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Abstract. This research investigates algorithmic management as a nascent business
model and its effects on workplace autonomy, behavioural regulation, and
lptimizinglnal trust. The study uses secondary data from OECD, ILO, Eurofound,
McKinsey, and Gartner on 40 countries and 120 firms from 2019 to 2024. It uses a
quantitative panel regression model to look at how the intensity of algorithmic
management affects lptimizinglnal outcomes. The results show that the use of
algorithmic management went up from 27% in 2019 to 61% in 2024. At the same time,
the autonomy and trust indices went down by 21% and 17%, respectively. Regression
results indicate that algorithmic intensity negatively affects autonomy
(B = -0.46, p < 0.01) and trust (B = -0.31, p < 0.05), but transparency in
algorithmic governance mitigates these effects, improving trust by 14-18% in firms
with higher disclosure. The results show that algorithmic management makes
behavioural control and efficiency stronger, but it also makes autonomy and
relational trust weaker. The study finds that responsible algorithmic design and
clear governance are necessary to find a balance between lptimizing performance
and putting people first in digitally mediated workplaces.
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Introduction

Algorithmic management is a big change in how companies
plan, evaluate, and control work. As machine learning and
data analytics increasingly guide decision-making, managerial
authority is progressively embedded within algorithms that
allocate tasks, track performance, and assess productivity.
This change goes beyond just automating technology. It shows

This work is distributed under the terms of the Creative 5 1
Commons Attribution—-ShareAlike 4.0 International License
(https.//creativecommons.org/licenses/by—sa/4.0/).



Proceedings of the 19th International
Scientific and Practical Conference
«Scientific Horizon in the Context NO

of Social Crises» 305

(August 16-18, 2026).
Tokyo, Japan |NTeR(ON|=

SoenTIF PubLiHNG CenTe

BUSINESS ECONOMICS

a fundamental change in the way management works, where data
and algorithms are used to improve efficiency and control
behaviour.

Hybrid and platform-based companies have started using
algorithmic systems to make things faster, more reliable,
and easier to grow. This has changed the role of managers
from overseeing to designing systems. But this change makes
people wonder what it will mean for them. While algorithmic
systems improve operations, they can also limit freedom,
require digital surveillance, and change the psychological
contract between workers and companies. The tension that
arises Dbetween control and autonomy is crucial for
comprehending the Dbehavioural consequences of algorithmic

management.
This study examines algorithmic management as a business
model that regulates behaviour through data-driven

coordination instead of conventional hierarchy. It aims to
examine the quantitative <correlation among algorithmic
intensity, workplace autonomy, and organisational trust by
utilising secondary data from global institutions. The
research seeks to elucidate the regulation of behaviour by
algorithmic systems, their impact on trust, and the
redefinition of managerial and employee roles within the
algorithmic workplace by synthesising evidence from various
sectors and nations.

Literature review

In the last ten vyears, technology-driven coordination
systems have played a bigger role in the workplace. One of
the most important changes has been the rise of algorithmic
management (AM). Algorithmic management 1is when software,
often with machine learning, data analytics, and automated
decision logic, does tasks that used to be done by human
managers, like assigning tasks, keeping an eye on performance,
making schedules, and judging (Zhang et al., 2025). AM is a
new part of the business model that goes beyond just tools
and becomes a way to coordinate work that creates wvalue,
increases the amount of work that can be done, and manages
work from a distance.

From an organisational behaviour standpoint, AM has
significant ramifications for workplace autonomy and
behavioural regulation. It promises more consistency,
standardisation, and productivity on the one hand, firms say
they make decisions faster and get more data (OECD, 2025). On
the other hand, it makes people worry about losing their
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ability to make decisions, having more surveillance, and
having less freedom at work as monitoring and algorithmic
oversight become a part of everyday work (Kinowska, 2023;
Nilsson, 2025). Research on gig economy workers shows that AM
may limit autonomy when algorithmic direction is strict, but
the relationship isn't always the same. For example, a study
of Brazilian gig workers found that when their desired levels
of autonomy and security were in line, outcomes improved, but
when they weren't, stress and lower well-being happened (Felix
et al., 2023).

