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ABSTRACT:  Technology increasingly shapes 

how organisations set expectations, measure 

performance and provide feedback, yet technological 

capability does not directly determine 

performance-management (PM) effectiveness. This 

conceptual article synthesises 

performance-management, humanistic-management 

and technology research and integrates role theory, 

expectancy theory and AMO theory into a 

human-technology synergy performance 

management (HT-PM) framework. The framework 

links performance signals, cognitive appraisal, 

subjective willingness, behavioural enactment and 

PM effectiveness. It proposes that technology 

influences PM indirectly by altering the information, 

interpretive and action conditions surrounding 

managers and employees. These effects depend on 

transparency, controllability, human capability, 

participation, trust and task characteristics. The 

framework positions technology within human 

mechanisms of PM and explains why technologically 

sophisticated systems may improve information 

processing without necessarily improving motivation, 

behavioural contribution or procedural legitimacy. 
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I. Introduction 
1.1 Research problem and central argument 

Technology has long been embedded in 

performance management (PM). Indicators, 

goal-setting systems, scorecards, information systems 

and digital platforms shape how organisations 

communicate expectations, record performance and 

provide feedback. More advanced technologies, 

including analytics, automation and AI-enabled 

applications, can extend these functions by analysing 

behavioural data, generating performance narratives, 

predicting outcomes and automating elements of 

monitoring or evaluation (Jarrahi et al., 2021). These 

developments increase organisational capacity to 

process performance information, but they do not 

guarantee that employees understand expectations, 

regard decisions as legitimate or respond with 

productive effort. 

This creates a performance-management 

problem rather than a purely technical one. PM is a 

governance practice through which managers and 

employees define expectations, interpret evidence, 

allocate attention and effort, evaluate conduct and 

respond to consequences (DeNisi and Smith, 2014). 

So, it is not simply a measurement architecture. A 

technically accurate system may coexist with role 

ambiguity, weak motivation, defensive compliance 

or poor managerial judgement. Technology changes 

the information and interaction conditions of PM, 

while performance effects are realised through 

human appraisal, interaction and behaviour. 

In itself, PM is a situated organisational 

practice enacted by and among human actors. 

Technology may mediate, support or reshape that 

practice, but organisational goals still require 

interpretation, consequential judgements require 

accountability, and performance ultimately depends 

on action. This premise becomes more consequential 

as digital and algorithmic systems increasingly infer, 

recommend, generate and automate activities 

formerly performed by managers. 

This article asks: How and under what 

conditions do technological affordances strengthen or 

weaken the human processes through which PM 

becomes effective? To address this question, it 

develops the human-technology synergy performance 

management (HT-PM) framework. The framework 

links role and performance signals, cognitive 

appraisal, subjective willingness, behavioural 

enactment and PM effectiveness in a recursive 

process. Technology enters this process through 

specific affordances rather than as an autonomous 

cause of performance. Human capability and 

organisational-task context condition whether these 

affordances augment or impair performance 

management. 

The argument is humanistic but not 

anti-technology. Humanistic management treats 
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people as persons with dignity and agency rather than 

solely as productive resources (Pirson, 2017). 

Applied to PM, this requires attention to autonomy, 

voice, development and accountable judgement 

alongside efficiency and goal attainment. Humanistic 

values provide evaluative criteria; human-centred 

management provides the organisational logic 

through which technological capability is combined 

with responsible human action. 

 

1.2 Research positioning and contributions 

Existing technology-centred explanations create three 

related gaps.  

They can compress the mechanisms between 

technological capability and performance outcomes, 

leaving interpretation, motivation and behavioural 

enactment inside a conceptual black box (Marler and 

Boudreau, 2017).  

Broad labels such as digitalisation, analytics, 

automation and AI may obscure important 

differences in what technologies enable 

organisational actors to do.  

Effectiveness can be narrowed to efficiency, 

accuracy or goal attainment even though PM also 

allocates recognition, development opportunities, 

rewards and sanctions and therefore raises questions 

of legitimacy and agency (Leicht-Deobald et al., 

2019). 

