primary studies are largely correlational or laboratory-based
	(Ravid et al., 2023)

	Meta-analysis; 70 independent samples, 233 effect sizes
	Presence of electronic monitoring
	Small negative association with satisfaction, small positive associations with stress and counterproductive behaviour, null association with performance; laboratory studies probably underestimate field associations
	High for direction and size of average associations; moderator tests constrained by primary-study coverage
	(Siegel et al., 2022)

	Experiment with temporary workers
	Manipulated relevance of monitored activity and participation
	Relevance and participation reduced privacy invasion and increased procedural justice; privacy invasion mediated these effects
	High internal validity; short-term, simulated employment
	(Alge, 2001)

	Field survey; 257 call-centre representatives
	Perceived purpose, explanation and feedback characteristics
	Developmental purpose related to interpersonal justice and explanation to informational justice; justice related to trust, which related to performance and satisfaction
	Moderate; cross-sectional, single organisation
	(McNall & Roch, 2009)

	Field survey; 347 call-centre agents
	Perceived content, purpose and intensity
	Developmental purpose and performance-related content positively, and intensity strongly negatively, associated with well-being; job control and supervisory support moderated intensity effects
	Moderate; cross-sectional; occupation-specific
	(Holman et al., 2002)

	Two field studies in call centres
	Frequency of monitored assessments and supervisory use of monitoring data
	More frequent supervisory use associated with better task performance and citizenship, not with counterproductive behaviour
	Moderate to high; longitudinal performance records and matched data; limited to one job type
	(Bhave, 2014)

	Field experiment in a manufacturing plant
	Group-level privacy introduced on production lines
	Increased privacy produced sustained improvements in line performance
	High internal and ecological validity; single site and culture
	(Bernstein, 2012)

	Field study and experiment
	Monitoring presence and overall justice
	Monitoring increased deviance via reduced agency and displacement of responsibility; high overall justice attenuated the effect
	Moderate to high; complementary designs
	(Thiel, Bonner, et al., 2023)

	Longitudinal field quasi-experiment in an organisation
	Introduction of internet monitoring
	Cyberloafing fell initially but the effect weakened after four months; citizenship behaviour was suppressed and remained so
	Moderate to high; rare longitudinal field design; single organisation
	(Jiang et al., 2024)

	National survey; 3,508 Canadian workers
	Generic perceived surveillance
	Indirect associations with distress and lower satisfaction through job pressures, reduced autonomy and privacy violations; positive direct association with satisfaction
	Moderate; large sample but cross-sectional
	(Glavin et al., 2024)

	Scenario experiment; 886 employees
	Leader access to data, workload benefits, social context
	Leader access increased need thwarting, privacy invasion and evaluation anxiety and reduced acceptance; social characteristics did not offset these effects
	Moderate; strong internal validity, hypothetical exposure
	(Wolff, Niessen, et al., 2025)

	Two-wave survey; 269 respondents in an Asian context
	Perceived developmental and deterrent monitoring
	Developmental monitoring positively, and deterrent monitoring negatively, associated with procedural and distributive justice; justice linked developmental monitoring to knowledge sharing
	Limited to moderate; self-report, short lag, perceived purpose
	(Pei et al., 2026)