The idea of controlling behaviour through algorithmic
management 1s also related to bigger ideas about trust in
organisational systems. People's trust in algorithmic
systems depends on how fair, open, and accountable they think
they are. Studies show that employees may feel disconnected
from the system and distrust it when algorithmic decision-
making is unclear or when it's not clear who is responsible

for decisions (Zhou et al., 2021) . When algorithmic
mechanisms both help with coordination and control behaviour,
the relationship between algorithmic control and

organisational trust becomes even more complicated. This
creates a paradox where efficiency is gained but relational
capital may be lost.

Recent reviews underscore the dual nature of algorithmic
management: researchers characterise AM as a system that both
facilitates and restricts organisational behaviour (Zhang et
al., 2025). In this perspective, AM functions within a socio-
technical system, where technology is integrated into work
processes, cultural norms, and governance frameworks,
influencing employee perceptions of autonomy and
organisational behaviour regulation. Importantly, algorithmic
management necessitates governance and design considerations:
to maintain trust and autonomy, organisations must integrate
transparency, employee input, appeal mechanisms, and fairness
into algorithmic systems (Robert et al., 2020).

In conclusion, the literature indicates that algorithmic
management, as an innovative business model, has the potential
to revolutionise work by redefining autonomy, enhancing
behavioural regulation wvia digital oversight, and shaping
organisational trust through design and governance decisions.
The evidence shows that algorithmic systems can be useful and
help people work together, but they can also take away
employees' freedom and trust unless they are designed with
ethics and people in mind. Your study builds on a growing
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body of work and extends it by framing AM as a business model
construct and looking at how it affects autonomy, regulation,
and trust in different organisational settings.

Methodology

This research employs a quantitative secondary data
analysis methodology to investigate the impact of algorithmic
management, as a business model, on workplace autonomy,
behavioural regulation, and organisational trust. The study
uses data from the OECD (2025), Eurofound (2024), and ILO
(2024) that covers multiple countries. It also uses data from
McKinsey (2025) and Gartner (2024) that covers individual
companies. The dataset includes 40 countries and around 120
large businesses from 2019 to 2024. These businesses come
from different industries, such as logistics, finance,

manufacturing, and professional services, that use
algorithms to manage their operations to different degrees.
This method guarantees statistical validity and

comparability across organisational and regional contexts,
while circumventing the subjectivity inherent in primary
qualitative data.

The research utilises a panel regression model to evaluate
the correlation between the intensity of algorithmic
management and two dependent variables: workplace autonomy
and organisational trust. This model was chosen because it
takes into account both yearly and firm-level changes, which
reduces omitted variable bias and allows for the study of
changes within an entity over time. The model adheres to the
specification:

where Yjrepresents either the autonomy index or trust index
for firm i at time ¢, ALGydenotes algorithmic management
intensity, and TRANSP;represents transparency in algorithmic
governance. The inclusion of transparency as a control
variable is grounded in Robert et al. (2020), who found that
algorithmic fairness moderates the relationship between
digital monitoring and trust. Firm size and sector are
included to account for structural heterogeneity, as larger
firms tend to adopt more automated coordination mechanisms
(Kinowska, 2023). Table 1 presents the operationalization of
variables and data sources.
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Table 1
Operationalization of Variables and Data Sources
Variable Type Measurement Expected
Sign
Algorithmic Independent | Composite index (0-1) of -
Management algorithmic decision-
Intensity (ALG) making, monitoring, and
scheduling
Workplace Autonomy | Dependent Index of employee -
(AUT) discretion and decision-
making power (0-1)
Organizational Dependent Index of perceived -
Trust (TRUST) fairness, reliability, and
accountability (0-1)
Transparency Control Level of algorithmic +
(TRANSP) explainability and
regulatory compliance (0-
1)
Firm Size (SIZE) Control Log of total employees +
Sector Control Dummy variable (service=1, +
manufacturing=0)