This article makes three bounded contributions to 

research on performance management and its 

technological implementation. It analyses 

technology-enabled PM as a human governance 

process rather than treating technological capability 

as a stand-alone driver of performance outcomes. By 

combining role theory, expectancy theory and AMO 

theory, it provides complementary explanations for 

the consecutive mechanisms: performance signals 

acquire meaning through role interpretation, 

interpretation becomes motivationally significant 

through expectancy appraisal, and willingness 

becomes behaviour when ability and opportunity 

permit action. Specifically, HT-PM locates 

technological affordances at particular stages of this 

process and specifies conditions under which the 

same technological capability can produce different 

effects on PM effectiveness. This helps explain why 

gains in measurement, analytical capacity or 

automation do not necessarily translate into superior 

performance management. 

 

II. Literature and theoretical foundations 
2.1 Performance management as a system of 

performance governance 

PM differs from retrospective performance 

appraisal because it comprises interdependent 

activities through which expectations are established, 

performance is enabled and observed, feedback is 

exchanged, capability is developed and consequences 

are administered (DeNisi and Murphy, 2017). Its 

effectiveness depends on interacting practices, actors 

and contexts rather than the technical quality of a 

rating instrument alone (Schleicher et al., 2018).  

In this article, the three features highlighted 

by the governance perspective are retained. PM is 

directional because it translates organisational 

priorities into expectations and standards; 

developmental and allocative because it shapes 

access to learning, recognition, rewards and 

continued employment; and relational and 

interpretive because managers and employees must 

determine what evidence means and how it should 

inform action. But we should broaden the concept of 

PM effectiveness (PME).  

PME comprises strategic alignment, 

behavioural and developmental effectiveness, 

informational quality and procedural legitimacy. A 

system that raises a short-term indicator while 

encouraging gaming, undermining learning or 

making consequential errors unchallengeable is not 

fully effective. Research showing that PM systems 

can stimulate gaming illustrates why measured 

outcomes need to be considered together with 

behavioural and governance quality (Aboubichr and 

Conway, 2023). This multidimensional view is 

particularly relevant when evaluating 

technology-enabled PM because technical accuracy 

and processing efficiency capture only part of system 

performance. 

 

2.2 Humanistic values and technological affordances 

Humanistic management provides the 

normative foundation for examining these 

performance consequences. Dignity requires that 

employees are not reduced to quantified outputs; 

agency requires meaningful capacity to understand 

and respond to expectations; voice requires 

opportunities for explanation and contestation; and 

development requires PM to support competence and 

growth. These principles are consistent with evidence 

that work practices have different motivational 

effects depending on whether they support autonomy 

and competence or rely primarily on controlling 

pressures (Deci et al., 2017). 

None guarantees humane or effective PM. 

Indicators may inform judgement or displace it; 

participation may be genuine or symbolic; 

transparency may enable coordination or become 

surveillance. The practical issue is therefore not only 

what is measured, but how performance information 
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is interpreted and acted upon and how technology 

alters these conditions. 

The evolution of PM methods illustrates why 

implementation matters for performance 

effectiveness. KPIs, management by objectives, the 

balanced scorecard and objectives and key results 

differ in emphasis on measurement, negotiated 

objectives, multidimensional alignment, transparency 

and adaptive coordination (Drucker, 1954; Kaplan 

and Norton, 1992; Parmenter, 2015; Doerr, 2018). 

Why have these specific performance management 

methods evolved as they have? And why are they all 

applicable given their respective strengths and 

weaknesses? These questions highlight a crucial 

aspect of performance management: how to motivate 

employees' enthusiasm and initiative. 

 

Table I. Humanistic opportunities and technological risks across mainstream PM methods 

Method 
Humanistic 

opportunity 

Primary human 

mechanism 
Technology-enabled risk 

KPIs 

Greater visibility and 

relative consistency in 

evaluation 

Attention, feedback and 

perceived 

instrumentality 

Over-quantification, fragmented 

effort and substitution of indicators 

for valued performance 

MBO 

Participation in goal 

setting and clearer 

mutual expectations 

Role clarity, voice and 

commitment 

System-generated goals, rigid 

cascading and formal participation 

without meaningful negotiation 

BSC 

Broader recognition of 

strategy, learning and 

multiple performance 

dimensions 

Strategic sensemaking 

and balanced attention 

Dashboard complexity, data 

overload and displacement of 

strategic dialogue 

OKRs 

Transparency, aspiration, 

autonomy and more 

frequent adaptation 

Shared direction, 

willingness and 

self-regulation 

Goal inflation, public pressure, 

surveillance and superficial 

alignment 

 