Note. Confidence judgements reflect the qualitative appraisal rubric described in Section 2.3 and refer to the specific claim summarised, not to the overall quality of the study.
6. Conditions Under Which Monitoring Is Judged Fair and Privacy-Respecting
6.1 Purpose and Employee Attributions
The perceived purpose of monitoring is the most frequently studied boundary condition. Monitoring viewed as developmental was judged fairer and was associated with more favourable job attitudes than monitoring viewed as a deterrent (Wells et al., 2007), and a developmental purpose was associated with interpersonal justice (McNall & Roch, 2009) and with well-being (Holman et al., 2002). Recent studies from public health services and Asian private firms replicate the direction of these findings for burnout, proactive behaviour, innovation and knowledge sharing (Miao et al., 2025; Pei et al., 2026; J. Wang et al., 2025; Zhao et al., 2025). Vignette studies of acceptance show that monitoring that promises productivity gains is accepted more readily, whereas monitoring of health and performance raises rejection (Abraham et al., 2019), and that a declared purpose can partly compensate for the unattractiveness of monitoring at home (Wieser & Abraham, 2024).
The evidence is less settled than these replications suggest. Experiments on location sensing found no support for an effect of monitoring purpose on fairness, whereas control over the device mattered (McNall & Stanton, 2011), and five experiments on behaviour tracking found that the stated purpose did not eliminate the greater acceptance of technology-operated tracking (Raveendhran & Fast, 2021). In most field studies, purpose is a perception reported by employees at the same time as the outcomes, so it may reflect, as much as cause, positive job attitudes. HR attribution research offers a better framing. Employees make different attributions about why management adopts the same practice, and these attributions predict commitment and satisfaction (Nishii et al., 2008). In a study of HR analytics, information-sharing practices increased the perceived legitimacy of data collection, which shaped benevolent or malevolent attributions and fear of datafication (Rigamonti et al., 2025). Qualitative evidence shows that employees can hold coercive and caring interpretations simultaneously (Sewell et al., 2012). Purpose therefore matters mainly through the attributions employees form, and those attributions depend on consistent organisational behaviour rather than on declarations alone.
6.2 Voice, Participation and Control
Employee voice and control over monitoring are among the best-supported determinants of fairness. Participation in the design of monitoring reduced perceived privacy invasion and increased procedural justice (Alge, 2001). In a laboratory study, high voice increased perceived justice, and monitored participants performed worse than unmonitored ones unless they had control over the monitoring (Douthitt & Aiello, 2001), which accords with earlier evidence that a sense of control reduced the performance costs of electronic presence (Aiello & Svec, 1993). Control over a location sensing device was related to monitoring fairness through reduced privacy invasion (McNall & Stanton, 2011), and the ability to authorise disclosure of personal data shaped both privacy and fairness perceptions in an HR information system (Eddy et al., 1999). Among users of wearable technology at work, positive experiences coincided with involvement in choosing devices and adequate information about data use (Jacobs et al., 2019). A historical case shows that monitoring redesigned through consultation with employees can restore trust after a unilateral policy has damaged it (Westin, 1992).
Two qualifications apply. Control effects are strongest for individual control over one’s own data or device, whereas evidence on collective voice through employee representatives is thin. In a large scenario experiment, works council support did not attenuate negative reactions to leader access to monitoring data (Wolff, Niessen, et al., 2025), although this null result concerns hypothetical exposure rather than negotiated systems. In addition, technical adjustments that offer nominal control may be insufficient once a system is perceived to have crossed psychological boundaries (Zweig & Webster, 2002). Online experiments with gig workers found that allowing workers to remove sensitive information from high-intensity monitoring did not significantly reduce their privacy concerns (Liang et al., 2023). Voice and control are best interpreted as necessary but not sufficient conditions for fair monitoring.
6.3 Notice, Explanation and Transparency
Informational justice is consistently enhanced by advance notice and explanation. Seasonal employees who received advance notice of video monitoring judged the procedures as fairer, fairness predicted their return the following season, and either strong or weak justifications produced higher procedural justice than none (Hovorka-Mead et al., 2002). Advance notice also predicted trust after the implementation of internet monitoring (Alder et al., 2006), and explanations for monitoring were associated with informational justice in a call-centre sample (McNall & Roch, 2009). Meta-analytic results indicate more positive attitudes when monitoring is transparent (Ravid et al., 2023). Among hybrid and remote workers, psychological safety did not differ between monitored and unmonitored groups, but additional analyses suggested that clarification of monitoring by the organisation and employee access to data mattered for psychological safety (Andrade et al., 2026).
Transparency is not a uniform remedy. Among truck drivers, transparency of algorithmic surveillance was positively related to procedural justice and transparency of algorithmic performance management to distributive justice (Bujold et al., 2022), but an online experiment with workers on a digital labour platform found that disclosing information about algorithmic functions did not improve informational fairness and influenced only distributive fairness (Mirbabaie et al., 2026). In experiments on gig platforms, disclosure of the monitoring policy increased workers’ willingness to accept monitored jobs only when monitoring intensity was low (Liang et al., 2023). Transparency in the sense of disclosure should also be distinguished from transparency in the sense of observability. Making work more visible to managers can suppress experimentation and encourage concealment, which is the core of the transparency paradox (Bernstein, 2012). The evidence supports notice and explanation as low-cost conditions for informational justice but suggests that disclosure about complex systems helps only when it is comprehensible and accompanied by meaningful recourse.
6.4 Invasiveness, Job Relevance and Data Scope
Perceived invasiveness is the characteristic most consistently linked to privacy and acceptance. Monitoring of job-relevant activities reduced privacy invasion relative to monitoring of irrelevant activities (Alge, 2001). Different monitoring types elicited different reactions: computer monitoring was rated as the most procedurally just, whereas direct observation by a supervisor was rated as the most interpersonally just and least invasive (McNall & Roch, 2007). Close monitoring through cameras, data entry logs and chat or phone recording was associated with lower satisfaction, commitment, self-efficacy and perceived control (Jeske & Santuzzi, 2015). Screenshots and facial analysis provoked greater privacy invasion and reactance than screen-time logging (Wolff & Niessen, 2024), and employees working from home accepted some monitoring but rejected systems as they became more invasive (Wieser & Abraham, 2024). Meta-analytic evidence links less invasive monitoring to more positive attitudes (Ravid et al., 2023).
