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Negotiating Digitalised Workplaces: 
Rights and Obligations

Across the world, digital technologies are rapidly trans-
forming how work is organised, managed, and evaluated. 
From biometric attendance systems and GPS tracking to 
algorithmic performance management, AI-based recruit-
ment, and platform-mediated labour, digitalisation has be-
come embedded in everyday working life. These changes 
are often presented by employers and policymakers as 
neutral or inevitable responses to efficiency pressures, in-
novation agendas, or service-quality demands. Yet for 
workers and their organisations, digitalisation is not merely 
a technical shift. It is a profound reconfiguration of power 
at work.

In lieu of these developments, FES commissioned in late 
2025 researchers from Albania, Brazil, India, Ireland, India, 
Kenya, South Korea and Uruguay to conduct an overview 
of what existing laws and labour market agreements work-
ers can use to influence the digitalisation of work. In addi-
tion, the reports include a checklist of questions and issues 
workers should raise with management based on the legal 
rights, as well as collective bargaining topics that workers 
and unions can be inspired by to bridge the gaps in the ex-
isting laws.

This synthesis report provides an overview of the key find-
ings across the seven reports and a comparison between 
them. It concentrates on two main aspects of the reports, 
namely: 

1. 	The institutional maturity of the seven countries, i.e. 
whether the digitalisation of work is mainly regulated 
by a. laws, b. collective agreements, or c. a combina-
tion of both.  

2. 	What collective bargaining recommendations the au-
thors provide that aim to bridge the gaps in national 
legal frameworks.

1) Institutional maturity

When establishing what existing rights workers have as 
their workplaces become digitalised, and what obligations 
management has towards the workers, the authors looked 
at a wide range of laws in addition to any relevant provi-
sions in the country’s Constitution. The laws covered in-
cluded:
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	→ Data protection regulations
	→ Artificial intelligence regulations
	→ Anti-discrimination laws
	→ Working time/remote work/right to disconnect laws
	→ Consultation rights laws
	→ Platform work regulations
	→ Whistleblowing mechanisms
	→ Occupational Safety and Health laws
	→ Work’s Councils
	→ Procurement laws

In addition, the authors looked for collective agreements 
that supplemented the laws. In so doing, a clear picture 
formed across the seven countries. Namely that rights 
and obligations in connection with the digitalisation of 
workplace are predominantly determined by law, with 
only a couple of countries addressing digitalisation in 
tripartite bodies and/or collective agreements. Impor-
tantly though, workers have a minimum of rights and 
management a set of obligations in all countries, though 
the extent and scope of these vary. 

Table 1 below shows the variations between the countries. 
The table does not assess the effectiveness, outcomes, or 
normative quality of the laws and/or agreements.

The comparative overview in table 1 shows a stratification of 
governance frameworks in relation to the digitalisation of work. 

Albania and Kenya are purely law-driven models: there 
are currently no collective agreements nor structured social 
dialogue related to the digitalisation of work. 

Brazil occupies an intermediate position: it lacks a dedicat-
ed tripartite architecture for digitalisation, but sectoral col-
lective bargaining has nevertheless begun to produce bind-
ing rules on automation and technology since 2023. 

India is a law-driven system: it combines a fragmented, yet 
dense and rapidly evolving legal framework on data protec-
tion, platform work and labour regulation with a near-total 
absence of collective bargaining or tripartite governance on 
digitalisation.

Table 1
Institutional maturity

Country Legal–institutional maturity Tripartite mechanisms on 
digitalisation

Collective agreements on  
digitalisation

Albania Medium: recently modernised laws (data protec-
tion, labour, OSH), but weak enforcement

No No – no evidence of CBAs  
covering digitalisation

Brazil Medium–High:  strong constitutional and 
labour-law framework, but gaps in AI/platform 
regulation

No Yes (sectoral)

India Medium–High (legal density), Low–Medium 
(labour digital governance) – extensive data 
protection, labour, and platform laws, but frag-
mented and with major gaps

No No

Ireland High: EU-based regulatory framework (GDPR,  
AI Act, OSH, equality law, etc.)

No Yes (sectoral): one documented 
agreement in the finance sector

Kenya Medium (on paper), Low (in practice):  
strong constitutional and data-protection law, 
major enforcement gaps

No No

South Korea Medium–High: dense regulatory framework + 
new AI Basic Act, strong state capacity

Yes (consultative/ policy-
level): ESLC committee  
and parliamentary social 
dialogue on AI and digital 
transformation

No binding CBAs: mainly propos-
als and policy dialogue, not wide-
spread negotiated rules

Uruguay High: stable labour-law system with mandatory 
tripartite bargaining and broad coverage

No: Although Wage Councils 
could cover technological 
change

No
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Ireland is also predominantly a law-driven model, yet the 
report does document a specific agreement in the finan-
cial services sector. This remains, however, an isolated 
case rather than evidence of a broader governance of dig-
italisation through collective bargaining.

South Korea represents a different intermediate model, 
characterised by institutionalised tripartite and parlia-
mentary social dialogue on digital transformation that 
has so far remained largely consultative and agenda-set-
ting, with limited translation into binding collective regu-
lation. 

Uruguay is a law driven model. Although Uruguay does 
stand out for its long-standing, legally mandated tripar-
tite bargaining system and strong collective bargaining 
institutions, there is no evidence that these have yet been 
used in relation to the digitalisation of work.