Technological affordances can be grouped 

into four broad categories. Informating affordances 

make work and outcomes visible; analytical 

affordances integrate evidence and identify patterns; 

communicative affordances deliver prompts and 

feedback; and monitoring-automation affordances 

support continuous comparison and intervention 

(DeSanctis and Poole, 1994; Leonardi, 2011). The 

same affordances can create contrary organisational 

effects. Visibility may support self-regulation or 

produce overload; analytics may improve 

consistency or conceal assumptions; automated 

feedback may increase timeliness or weaken 

relational credibility; monitoring may support 

coordination or reduce autonomy. 

Technological capabilities are becoming 

increasingly powerful, and the rapid advancement of 

AI has further sparked discussions about whether 

technology will replace humans. But, its importance 

lies in combining and intensifying existing 

affordances through prediction, content generation, 

personalisation and automated action. Algorithmic 

management research demonstrates the resulting 

tensions between efficiency and contested control 

(Kellogg et al., 2020), while work-design research 

shows that effects operate through job demands and 

resources such as autonomy, feedback and workload 

(Parker and Grote, 2022; Parent-Rocheleau and 

Parker, 2022).  

Since the actors in PM are human beings 

(managers and employees), AI is treated as an 

advanced subset of PM technology rather than an 

autonomous managerial subject. The relevant 

performance-management question is consequently 

not whether technology is inherently beneficial or 

harmful, but which affordances affect which human 

mechanisms under which organisational and task 

conditions. 

 

2.3 Integrating role, expectancy and AMO theories 

Role theory explains how organisational expectations 

acquire meaning. Goals, indicators, managerial 

messages and system prompts function as role 

signals; compatible signals support clarity, whereas 

inconsistent or excessive signals create conflict and 

overload (Kahn et al., 1964; Biddle, 1986; Rizzo et 

al., 1970). Technology can therefore become an 

additional role sender, particularly when systems 

generate priorities or recommendations that may 
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reinforce or contradict managerial and professional 

expectations. 

Expectancy theory explains the motivational 

appraisal that follows. Individuals allocate effort 

partly according to beliefs that effort can produce 

performance, performance can produce outcomes and 

those outcomes are valued (Vroom, 1964; Van Eerde 

and Thierry, 1996). Transparent goals and diagnostic 

feedback may strengthen these beliefs, whereas 

opaque scoring, unattainable metric portfolios or 

generic rewards may weaken them.  

AMO theory then explains why willingness 

is not sufficient for performance: employees and 

managers also require relevant ability, resources, 

discretion and opportunity to act (Appelbaum et al., 

2000; Jiang et al., 2012).  

Together, the three theories provide a sequential but 

recursive account from organisational signals to 

interpretation, willingness and enacted behaviour. 

 

Table II. Theoretical integration in the HT-PM framework 

Theoretical 

lens 

Primary explanatory 

question 

HT-PM construct or 

linkage 
Role of technology 

Role theory 
What is expected, by whom 

and with what consistency? 

Role and performance 

signals -> cognitive 

appraisal 

Structures, transmits and 

prioritises signals; may 

clarify or fragment roles 

Expectancy 

theory 

Why is effort judged 

worthwhile? 

Cognitive appraisal -> 

subjective willingness 

Changes transparency, 

controllability, 

instrumentality and 

perceived value 

AMO theory 

When is willingness 

translated into capable 

action? 

Subjective willingness + 

ability + opportunity -> 

behavioural enactment 

Provides information, 

tools, learning and 

coordination; may also 

constrain discretion 

Humanistic 

management 

What makes PM legitimate 

and worth pursuing? 