Contextual factors shape what counts as invasive. Factorial vignette research guided by contextual integrity, which also examined differences between male and female workers, found that the acceptability of monitoring practices for home-based workers was highly contextual (Vitak & Zimmer, 2023), and nationally representative survey data showed that women were less likely than men to approve of facial recognition cameras at work (Stark et al., 2020). Yet in gig work, women were more willing than men to accept monitored jobs because they perceived greater payment protection from monitoring and reported lower privacy concerns, while greater monitoring intensity reduced willingness through privacy concerns for all workers (Liang et al., 2023). The expansion of monitoring to bodily, emotional and off-duty data moves monitoring from job-relevant activity towards the person (Mettler, 2024), and monitoring of health data is particularly likely to be rejected (Abraham et al., 2019). Data minimisation and job relevance therefore have strong empirical support as conditions for acceptable monitoring, while the gendered and contextual variation in invasiveness judgements implies that a uniform threshold is unlikely to be appropriate across workforces.
6.5 Feedback and the Role of the Supervisor
Supervisors mediate most of the meaning of monitoring, and the evidence on their role is mixed. Constructive feedback predicted monitoring fairness, and feedback delivered by a supervisor was associated with higher monitoring fairness than feedback delivered by a computer (Alder & Ambrose, 2005a). More frequent supervisory use of monitoring data accompanied better task performance and citizenship (Bhave, 2014). Yet in the call-centre model the timeliness, specificity and constructiveness of feedback were not related to interpersonal justice (McNall & Roch, 2009), and meta-analytic moderator analyses suggested that attaching performance targets and feedback to monitoring may intensify negative reactions (Siegel et al., 2022). The apparent contradiction may reflect a difference between developmental, constructive feedback and feedback that functions as continuous evaluation against targets.
Supervisors are also the main locus of threat. Procedural violations attributed to a supervisor produced lower fairness and satisfaction with monitoring than identical violations attributed to formal policy (Zweig & Scott, 2007). When leaders had access to monitoring data, employees reported more need thwarting, privacy invasion and evaluation anxiety and less acceptance (Wolff, Niessen, et al., 2025). A high-quality supervisory relationship offered some protection against perceived invasiveness but did not prevent the downstream consequences of privacy invasion (Wolff et al., 2024), monitoring undermined the trust-based influence of ethical leaders (Thiel et al., 2022) and supervisors’ own use of monitoring increased their sense of power and undermining behaviour (Q. Zhang et al., 2024). Managers are themselves subject to organisational monitoring, and in a three-wave study of 237 manager–employee dyads, line managers’ perceived monitoring was associated with weaker servant leadership through a narrower conception of their developmental role, an association strengthened when managers attributed monitoring to control and weakened when they attributed it to feedback provision (Xie et al., 2026). Together with evidence that people accept tracking more readily when no human appears to judge them (Raveendhran & Fast, 2021), these findings suggest that supervisors are simultaneously the strongest source of fairness and the strongest source of evaluative threat in monitored work.
6.6 Individual, Occupational and Cultural Moderators
Individual differences moderate reactions in predictable directions. Lower extraversion and emotional stability were associated with less favourable attitudes towards monitoring even when privacy and fairness safeguards were present (Zweig & Webster, 2003). Prior attitudes towards organisational control and ethical orientation jointly shaped reactions to internet monitoring (Alder et al., 2008), trait reactance predicted perceived privacy invasion and discretionary behaviour (Yost et al., 2019), goal orientation shaped evaluation apprehension during monitored training (Watson et al., 2013) and external locus of control heightened anxiety under monitoring (Aiello & Svec, 1993). A review of person and job moderators adds self-efficacy, autonomy and task significance (White et al., 2020). Public service motivation, trait mindfulness and exchange ideology have also been reported to moderate reactions to developmental and controlling monitoring (Miao et al., 2025; Pei et al., 2026; J. Wang et al., 2025).
Occupational and cultural moderators are less well understood. The association between monitoring and lower trust in management was confined to manual workers in an Australian sample (Holland et al., 2015), suggesting that monitoring may carry different meanings for workers with less autonomy and status. Linked employer–employee data from Germany indicate that employees in resource-rich organisations and complex jobs are less likely to experience the use of stored work data for performance evaluation and less likely to perceive monitoring as constant surveillance (Abendroth et al., 2026). A nationally representative survey of 2,515 workers in the United States similarly found that precarious workers were more likely to be monitored, experienced more intensive monitoring and reacted more negatively, whereas positive perceptions of monitoring were more common among workers with greater security and control (Behrend et al., 2026). A conceptual model proposed that national culture shapes the acceptance and consequences of monitoring (Panina & Aiello, 2005), and meta-analytic evidence on justice more generally shows that justice effects are strongest in nations characterised by individualism, femininity, uncertainty avoidance and low power distance (Shao et al., 2013). Interviews with American, Chinese and German employees about algorithmic analysis of recorded meetings identified common tensions around data control, privacy, psychological safety and trust (Cardon et al., 2023). Research on algorithmic fairness perceptions is concentrated almost exclusively in Western democratic contexts (Starke et al., 2022). The positive findings for developmental monitoring in Asian settings may therefore reflect cultural differences in the acceptance of hierarchical oversight, but they are equally compatible with methodological explanations, and direct cross-cultural comparisons using common measures are lacking.
Table 5 consolidates the conditions examined in this section, the justice or privacy mechanism through which each operates, the consistency of the evidence and the principal caveat. Conditions concerning job relevance, invasiveness, voice, individual control and advance notice have the strongest support across experimental and field designs. Conditions concerning purpose, feedback and transparency of algorithmic functions are directionally supported but more contingent, and the evidence on collective voice and cultural moderation remains too limited for firm conclusions. The table should therefore be read as an evidence map for HR design rather than as a validated checklist.
Table 5. Conditions associated with more favourable justice and privacy judgements of electronic performance monitoring
	Condition
	Principal justice or privacy mechanism
	Consistency of evidence
	Principal caveat
	Supporting references

