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Summary
1. This evidence is submitted by Dr Joe Atkinson, Associate Professor of Employment Law at the University of Southampton, in response to the Joint Committee on Human Rights call for evidence on Human Rights and the Regulation of AI. The submission addresses issues relating to the protection of human rights at work in the age of AI. 

2. The submission highlights: 
· The use of AI to recruit, monitor and manage workers (‘algorithmic management’ practices) pose significant risks to human rights at work. This includes rights to privacy and non-discrimination. But also extends to freedom of expression, association and belief. 
· New legislation is needed to support consultation and negotiation over the use of AI at work, as these are an important and flexible way of addressing AI threats to human rights at work. This includes the introduction of workplace technology representatives, new transparency obligations, and thorough impact assessments.
· A new generation of rights at work are needed to address the threat posed by AI to workers’ human rights. This includes rights for human review, to contest AI-supported decisions, and a system of joint liability for the developers of AI systems.
· The need for targeted and context-specific regulation of the use of AI at work.
· That EU regulations of AI at work, including the Platform Work Directive, provide a valuable starting point for domestic action, but should not be replicated wholesale.

Written Evidence 
Human Rights Issues
Q1: How can Artificial Intelligence (AI) affect individual human rights for good or ill, in particular in the areas of: (i) privacy and data usage and (ii) discrimination and bias?
3. The algorithmic monitoring systems used to recruit, evaluate, oversee and discipline workers are trained on data that contains existing discrimination and biases in the labour market. As a result, the outputs and recommendations of these systems replicate, and even amplify, the historical inequalities found in those existing data sets. 

4. It is also difficult for workplace algorithms to make reasonable adjustments or take adequate account of disability in the workplace. 

5. The ability for AI to capture and analyse vast amounts of worker data has enabled and incentivised employers to move from discrete to continuous systems of monitoring that collect and analyse data in real time. Algorithmic management and platform work rely on intrusive workplace surveillance, and are by their very nature surveillance management.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Atkinson J and Evans J, ‘Negotiating the Future of Work: Legislating to Protect Workers from Surveillance’ (IPPR, 2025).] 


6. This shift to AI-based surveillance management has both qualitative and quantitative effects on the levels of privacy infringement at work: more personal and intrusive forms of surveillance are possible via these systems, and can be applied to more workers than was previously possible.

7. However, it is also important to recognise that the risks to human rights at work posed by AI extend beyond rights to privacy and non-discrimination.[footnoteRef:3] Intrusive AI-powered monitoring systems have a significant ‘chilling effect’ on the exercise of rights to association, expression and belief among others.  [3:  Atkinson J and Collins P, ‘AI and human rights at work’ in AI and Human Rights (OUP 2023).] 


Existing legal and regulatory framework
Q2: To what extent does the UK’s existing legal framework provide sufficient protections for human rights in relation to AI?
8. There are no specific protections for human rights at work against the threats posed by AI. While existing employment law regulations and data protection law apply where AI systems are used to exercise managerial functions, these frameworks are ill equipped to address the potential rights infringements resulting from algorithmic management.

9. The approach reflected in the AI Opportunities Action Plan, and in particular the lack of regulation targeted at the use of AI in the workplace, is not sufficiently robust to safeguard human rights. New legislation is needed to ensure that the UK fulfils its positive obligations under human rights law to protect human rights at work, and to strike a fair and proportionate balance between the competing rights and interests at stake in this context. 

Possible changes to legal and regulatory framework
Q4: What would be needed in any future UK legislation to protect human rights??
10. To protect human rights at work against AI-powered surveillance and management tools new legislative frameworks are needed which provide transparency and avenues for worker voice and participation over the use and adoption of these systems.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  For detailed proposals see Atkinson J and Evans J, ‘Negotiating the Future of Work: Legislating to Protect Workers from Surveillance’ (IPPR, 2025); Atkinson J and Collins P, ‘Algorithmic management and a new generation of rights at work’, (IER, 2024). ] 