Definition and evaluation of 

PME 

Requires dignity, agency, 

voice, development and 

accountable human 

judgement 

 

III. Development of the HT-PM framework 
3.1 Core constructs and causal process 

The HT-PM framework comprises a 

closed-loop human causal process and two 

conditioning layers. The causal process links role and 

performance signals (RPS), cognitive appraisal (CA), 

subjective willingness (SW), behavioural enactment 

(BE) and PM effectiveness (PME). Technological 

affordances form the first conditioning layer; human 

capability and organisational-task context form the 

second. RPS include formal goals, indicators, role 

obligations, managerial messages, peer expectations 

and technologically generated prompts. CA concerns 

assessments of the clarity, fairness, controllability, 

coherence and meaning of these signals. SW is the 

intention to invest and sustain effort in goals, 

feedback, learning and adjustment. BE is the 

translation of willingness and capability into task, 

collaborative, adaptive and developmental action. 

Together, these constructs specify the human process 

through which performance information is converted 

into performance-relevant behaviour and PM 

effectiveness. 

Employees and managers occupy different 

positions within the same process. Employees 

interpret expectations and decide how to respond; 

managers interpret performance information, decide 

how much to rely on technological recommendations 

and enact coaching, evaluation and consequence 

decisions. Organisational policies and technologies 

structure these interactions, but the process is realised 

through the judgement and behaviour of both parties. 

3.2 Human causal pathways and propositions 

Role and performance signals to cognitive appraisal 

Performance signals must be interpreted before they 

can guide behaviour. Actors assess whether 

expectations are coherent, achievable, representative 

of valuable work and procedurally legitimate. 

Technology can strengthen this linkage by 

integrating dispersed information and making criteria 

visible, or weaken it by multiplying indicators, 
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obscuring weighting rules or presenting probabilistic 

outputs as definitive instructions. 

Proposition 1. The clarity, coherence and 

perceived legitimacy of role and performance 

signals are positively associated with 

favourable cognitive appraisal by managers 

and employees; conflicting, excessive or 

opaque signals are associated with 

unfavourable appraisal. 

Cognitive appraisal to subjective willingness 

Favourable appraisal means that actors can 

understand the performance logic and regard 

participation as sufficiently fair, controllable and 

meaningful. Expectancy, instrumentality and valence 

are therefore complemented by fairness and role 

coherence. Employees may comply with a system 

regarded as illegitimate, but compliance is not 

equivalent to willing contribution; opaque or 

mistrusted evaluation can encourage defensive effort, 

minimal compliance or gaming. 

Proposition 2. Favourable cognitive appraisal 

of expectancy, instrumentality, valence, 

fairness and role coherence is positively 

associated with subjective willingness to invest 

effort, participate in feedback and adapt 

behaviour. 

Subjective willingness to behavioural enactment 

Willingness becomes effective performance only 

when actors possess ability and opportunity. 

Technology can expand these conditions through 

diagnostic information, learning support, reduced 

administrative work and coordination, but can also 

restrict opportunity through excessive prescription or 

substitution of system output for contextual dialogue. 

Proposition 3. Subjective willingness is more 

strongly translated into effective behavioural 

enactment when managers and employees 

possess relevant ability and have sufficient 

opportunity, resources and discretion to act. 

Behavioural enactment to performance management 

effectiveness 

PM outcomes emerge from organisational action 

rather than the existence of goals or analytics. 

Employees prioritise tasks, collaborate, learn and 

sometimes game evaluation rules; managers 

contextualise evidence, coach and apply 

consequences. These behaviours affect alignment and 

development as well as informational quality because 

strategic withholding, metric optimisation or 

uncritical reliance on system outputs can reduce the 

validity of performance information. 

Proposition 4. Behavioural enactment that is 

aligned, adaptive, collaborative and 

development-oriented is positively associated 

with PM effectiveness, whereas defensive 

compliance and performance gaming weaken 

PM effectiveness even when selected 

indicators improve. 

Outcomes as feedback 

PM is recursive. Formal outcomes such as ratings 

and rewards, and experienced outcomes such as 

recognition, learning, dignity or frustration, alter 

subsequent beliefs about what the organisation values 

and whether the system is credible. A fair and useful 

review can strengthen future instrumentality and 

trust; an unexplained decision can weaken 

willingness beyond the immediate evaluation (Kluger 

and DeNisi, 1996). 