	Developmental rather than deterrent purpose
	Interpersonal and procedural justice; benevolent attributions
	Directionally consistent across surveys in several countries
	Purpose usually self-reported with outcomes; null effects in some experiments
	(McNall & Roch, 2009; McNall & Stanton, 2011; Miao et al., 2025; Pei et al., 2026; Wells et al., 2007; Xie et al., 2026)

	Job relevance and limited invasiveness
	Lower privacy invasion and reactance; higher procedural justice
	Consistent across experiments, scenarios, field surveys and meta-analysis
	Thresholds of invasiveness vary by context and gender
	(Alge, 2001; Ravid et al., 2023; Vitak & Zimmer, 2023; Wieser & Abraham, 2024; Wolff & Niessen, 2024)

	Employee voice and participation in design
	Procedural justice; lower privacy invasion
	Consistent, mainly experimental
	Collective voice through representatives rarely tested
	(Alge, 2001; Douthitt & Aiello, 2001; Westin, 1992; Wolff, Niessen, et al., 2025)

	Individual control over monitoring and data disclosure
	Lower privacy invasion; fairness via privacy
	Consistent in experiments and HR information system research
	Nominal controls may not offset perceived boundary violations
	(Eddy et al., 1999; Jacobs et al., 2019; Liang et al., 2023; McNall & Stanton, 2011; Zweig & Webster, 2002)

	Advance notice and explanation
	Informational and procedural justice; trust
	Consistent in field and laboratory studies
	Explanations may not compensate for intrusive designs
	(Alder et al., 2006; Andrade et al., 2026; Hovorka-Mead et al., 2002; McNall & Roch, 2009)

	Transparency of algorithmic functions
	Procedural and distributive justice
	Mixed; positive associations in surveys, limited effects in experiments
	Disclosure without comprehension or recourse has little effect, especially for intensive monitoring
	(Bujold et al., 2022; Liang et al., 2023; Mirbabaie et al., 2026)