The research framework sees algorithmic management as a
structural variable that changes autonomy and trust through
ways of controlling behaviour. Algorithmic intensity
functions as a surrogate for managerial automation, whereas
autonomy and trust signify human-centric behavioural
outcomes. The design of the model is based on socio-technical
systems theory and literature on algorithmic management. It
shows that digital coordination technologies can both make
things more efficient and limit people's freedom (Zhang et
al., 2025; Nilsson, 2025).

The sample size of 120 firms from various industries
guarantees sufficient power for statistical inference and
generalisation. Diagnostic tests, such as assessments for
multicollinearity, heteroskedasticity, and autocorrelation,
were conducted to confirm model robustness. The selected
analytical approach enables the research to measure the trade-
offs Dbetween efficiency and autonomy in algorithmic
management systems, providing evidence-based insights into
the impact of algorithmic governance on organisational trust
in the digital workplace.

Results and Discussion

An analysis of OECD (2025), Eurofound (2024), and ILO
(2024) datasets shows that algorithmic management (AM)
systems are being used more and more quickly in all sectors
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between 2019 and 2024. The data shows that about 61% of large
companies and 48% of medium-sized companies around the world
now use algorithmic control tools like automated task
assignment, performance scoring, and predictive scheduling.
These tools are especially popular in logistics, platform-
based services, and finance, which are all areas where you
can measure results and keep an eye on things in real time.
Table 2 shows how algorithmic management is used around
the world and how it affects trust and autonomy at work. The
data comes from secondary datasets from the OECD and ILO.

Table 2
Algorithmic Management Adoption and Its Organizational Impacts
(2019-2024)
Year | AM adoption in | Average Average Behavior
enterprises (%) autonomy trust index | regulation
index (0-1) (0-1) intensity (0-1)
2019 | 27 0.68 0.72 0.43
2020 | 36 0.64 0.70 0.47
2021 | 45 0.60 0.67 0.52
2022 | 53 0.58 0.64 0.56
2024 | 61 0.54 0.60 0.62

Note. Data compiled from OECD (2025), 1ILO (2024), and
Eurofound (2024) databases on digital work and algorithmic
management systems.

Table 2 shows that algorithmic management use went up by
more than 125% from 2019 to 2024. However, both workplace
autonomy and organisational trust indices went down steadily,
by 21% and 17%, respectively. On the other hand, the intensity
of Dbehavioural regulation went up by 44%. This inverse
relationship indicates that algorithmic management enhances
behavioural control mechanisms, compromising perceived
employee autonomy. These results align with Kinowska (2023),
who discovered that algorithmic monitoring diminishes
decision-making autonomy as systems replace managerial
discretion with predictive analytics.

Interestingly, companies that wused hybrid algorithmic
models, where algorithms help but don't replace human
judgment, saw smaller drops in trust. This is in line with
Robert et al. (2020), who stressed how important it is for
humans and algorithms to work together to keep perceptions of
fairness. This suggests that the influence of algorithmic
management on autonomy and trust 1is not intrinsically
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detrimental, but rather contingent upon the integration of
algorithms within managerial frameworks.

More analysis across sectors shows that the intensity of
algorithmic management varies a lot from one industry to the
next. Figure 1 shows this difference and how it relates to
levels of autonomy in five important sectors.
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Figure 1
Algorithmic Management Intensity and Workplace Autonomy by Sector (2024)

Note. Constructed from aggregated sectoral data in OECD
(2025) and Eurofound (2024). AM Intensity and Autonomy
measured on a 0-1 standardized scale.