Proposition 5. Experienced PM outcomes 

reshape role and performance signals in the 

next cycle and, through these signals, influence 

subsequent cognitive appraisal by updating 

beliefs about clarity, fairness, controllability 

and the effort-performance-outcome 

relationship. 

3.3 Technological affordances and boundary 

conditions 

Technology is positioned as a conditioning layer 

rather than an autonomous causal actor. Informating 

affordances can strengthen RPS -> CA when 

evidence and criteria become more visible but 

weaken it when information exceeds interpretive 

capacity. Analytical affordances can integrate 

evidence while weakening instrumentality if model 

logic is opaque. Communicative affordances can 

support CA -> SW when feedback is timely and 

explanatory but weaken it when generic automation 

signals indifference. Monitoring and automation can 

support BE -> PME through rapid diagnosis while 

undermining the same pathway when surveillance 

reduces autonomy or encourages metric gaming. 

Task-technology fit remains important because 

technological functionality must correspond to task 

requirements and user capability (Goodhue and 

Thompson, 1995), but PM also adds ethical and 

relational requirements. Consequential or ambiguous 

judgements require more contextual deliberation and 

contestability than routine data processing. Advanced 

digital and algorithmic systems increase the 

importance of this fit because a single system may 

collect information, infer performance, generate 

feedback and trigger intervention, allowing opacity 

or misalignment to propagate across several stages of 

the process. 

Proposition 6. Transparent, controllable and 

task-appropriate technological affordances 

strengthen the human causal pathways in 

HT-PM, whereas opaque, intrusive or poorly 

fitted affordances weaken them through role 
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conflict, adverse appraisal, reduced willingness 

or distorted behavioural enactment. 

These effects are further conditioned by human and 

organisational capability. Managers need data 

interpretation, ethical judgement and 

performance-conversation skills; employees need 

digital literacy and sufficient knowledge to interpret 

feedback. Trust, participation, leadership norms, data 

governance and avenues for appeal shape whether 

technology is experienced as supportive or 

controlling, while task complexity and observability 

determine whether available data adequately 

represent contribution. 

Proposition 7. Managerial interpretive and relational 

capability, employee digital literacy, organisational 

trust and participation strengthen the positive effects 

of technological affordances on HT-PM pathways, 

whereas low readiness and high task ambiguity 

increase the likelihood of adverse effects. 

 

Table III. Propositions and empirical implications 

Prop. Core relationship Illustrative empirical indicators 

P1 RPS quality -> cognitive appraisal 
Role clarity/conflict, information overload, 

perceived transparency and legitimacy 

P2 
Cognitive appraisal -> subjective 

willingness 

Expectancy, instrumentality, valence, perceived 

fairness, intention to engage 

P3 
Willingness x ability x opportunity -> 

behavioural enactment 

Digital literacy, managerial capability, autonomy, 

resources, adaptive behaviour 

P4 Behavioural enactment -> PME 
Goal alignment, development, feedback usefulness, 

legitimacy, gaming 

P5 PM outcomes -> subsequent appraisal 
Longitudinal changes in trust, expectancy, fairness 

and engagement 

P6 
Technological affordance quality 

conditions pathways 

Explainability, controllability, fit, intrusiveness, 

feedback design 

P7 
Human and contextual readiness 

conditions technology effects 

Trust climate, participation, task ambiguity, appeal 

mechanisms 

 

3.4 Integrated HT-PM framework 

Figure 1 summarises the framework. The 

solid arrows represent the human causal loop; 

technological affordances influence particular stages 

and linkages, while human capability and 

organisational-task context condition their effects. 

Humanistic values provide evaluation criteria 

alongside instrumental outcomes. The key analytical 

move is causal placement: technology changes the 

conditions under which managers and employees 

receive performance signals, form judgements, 

choose effort, enact behaviour and learn from 

outcomes rather than operating as a uniformly 

positive input to performance. This placement 

clarifies how technological capability depends on 

behavioural and governance processes to contribute 

to sustained PM effectiveness. 
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Figure 1. Human-technology synergy performance management framework 

 

IV. Discussion 
4.1 Theoretical implications for performance 

management 

The HT-PM framework explains why 

improvement in technological capability need not 

produce corresponding improvement in PM 

effectiveness. A system may enhance information 

visibility or analytical consistency while disrupting 

appraisal, willingness, behavioural discretion or 

procedural legitimacy. This mechanism-based view 

shifts attention from whether an organisation has 

adopted advanced technology to how particular 

affordances enter the process through which 

performance information is interpreted and enacted. 