	Constructive, supervisor-delivered feedback
	Procedural and interpersonal justice; leader–member social exchange
	Mixed; supportive experiments and field studies, null and adverse moderator findings
	Feedback tied to targets may intensify strain
	(Alder & Ambrose, 2005a; Bhave, 2014; Siegel et al., 2022; Thiel, McClean, et al., 2023)

	High-quality relationships and organisational support
	Trust; benign attributions
	Partial; some protection against perceived invasiveness
	Limited protection against downstream effects of privacy invasion
	(Alder et al., 2006; Thiel et al., 2022; Wolff et al., 2024)

	Group-level rather than individual-level monitoring
	Lower evaluative threat
	Supported mainly in laboratory and early field work
	Group focus may obscure individual accountability and fairness of allocation
	(Aiello & Kolb, 1995; Aiello & Svec, 1993; Bernstein, 2012; Jeske & Santuzzi, 2015)


Note. Consistency refers to the agreement in direction among the studies reviewed, not to pooled effect sizes. HR = human resource.
7. Algorithmic Management and People Analytics: Does the Justice–Privacy Framework Still Hold?
7.1 From Monitoring to Automated Evaluation
Algorithmic management fuses monitoring with evaluation and decision. Algorithms now monitor work, set goals, rate performance, schedule shifts, determine pay and terminate engagements, and each of these functions alters job autonomy, complexity, workload and other work design characteristics (Parent-Rocheleau & Parker, 2022). A validated measure of perceived exposure to algorithmic monitoring, goal setting, scheduling, performance rating and compensation was negatively related to job autonomy and job complexity and, indirectly, to work engagement among gig workers (Parent-Rocheleau et al., 2024). Organisational scholars disagree about whether these consequences are inevitable. The duality perspective argues that HRM algorithms can enable as well as restrain autonomy and can create use and exchange value for workers, and that algorithms are shaped by workers’ responses as much as they shape them (Meijerink & Bondarouk, 2023). A review of HRM algorithms found that they are typically not theory-driven and are better characterised as heuristics than as opaque black boxes, while practitioner interest has outpaced academic evidence (Cheng & Hackett, 2021).
People analytics extends this logic into conventional employment. Vendors emphasise benefits to employers more than to employees, and ethical issues were largely absent from early discussions of the field (Tursunbayeva et al., 2018). Later reviews identified transparency, stakeholder inclusion, privacy and proportionate data use as central ethical concerns and noted that research on these issues remains at an early stage (Tursunbayeva et al., 2022). Theorising reviews warn that the efficiency logic of analytics can shift the balance from employees’ personal integrity towards compliance (Leicht-Deobald et al., 2019) and can produce a set of perils for organisations and employees that intensify as analytical power grows (Giermindl et al., 2022), although datafication and automation modify rather than eliminate the space for ethical reflection and contestation (Weiskopf & Hansen, 2023). Practical obstacles also remain, including the complexity of HR phenomena, small data sets, accountability for fairness and adverse employee reactions (Tambe et al., 2019), and published evidence that HR analytics improves organisational performance is sparse (Marler & Boudreau, 2017).
7.2 Fairness Perceptions of Algorithmic Evaluation
Experimental research suggests that the justice principles established for human monitoring continue to apply when decisions are automated, but that the source of evaluation changes how fairness is judged. When tasks required mechanical skills, algorithmic and human decisions were perceived as equally fair, whereas for tasks requiring human skills algorithmic decisions were perceived as less fair and less trustworthy and evoked more negative emotion (Lee, 2018). Across four laboratory experiments and a large randomised field experiment, HR decisions made by algorithms were judged less procedurally fair than identical human decisions because employees believed that algorithms reduce people to quantifiable metrics and ignore context (Newman et al., 2020). Procedural justice had similar effects on attitudes and behaviour whether the decision agent was a human team leader, a robot or a computer system (Ötting & Maier, 2018). A systematic review of 58 empirical studies on perceptions of algorithmic fairness found substantial heterogeneity in concepts and measures and noted that the evidence comes almost exclusively from Western democratic contexts (Starke et al., 2022), and a review of research on workers targeted by algorithms observed that reactions differ when humans retain decision control and that design features such as transparency have received little study (Langer & Landers, 2021).
These findings sit in tension with evidence that people accept tracking more readily when it is conducted by technology rather than by humans (Raveendhran & Fast, 2021). The tension is resolved if observation and evaluation are distinguished. Removing the human observer can reduce the evaluative threat and perceived judgement attached to data capture, which favours privacy and autonomy, whereas removing the human decision-maker can reduce perceived consideration of context, voice and correctability, which harms procedural justice. Three-wave data from European online crowdworkers support this distinction. Perceived algorithmic surveillance undermined trust and fairness and increased privacy concerns, which shaped intentions to comply with, alter or resist surveillance, and perceived decontextualisation intensified the adverse effects on trust and fairness while weakening the effect on privacy concerns (van Zoonen et al., 2026). Algorithmic agents may also signal weaker relational commitment by the employer (Tomprou & Lee, 2022). Design proposals have accordingly applied distributive, procedural and interactional justice, together with retributive and restorative mechanisms for redress, to the development of artificial intelligence (AI) systems that manage employees (Robert et al., 2020). The evidence on whether transparency improves perceived fairness is inconsistent (Bujold et al., 2022; Mirbabaie et al., 2026), so the redesign of algorithmic monitoring cannot rely on disclosure alone.
7.3 Platform Work as a Limiting Case
Digital labour platforms represent the most complete integration of monitoring, evaluation and discipline. Interviews and surveys of remote platform workers in Southeast Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa showed that algorithmic control coexisted with flexibility, autonomy and task variety but also with low pay, social isolation, irregular hours, overwork, sleep deprivation and exhaustion (Wood et al., 2019). Food-delivery work in Australia was characterised by a panoptic technological infrastructure, information asymmetries that constrained worker choice and obfuscated performance management systems (Veen et al., 2020), and comparable control techniques, including information monopolies and multi-stakeholder management, have been documented in China (Huang, 2023). In India, app-based cab platforms combined detailed driver profiling with nudges that targeted earnings and behaviour (Parth & Bathini, 2021). Ride-hailing drivers experienced tensions concerning work execution, compensation and belonging that prompted both market-like and organisation-like responses (Möhlmann et al., 2021), and customers and other non-organisational parties exert a distinctive form of algorithmic HRM control over app workers (Duggan et al., 2020, 2023).
Read through the justice and privacy lenses, these studies describe a configuration in which informational justice is minimal because performance criteria are opaque, procedural justice is compromised because correctability and voice are limited, and distributive justice is directly at stake because ratings determine pay and access to work. Privacy boundaries are also weak because monitoring is continuous and extends to location and behaviour throughout working time. Collective mobilisation by couriers and crowdworkers can be understood partly as an attempt to create voice where individual voice is absent (Cini, 2023), and algoactivism describes individual and collective tactics of resistance (Kellogg et al., 2020). Survey evidence links greater exposure to algorithmic management with poorer health among logistics workers (Hennum Nilsson et al., 2025). Most platform research is qualitative and rarely measures justice or privacy directly, so the mapping proposed here is interpretive. Its relevance for HRM nonetheless extends beyond the gig economy because datafication technologies and algorithmic controls are increasingly used within conventional organisations (Parent-Rocheleau et al., 2024; Schafheitle et al., 2020).
8. Regulation, Governance and Human Resource Practice
8.1 Legal Architectures for Workplace Monitoring
In the European Union, the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) requires that personal data be processed lawfully, fairly and transparently, collected for specified, explicit and legitimate purposes and limited to what is necessary for those purposes, and it grants data subjects the right not to be subject to decisions based solely on automated processing that produce legal or similarly significant effects (European Parliament & Council of the European Union, 2016). Its Article 88 allows Member States, by law or collective agreement, to adopt more specific rules for processing employees’ data. Legal scholars have argued that these provisions are insufficient for the employment relationship and that collective governance involving workers’ representatives is needed (Todolí-Signes, 2019), and that the GDPR offers workers only limited protection against harms from algorithmic management (Abraha, 2023). The European Court of Human Rights, in its Grand Chamber decision in Bărbulescu v Romania, held that there is an irreducible core of private life at work that does not depend on an employee’s reasonable expectation of privacy, and set out principles for balancing that right against employers’ interests in monitoring (Atkinson, 2018).