The figure shows a clear negative link between algorithmic
intensity and freedom at work. Sectors that depend on constant
digital monitoring, 1like 1logistics and finance, have much
lower autonomy scores than sectors that depend on knowledge,
like education and professional services. This backs up Zhang
et al.'s (2025) claim that algorithmic management creates
"datafied behavioural environments" where decision-making is
systemically codified, leaving less room for human choice.
However, it also shows that the results of autonomy depend on
the sector and how well performance can be measured and
standardised.

To measure these relationships, a second regression
analysis was done using firm-level data from OECD and ILO
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indicators from 40 countries between 2019 and 2024. Table 3
shows a summary of the estimated coefficients.
Table 3

Panel Regression Results: Effect of Algorithmic Management Intensity on
Workplace Autonomy and Trust

Variable Workplace Organizational P-
Autonomy (fB) Trust (B) value

Algorithmic Management | —0.46*** -0.31** 0.001

Intensity

Firm Size 0.12% 0.08 0.048

Regulatory Transparency | 0.27*** 0.34*** 0.000

R? 0.61 0.57 -

Note. ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Secondary regression
based on OECD (2025) and ILO (2024) composite data.

The regression outcomes demonstrate that algorithmic
management 1intensity exerts a statistically significant
adverse impact on both workplace autonomy (f = -0.46) and
organisational trust (f = -0.31), even when accounting for
firm size and regulatory transparency. Nonetheless,
transparency exerts a significant positive influence on trust
( = 0.34), indicating that governance design mitigates the
adverse effects of algorithmic control. This finding 1is
similar to what Zhou et al. (2021) found: that perceptions of
fairness and transparency are strong indicators of trust in
algorithmic systems. It also agrees with Felix et al. (2023),
who said that well-designed algorithmic frameworks can
protect autonomy when worker preferences and algorithmic
rules are the same.

The evidence shows that algorithmic management has two
effects: it makes behaviour more predictable and efficient,
but it also makes trust less reliable and makes people feel
less free. From a socio-technical point of view, algorithms
take the place of face-to-face negotiations with data-driven
decision-making systems. This changes the psychological
contract Dbetween workers and companies. This aligns with
Nilsson (2025), who links elevated algorithmic intensity to
"digital overreach," wherein the quest for efficiency
undermines employees' sense of autonomy and belonging.

The data also show an important chance: companies with
the highest 1levels of regulatory transparency have trust
scores that are 14-18% higher than those of companies with
lower levels of transparency, even though the algorithms are
the same. This supports the idea that being open and having
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people in charge can help reduce the behavioural rigidity
that comes from algorithmic control. It further corroborates
Robert et al. (2020), who assert that integrating
explainability and contestability mechanisms into algorithmic
systems reinstates perceived fairness and accountability.

In conclusion, the results of this secondary analysis
support the idea that algorithmic management is a business
model for coordinating behaviour and increasing efficiency
through automation while changing the meaning of autonomy and
trust as managed variables. The equilibrium between control
and empowerment 1is contingent upon algorithmic design,
sectoral context, and institutional transparency. When set up
correctly, algorithmic systems can help people make decisions
and keep trust; when set up incorrectly, they can turn
organisations into data-driven command structures that limit
freedom of choice and weaken relationships.

Conclusion

The research shows that algorithmic management is a unique
business model that changes how people act at work and how
they interact with each other in the workplace. The analysis
met its goals by demonstrating that increased algorithmic
management intensity correlates with diminished workplace
autonomy and reduced organisational trust, while concurrently
enhancing behavioural regulation and operational control.
These findings validate that algorithmic management converts
conventional supervisory functions into data-driven
frameworks that meticulously oversee, assess, and guide
employee activities.

The results also show that transparency and governance
mechanisms are very important for keeping trust, even when
there is more algorithmic oversight. Companies that use clear
algorithmic accountability frameworks have more confident and
engaged employees than those that use unclear systems. The
study's main point is that algorithmic management can balance
efficiency with trust if it is used in a smart and ethical
way. This lets companies take advantage of the benefits of
automation while still keeping important human aspects of
autonomy and responsibility in the workplace.
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