11. This should include the introduction of mandatory ‘workplace technology representatives’ who must be consulted prior to the use of digital monitoring and management systems. More generally, the adoption of these systems should be subject to consultation in a similar way to collective redundancies and be included as a topic for collective bargaining under the statutory trade union recognition framework.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  For details of these proposals see, Atkinson J and Evans J Negotiating the future of work: Legislating to protect workers from surveillance, (IPPR, 2025). http://www.ippr.org/publications/negotiating-the-future-of-work-surveillance 
] 


12. If rights to consultation and negotiation over AI at work are to be effective they must be supported by employer duties of transparency, which could be included as part of a requitement to conduct algorithmic impact assessment. This should include information about how AI is being used in the workplace, the categories of data used in its internal operations, and how these influence the systems’ outputs and recommendations. 

13. Individual rights are also needed allowing workers to contest and have a human review of any AI-supported decision that significantly impacts their human rights at work. 

14. Finally, some workplace AI technologies pose such a severe threat to human rights that their use cannot ever plausibly be justified. They should be prohibited as ‘automatically unfair’ uses of technology at work. This includes systems designed for emotional recognition or manipulation and those used to track or predict trade union membership or activity.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  For details see, Atkinson J and Collins P, Algorithmic Management and a New Generation of Rights at Work (IER 2024). https://eprints.soton.ac.uk/490722/1/Atkinson_Collins_Algorithmic_Management.pdf  ] 


15. These new rights should apply beyond the existing categories of ‘employee’ and ‘worker’, and cover all those performing work on a personal basis who are managed by AI.

16. More broadly, there is an ongoing need to provide comprehensive protection of human rights at work. The UK’s current patchwork of legal protections contains numerous gaps.[footnoteRef:7] This could be done through the introduction of a statutory implied term requiring that employers not act ways which disproportionately interfere with workers’ fundamental rights.  [7:  See generally, Bogg A. and others, Human Rights at Work – Reimagining Employment Law (Hart, 2024).] 


Where in the process of developing, deploying and using AI technologies should liability arise?
17. Liability for workplace human rights infringements resulting from AI technologies is needed across the entire AI lifecycle, from design and development through to deployment and any subsequent updates. A new system of joint liability would help ensure respect for human rights at each of these stages. 

Q2. What additional measures, if any, are needed to ensure that individuals have sufficient redress where they have suffered harm because of the use of AI?
18. Specific frameworks are required for the regulation of AI at work given the distinctive power imbalance that exists in this context. 

19. These mechanisms must support both backward-looking accountability (i.e. imposing liability for human rights infringements caused by AI at work) and forward-looking responsibility (e.g. systems of worker voice and participation which enable human rights risks to be anticipated and avoided).

How might regulation match the pace of AI technology development, such as the emergence of agentic AI, to ensure that human rights are preserved as technology continues to develop?
20. It is very difficult, perhaps impossible, for legislation to fully keep up with the current pace of technological change.

21. This is why worker consultation and negotiation can provide such valuable tools for identifying and address human rights infringements at work – these mechanisms are flexible and fast responding, allowing solutions to be found at the level of individual workplaces and sectors as they emerge.

22. Requiring algorithmic impact assessments that include audits of human rights impacts, or introducing a licencing regime for algorithmic management systems prior to these being able to marketed in the UK would also be valuable forward-looking tools capable of being applied to new forms of technology as they arise. 

Q9: What lessons can be drawn from regulation of the impact of AI on human rights in other jurisdictions, such as theEuropean Union
23. The EU Platform Work Directive and AI Act contains some valuable provisions for regulating algorithmic management and AI at work, including outright prohibitions of some categories of technology, and information rights. 

24. They are far from perfect, however, and should not simply be replicated wholesale in the UK.[footnoteRef:8] For instance, the AI threat to human rights at work applies far beyond the context of platform work, and it therefore makes no sense for the new protections from algorithmic management contained in the PWD to be limited to these workers.  [8:  For discussion see Atkinson J and Sedacca N, ‘Realising decent work for platform workers: a human rights approach’, (2025) Transnational Legal Theory. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/20414005.2025.2518897 ] 
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