More recent instruments address monitoring directly. The Artificial Intelligence Act prohibits AI systems that infer the emotions of natural persons in the workplace, except for medical or safety reasons, with the prohibitions applicable from 2 February 2025; it classifies AI systems intended to monitor and evaluate the performance and behaviour of persons in work-related relationships as high-risk; and it requires employers deploying high-risk systems to inform workers’ representatives and affected workers before use (European Parliament & Council of the European Union, 2024b). Critics of the draft Act argued that it offered false security for workers’ fundamental rights, particularly with regard to non-discrimination and occupational safety and health (Cefaliello & Kullmann, 2022). The Platform Work Directive prohibits platforms from using automated monitoring or decision-making systems to process data on workers’ emotional or psychological state, their private conversations or periods when they are not working, and it establishes duties of transparency, human oversight and human review, with transposition required by 2 December 2026 (European Parliament & Council of the European Union, 2024a). An earlier international code of practice had already framed the protection of workers’ personal data as a matter of dignity and of workers’ right to determine who may use which data, for what purposes and under what conditions (International Labour Office, 1997).
Legal protection varies substantially across jurisdictions (Kidwell & Sprague, 2009), and in the United States the expansion of worker quantification has been argued to require legal reform (Ajunwa, 2023). The COVID-19 pandemic exposed the limits of existing frameworks, as contact-tracing and monitoring tools raised concerns about function creep and the power imbalance that limits employees’ ability to refuse (Aloisi & De Stefano, 2022; Suder & Siibak, 2022). Human rights-based privacy due diligence has been proposed as a process-oriented complement to legal compliance (Ebert et al., 2021). Several legal duties correspond closely to the conditions identified in Section 6. Transparency and information duties parallel informational justice, purpose limitation and data minimisation parallel job relevance and limited invasiveness, human review parallels the correctability rule of procedural justice, and information and consultation of representatives parallel voice. No study in the reviewed literature has tested whether compliance with these duties changes employees’ justice and privacy judgements, and the inconsistent effects of transparency in algorithmic settings suggest that formal compliance and perceived fairness may diverge (Mirbabaie et al., 2026).
8.2 From Compliance to Fairness by Design in Human Resource Management
Translational work has converted the evidence into recommendations for practice. One set advises employers to be transparent about monitoring, anticipate the full range of employee reactions, use monitoring for learning and development rather than deterrence, restrict monitoring to work-related behaviour and consider organisational size and job characteristics (Tomczak et al., 2018), and further guidelines for the use of EPM have been proposed by researchers in the same tradition (Wolff, Ravid, & Behrend, 2025). A policy review for European institutions grounded its recommendations in privacy, data justice and organisational justice principles (Ball, 2021). Work design scholars argue that the effects of digital technologies depend on whether they enhance or erode job resources such as autonomy, skill use and feedback, and they recommend joint optimisation of technical and social systems, human-centred design and procurement, supportive macro-level policy and training of managers and designers in work design (Parker & Grote, 2022; B. Wang et al., 2020).
For HRM, these recommendations imply that monitoring should be governed as part of the HR system rather than procured as a stand-alone tool. HR systems that send distinctive, consistent and consensual messages create a shared understanding of what is expected and rewarded (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004), and justice can be designed into routine HR processes such as appraisal, reward and conflict management (Cropanzano et al., 2007). Participatory design, critical data literacy and ethical awareness have been proposed as safeguards for personal integrity in algorithm-based HR decision-making (Leicht-Deobald et al., 2019), and active trust management has been recommended when datafication exposes employee vulnerability (Weibel et al., 2025). Employee contribution to the design of data-driven HR tools and the use of randomised evaluation have also been advocated (Tambe et al., 2019). The caveat is that most of these recommendations are inferred from correlational and scenario evidence, and intervention studies that test their effects on justice, privacy and outcomes in real organisations are almost entirely absent.
9. Integrative Critical Synthesis
9.1 Methodological Limitations of the Evidence Base
Five methodological features constrain the conclusions that can be drawn. First, monitoring is operationalised inconsistently, as actual presence, perceived presence, perceived intensity, perceived purpose or a manipulated scenario, and studies rarely measure more than one or two characteristics together. Second, the justice and privacy literature relies heavily on vignette and laboratory experiments. These designs provide strong internal validity, but participants respond to hypothetical systems without the stakes, history and relationships that shape real monitoring (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014), and meta-analytic comparison suggests that laboratory studies probably underestimate field associations (Siegel et al., 2022). Third, field studies are predominantly cross-sectional and single-source, with privacy invasion, fairness, trust and outcomes reported by the same respondents at the same time, which inflates shared variance and precludes causal ordering (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Spector, 2019). Fourth, samples are concentrated in call centres, student populations, Western economies and, more recently, Chinese organisations, while research on algorithmic fairness perceptions remains overwhelmingly Western (Starke et al., 2022) and measures of algorithmic management exposure have been validated mainly with gig workers (Parent-Rocheleau et al., 2024). Fifth, outcomes such as performance and counterproductive behaviour are usually self-reported, and longitudinal follow-up beyond a few weeks is rare. One of the few longitudinal field studies suggests that deterrent effects may fade while costs to citizenship persist (Jiang et al., 2024), but whether employees generally habituate to monitoring or become progressively more sensitised remains largely unknown.
9.2 Reconciling Contradictory Findings
Several apparent contradictions become intelligible once these features are considered. The meta-analytic absence of a performance benefit (Ravid et al., 2023; Siegel et al., 2022) and the positive associations reported for frequent supervisory use of monitoring data (Bhave, 2014) answer different questions. The first compares monitored with unmonitored work, whereas the second examines variation in how monitoring data are used among monitored employees. The positive findings for developmental monitoring in Asian samples (Pei et al., 2026; N. Zhang et al., 2025; Zhao et al., 2025) may reflect cultural acceptance of hierarchical oversight, in keeping with weaker justice effects in high power distance contexts (Shao et al., 2013), but they rely on perceptions of developmental purpose that may overlap with supportive leadership and positive job attitudes. The greater acceptance of technology-operated tracking (Raveendhran & Fast, 2021) and the lower perceived fairness of algorithmic decisions (Lee, 2018; Newman et al., 2020) concern different stages of the monitoring sequence. The beneficial effects of constructive, supervisor-delivered and developmental feedback (Alder & Ambrose, 2005a; Thiel, McClean, et al., 2023) and the adverse moderating role of targets and feedback (Siegel et al., 2022) are likely to reflect the difference between developmental feedback and continuous evaluation against quotas. The positive effects of notice and explanation (Hovorka-Mead et al., 2002; McNall & Roch, 2009) and the null effects of disclosure about algorithmic functions (Mirbabaie et al., 2026) probably reflect differences in the comprehensibility of the information and in whether disclosure is accompanied by recourse.
9.3 An Evidence-Derived Conceptual Framework
The synthesis can be integrated into a framework that treats monitoring as a sequence of design and governance choices appraised by employees in terms of privacy and justice. Monitoring design characteristics, including purpose, scope and invasiveness, job relevance, granularity, the human or algorithmic agent, data access and the coupling of data to feedback and decisions, shape privacy appraisals of control, legitimacy and contextual appropriateness. Governance practices, including voice, notice and explanation, employee control over data and correctability, shape justice appraisals and, through participation and control, privacy appraisals. Legal and collective governance, including data protection, AI and platform rules and employee representation, is distinguished from these organisational practices because its effects on employees’ appraisals have not yet been tested. Privacy appraisals feed into procedural justice, as experimental evidence shows (Alge, 2001), and both appraisals affect outcomes through autonomy and agency, trust and social exchange, and evaluation apprehension and strain. Relationship quality, occupational status, individual dispositions, culture and the distribution of power moderate these pathways. Employee reactions such as concealment and resistance may in turn degrade the quality of monitoring data and invite further monitoring, a feedback loop suggested by field and critical studies but not yet tested quantitatively (Bernstein, 2012; Kellogg et al., 2020).
Table 6 sets out the contested findings examined in Section 9.2, the evidence on each side, the most plausible explanations and the type of study that would resolve them. The table indicates that most contradictions reflect differences in design and level of analysis rather than genuinely incompatible results. It also indicates that the resolution of almost every controversy requires field designs that measure monitoring characteristics, justice and privacy separately and repeatedly, rather than further cross-sectional replication.
Table 6. Contested findings in research on electronic performance monitoring and plausible explanations
	Contested issue
	Evidence pointing one way
	Evidence pointing the other way
	Most plausible explanation
	Type of evidence needed
	Supporting references