It therefore specifies the human mechanisms that 

connect system capability with behavioural and 

managerial outcomes. 

The integration of role, expectancy and 

AMO theories supports this explanation by 

distinguishing signal quality, motivational appraisal 

and behavioural capacity. Their combination does 

not imply that the theories are interchangeable or that 

one linear sequence captures every organisational 

dynamic. Rather, it identifies complementary 

mechanisms that help explain where 

technology-enabled PM can succeed or fail. The 

framework also broadens PME by treating 

informational quality and procedural legitimacy as 

performance-management outcomes alongside 

strategic alignment and effective behaviour, thereby 

avoiding the assumption that improved measurement 

alone demonstrates improved management. 

The humanistic position similarly concerns 

organisational design rather than a general preference 

for human over technological judgement. Human 

judgement can be inconsistent and biased, while 

technology can improve visibility and discipline. The 

relevant issue is the allocation of cognitive and moral 

work. Routine, data-rich and reversible tasks may 

permit substantial automation; high-consequence, 

ambiguous or value-laden decisions require stronger 

explanation, contestability and accountable human 

discretion (Raisch and Krakowski, 2021; Leyer and 

Schneider, 2021). 

 

4.2 Implications for PM system design and 

management 

Five practical principles should be followed. 

Organisations should design PM technology for 

intelligibility so that employees understand 

expectations, relevant evidence and possible 

responses; preserve contestability through data 

correction, contextual explanation and appeal; match 

automation to decision consequence and ambiguity; 

build complementary managerial and employee 

capability rather than treating nominal human 

oversight as sufficient; and evaluate technological 

effects across the whole PM loop, including role 

clarity, autonomy, feedback usefulness, gaming, 

development and legitimacy as well as accuracy and 
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processing speed (Jarrahi et al., 2021; 

Leicht-Deobald et al., 2019). 

Technology-enabled PM should therefore be 

implemented as a socio-technical 

performance-management intervention rather than 

installed as finished software. Managers and 

employees can contribute to defining valid 

performance evidence, identifying behavioural 

adaptations and establishing escalation rules. 

Continued evaluation is necessary because users, 

managers and systems co-adapt: measures that 

initially clarify priorities may become targets for 

gaming, and models that perform well in aggregate 

may misrepresent particular roles or contexts. 

Business performance therefore depends not only on 

technological capability but on whether 

measurement, interpretation and action remain 

aligned over time. 

 

V. Conclusion 
Technologies increasingly shape what 

organisations can observe, evaluate and coordinate 

through PM, but they do not remove the human 

mechanisms through which performance is 

understood and enacted. The HT-PM framework 

explains PM as a recursive process in which signals 

are appraised, appraisal shapes willingness, 

willingness combines with ability and opportunity in 

behavioural enactment, and experienced outcomes 

reshape subsequent signals. This process view 

clarifies why stronger technological or analytical 

capability does not automatically produce more 

effective performance management. 

The framework is conceptual and its 

propositions require empirical testing. Longitudinal 

and dyadic studies could examine whether appraisal 

predicts willingness, how ability and opportunity 

condition behavioural enactment, and how 

experienced outcomes update later beliefs. 

Experimental research could vary explainability, 

feedback source, automation and opportunities for 

appeal, while multilevel studies could examine trust, 

participation, leadership and data governance. 

Further construct development is also needed for 

multidimensional PME that captures alignment, 

development, informational quality and procedural 

legitimacy. 

The central implication is that technological 

sophistication is not itself a theory of performance 

effectiveness. Technology becomes productive when 

its affordances fit the human mechanisms, 

capabilities and contexts through which PM operates. 

Effective PM therefore requires not only appropriate 

technological and analytical capacity but 

performance-management arrangements that 

preserve intelligibility, agency, development and 

accountable judgement. 
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