	Does monitoring improve performance?
	No average benefit in meta-analyses; privacy zones improved factory performance
	Frequent supervisory use of data linked to better performance; positive survey associations in Turkey and China
	Presence versus use of monitoring; self-reported outcomes; task complexity
	Field experiments with objective performance and variation in data use
	(Bernstein, 2012; Bhave, 2014; Doğru, 2021; Ravid et al., 2023; Siegel et al., 2022; N. Zhang et al., 2025)

	Does monitoring purpose shape reactions?
	Developmental purpose associated with fairness, well-being and lower burnout
	No purpose effect in experiments on location sensing and behaviour tracking
	Purpose matters through attributions and actual data use, not declarations
	Studies manipulating purpose and data use separately in real systems
	(Holman et al., 2002; McNall & Stanton, 2011; Miao et al., 2025; Raveendhran & Fast, 2021; Wells et al., 2007)

	Are algorithms seen as fairer observers and evaluators?
	Technology-operated tracking more acceptable than human tracking
	Algorithmic decisions judged less fair for human tasks and as reductionistic; decontextualised surveillance erodes fairness and trust
	Observation and evaluation engage privacy and justice differently
	Designs separating automated capture from automated decision
	(Lee, 2018; Newman et al., 2020; Ötting & Maier, 2018; Raveendhran & Fast, 2021; van Zoonen et al., 2026)

	Does feedback reduce negative reactions?
	Constructive, supervisor-delivered feedback increases monitoring fairness; developmental feedback buffers relational costs
	Targets and feedback associated with stronger negative effects; feedback quality unrelated to interpersonal justice
	Developmental feedback versus continuous evaluation against quotas
	Studies distinguishing feedback content, frequency and consequence
	(Alder & Ambrose, 2005a; McNall & Roch, 2009; Siegel et al., 2022; Thiel, McClean, et al., 2023)

	Does transparency improve fairness?
	Notice and explanation improve justice and trust; transparent monitoring linked to better attitudes
	Disclosure of algorithmic functions did not improve informational fairness; disclosure helped only for low-intensity monitoring; observability can reduce performance
	Disclosure versus observability; comprehension and recourse
	Experiments varying explanation format, comprehension and appeal rights
	(Bernstein, 2012; Hovorka-Mead et al., 2002; Liang et al., 2023; Mirbabaie et al., 2026; Ravid et al., 2023)

	Are reactions culturally contingent?
	Justice effects weaker in high power distance cultures; positive developmental findings in Asian samples
	Common tensions across American, Chinese and German employees
	Cultural norms combined with design and measurement differences
	Multi-country studies with common measures and designs
	(Cardon et al., 2023; Panina & Aiello, 2005; Pei et al., 2026; Shao et al., 2013)


Note. The entries summarise the direction of evidence among the studies reviewed and do not imply that the contested issues have been resolved.
Figure 1 presents the framework and distinguishes relationships with consistent empirical support from relationships that are partially supported or hypothesised. The links from job relevance, invasiveness and control to privacy appraisals, from voice, notice and explanation to justice appraisals, from privacy invasion to procedural justice, from justice to trust and attitudes, and from the presence of monitoring to strain are drawn as established because they are supported across multiple designs. The links from appraisals to discretionary and counterproductive behaviour through autonomy and agency are partially supported. The effects of algorithmic agents on the attributed source of justice, the effects of legal and collective governance on appraisals, cultural moderation and the reinforcing loop between resistance and monitoring intensification remain hypotheses. The framework was developed from the present synthesis and is not adapted from an earlier model.
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Figure 1. Evidence-derived conceptual framework linking the design, governance and context of electronic performance monitoring to privacy and justice appraisals and to employee and organisational outcomes. Solid arrows denote relationships with consistent support across multiple study designs in the reviewed literature; dashed arrows denote relationships that are partially supported or hypothesised. EPM = electronic performance monitoring; HR = human resource; AI = artificial intelligence; OCB = organisational citizenship behaviour; CWB = counterproductive work behaviour.
10. Future Directions
The research priorities below are ordered by urgency. The first three are immediate priorities because they address weaknesses that currently limit every substantive conclusion in the field. The remaining three are longer-term priorities that depend on progress in the first group.
The most immediate priority is longitudinal field research on the introduction and redesign of monitoring. Current conclusions about mechanisms rest largely on scenarios and cross-sectional surveys, so the temporal ordering of privacy appraisals, justice, trust and outcomes is unknown, and it is unclear whether employees habituate to monitoring or become progressively more sensitised to it. Implementation studies with pre-introduction baselines, comparison units and repeated measurement over at least a year would address these gaps, building on earlier longitudinal work on advance notice and trust (Alder et al., 2006). Such studies should combine self-reported justice, privacy and well-being with objective performance, absence, turnover and, where ethically acceptable, health indicators, and they should be conducted across several occupations rather than only in call centres. The transposition of the Platform Work Directive and the application of the employment provisions of the Artificial Intelligence Act create natural experiments for examining whether legal duties of transparency, human review and consultation change employees’ judgements and outcomes (European Parliament & Council of the European Union, 2024a, 2024b). Evidence of this kind would allow policy-makers to judge whether regulation achieves its protective aims and would give HR managers a basis for prioritising safeguards.
A second immediate priority concerns measurement. Monitoring characteristics should be measured as distinct dimensions, including purpose, invasiveness, data scope, agent, data access and the coupling of data to decisions, rather than as presence or generic intensity. Justice should be assessed with rule-based dimensional measures alongside global fairness, privacy should be assessed separately for information and work environment privacy, and data should be collected from multiple sources and at multiple waves to reduce common-method bias (Bhave et al., 2020; Colquitt & Zipay, 2015; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Measures of algorithmic management exposure validated with gig workers require adaptation and testing in conventional employment (Parent-Rocheleau et al., 2024). Shared measurement would make primary studies comparable, permit moderator analyses in future meta-analyses and allow organisations to audit monitoring systems against evidence-based criteria.
The third immediate priority is field experimentation on specific design levers. Researchers working with organisations could randomise explanation formats, employee access to their own data, individual control over monitoring, aggregation to group level and protected privacy zones, and assess effects on justice, privacy, learning and objective performance over several months. Field experiments of this kind are rare but feasible and informative (Bernstein, 2012; Jiang et al., 2020), and randomised evaluation has been recommended for data-driven HR tools more generally (Tambe et al., 2019). Results would allow recommendations for practice to rest on causal evidence rather than on inference from correlational and scenario data.
Among the longer-term priorities, the first concerns attribution of responsibility in hybrid systems in which algorithms monitor and humans decide, or the reverse. Multifoci justice research shows that reactions follow the party held accountable (Rupp et al., 2014), but it is unclear whether employees hold the supervisor, the HR function, the software vendor or the algorithm responsible, and whether human oversight restores procedural justice or merely legitimises automated evaluation (Langer & Landers, 2021). Experimental and field designs that vary the locus of decision control and measure source-specific justice and trust would answer this question and would inform how human review duties are implemented in organisations.
The second longer-term priority is comparative research across cultures, occupations and labour market positions. Direct comparisons using common measures and designs should test whether the positive findings for developmental monitoring in Asian samples reflect cultural norms or methodological artefacts, and should include workers in low- and middle-income countries, informal and platform workers, women, precariously employed workers and other groups for whom invasiveness thresholds and power asymmetries differ (Behrend et al., 2026; Shao et al., 2013; Starke et al., 2022; Vitak & Zimmer, 2023; Wood et al., 2019). Outcomes should extend beyond individual attitudes to collective voice, resistance and labour market mobility. Such work would reveal whether design principles derived largely from Western samples can be transferred safely to multinational HR policies.
The final longer-term priority concerns collective governance and the behaviour of those who monitor. Little is known about whether works councils, collective agreements under employment-specific data protection rules or privacy due diligence processes alter employees’ appraisals (Ebert et al., 2021; Todolí-Signes, 2019; Wolff, Niessen, et al., 2025), or about how employers decide to adopt particular monitoring systems (Fusi & Feeney, 2018). Evidence that monitoring can increase supervisors’ sense of power and undermining behaviour (Q. Zhang et al., 2024) and can suppress experimentation (Bernstein, 2012) indicates that its consequences extend beyond the monitored individual. Multilevel studies of teams, leaders and organisational learning, combined with comparisons of negotiated and unilaterally imposed systems, would extend a literature that has focused almost entirely on individual employees and would inform the design of social dialogue on workplace technology.
11. Conclusions
This review set out to clarify how EPM relates to organisational justice and employee privacy in HRM, to appraise the evidence on its consequences, to identify the conditions under which it is judged fair and privacy-respecting, and to assess whether these conclusions extend to algorithmic management. The most defensible conclusion is that the consequences of monitoring depend more on how it is designed, explained and governed than on the presence of the technology itself. On average, monitoring offers no reliable performance benefit and carries modest costs for stress and job satisfaction. These averages, however, conceal substantial variation associated with purpose, invasiveness, job relevance, voice, control, notice and explanation, and the quality of supervisory relationships.
The evidence is strongest for three propositions. Monitoring that is invasive, unrelated to the job or outside employees’ control increases perceived privacy invasion. Voice, advance notice and explanation improve procedural and informational justice. Fair monitoring is associated with greater trust, and trust with more favourable attitudes. The evidence is weaker, though directionally consistent, for the roles of developmental purpose and constructive feedback, for the pathways through which monitoring affects discretionary and counterproductive behaviour, and for the protective role of relationship quality. The evidence remains tentative on cultural moderation, on collective voice and on whether legal compliance changes employees’ judgements.
Justice and privacy are best understood as related but distinct appraisals. Privacy appraisals respond chiefly to what is monitored, by whom and for what use, while justice appraisals respond chiefly to how monitoring is introduced, explained, used and contested, and privacy invasion appears to be one route through which monitoring design affects procedural fairness. Algorithmic management preserves the relevance of these appraisals but alters their objects. Removing the human observer can ease privacy and evaluative concerns, whereas removing the human decision-maker can undermine procedural justice and weaken the relational signals that sustain trust.
The broader significance of the synthesis is that monitoring should be treated as an HR practice embedded in an employment relationship marked by unequal power, rather than as a neutral tool for measurement. Emerging European regulation already codifies several of the conditions associated with fair and privacy-respecting monitoring, but whether such rules change employees’ experiences has not yet been demonstrated. Until longitudinal, field-experimental and cross-cultural evidence becomes available, claims that monitoring improves performance or that particular safeguards guarantee acceptance should be treated with caution.
12. Limitations
The first limitation is intrinsic to the narrative review design. Although the search, eligibility criteria and appraisal rubric were documented transparently, the selection and interpretation of studies involved judgement, and selection and interpretive bias cannot be excluded. A narrative review does not require the procedural features of a systematic review, such as reported screening and deduplication counts, a flow diagram or independent duplicate appraisal by multiple reviewers, and these features were not used. The conclusions should therefore be read as a critically argued synthesis rather than as an exhaustive or statistically pooled estimate.
Subscription-based bibliographic indexes were not searched, and only English-language sources were included, so relevant studies indexed elsewhere or published in other languages may have been missed. This limitation is particularly relevant to research from Asia, Latin America and continental Europe, where monitoring practices and legal traditions differ. Grey literature other than authoritative institutional and regulatory documents, including trade union, consultancy and vendor reports, was excluded to maintain quality, which may have omitted practice-based information on prevalence and implementation.
The reviewed studies are heterogeneous in their designs, samples, operationalisations of monitoring and outcome measures, which limited comparability and precluded quantitative synthesis beyond the reporting of published meta-analyses. Much of the evidence is observational, cross-sectional or scenario-based, long-term evidence is scarce, and geographical representation is uneven. The governance analysis concentrated on European Union instruments and an international code of practice and did not examine national legislation in detail. Evidence on algorithmic management and people analytics is particularly recent, and much of it concerns platform work, which limits the confidence with which conclusions can be extended to conventional employment. Finally, the field is developing rapidly, with regulatory obligations being implemented and new monitoring technologies being adopted, so some conclusions may require revision as new evidence emerges.
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Reinforcing loop (hypothesised): concealment and resistance degrade data quality and may prompt further monitoring
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