Overall, the comparison indicates that the governance of 
digitalisation at work is mainly shaped through law, with 
few agreements signed by the social partners. 

All of the reports indicate that gaps exist in the current 
frameworks to fully protect workers’ rights, decent work 
and worker dignity. To bridge these gaps, the authors pro-
vided suggestions for collective bargaining topics, which 
the next section is about.

2) Comparative analysis of collective 
bargaining recommendations across the 
country reports

Each country report includes collective bargaining rec-
ommendations aimed at addressing gaps in existing law 
and enforcement when digital technologies are intro-
duced at work. Comparing these sections across the six 
reports reveals a strong convergence around core bar-
gaining priorities, alongside notable differences shaped 
by national context, enforcement capacity, and sectoral 
exposure. Each report includes unique bargaining pro-
posals, why it is highly recommendable to go through 
all of country reports. 

The comparison below groups bargaining recommenda-
tions by thematic similarity, followed by a discussion of 
outliers and national specificities, and concludes with 
suggestions for additional bargaining topics relevant to 
digitalisation that are not fully covered in the reports.

Core bargaining themes shared across  
most or all reports

The themes below recur across Albania, Brazil, India, 
Ireland, Kenya, South Korea and Uruguay though with 
different levels of detail and enforceability.

1. Advance information, consultation, and negotiation

All country reports emphasise that unions should bar-
gain for early and meaningful involvement before digital 
technologies are introduced or substantially modified. 
This is particularly explicit in Uruguay, Ireland, and 
South Korea, where consultation rights are already rec-
ognised in law, but is also strongly present in Brazil, Al-
bania, Kenya, and India, where unions must often assert 
these rights proactively.

Common recommendations include:

	→ Mandatory advance notice to unions (explicitly rec-
ommended in Uruguay and Ireland, and framed as a 
necessary bargaining demand in Brazil and South Ko-
rea where consultation is often bypassed);

	→ Obligations on management to provide clear, accessi-
ble information about proposed technologies (de-
tailed disclosure duties in Ireland and South Korea; 
information rights framed as leverage-building tools 
in Kenya, India, and Albania);

	→ Formal consultation or negotiation requirements prior 
to deployment (institutionalised in Uruguay; asserted 
through bargaining strategies in Brazil, Albania, and 
Kenya);

	→ The right to delay implementation until consultation 
has concluded (most clearly articulated in Uruguay 
and Ireland and proposed as a defensive safeguard in 
Brazil and South Korea).

	→ The right to disconnect which in Ireland is linked to 
working-time protections, digital availability, and pre-
vention of constant connectivity, with a clear bargain-
ing logic tied to OSH and work–life boundaries. In 
Uruguay it is connected to working-time regulation 
and collective bargaining traditions around rest time 
and limits to employer reach. And in South Korea it is 
raised in the context of overwork, constant digital 
monitoring, and the need to curb continuous availabil-
ity in highly digitalised and AI-managed workplaces.

	→ Worker or union involvement in audits, impact assess-
ments, or reviews of digital systems is explicitly men-
tioned in South Korea, Ireland, Uruguay and Brazil. 

2. Transparency and access to information

Demands for transparency appear in all reports, but are 
especially detailed in Ireland, South Korea, and Brazil, 
where data-protection and AI governance frameworks 
provide concrete entry points. In Kenya, India, and Alba-
nia, transparency demands are framed more defensively, 
reflecting weaker enforcement and greater informational 
asymmetry.
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Across countries, unions are encouraged to bargain for:

	→ Disclosure of what data are collected, how they are 
used, and for what purposes (central in Ireland under 
GDPR, and repeatedly emphasised in Brazil and 
South Korea in relation to biometric and AI systems);

	→ Access to documentation on systems, vendors, and 
decision-making logic (explicitly demanded in South 
Korea and Ireland; treated as a prerequisite for any 
bargaining in Kenya and India);

	→ Clear explanations of automated or algorithmic out-
puts that affect workers (a core concern in South Ko-
rea and Ireland, and framed as a major gap in India 
and Kenya). 

3. Limits on surveillance and monitoring

Limits on digital surveillance are a dominant theme in 
Brazil, India, Kenya, and South Korea, where biometric 
systems, GPS tracking, and performance analytics are 
widespread. In Ireland and Uruguay, surveillance is ad-
dressed more through proportionality and purpose-limi-
tation principles, but remains a clear bargaining concern.

Most reports recommend bargaining explicit limits, in-
cluding:

	→ Restrictions on continuous or real-time monitoring 
(prominent in Brazil, India, South Korea and Kenya, 
where GPS tracking and productivity monitoring are 
widespread);

	→ Prohibitions on covert surveillance (explicitly raised in 
Brazil and Ireland, particularly in relation to CCTV 
and digital monitoring);

	→ Clear rules preventing function creep (highlighted in 
India and South Korea, where systems introduced for 
security or attendance expand into performance man-
agement);

	→ Limits on data retention and secondary use (grounded 
in data-protection law in Ireland and Brazil, and pro-
posed as a bargaining safeguard in Kenya and Albania). 

4. Human oversight and contestability of decisions

Concerns about automated and algorithmic decision-
making are most explicitly developed in South Korea 
and Ireland, where AI systems and automated evalua-
tion tools are already prominent. Brazil and Uruguay ad-
dress these issues through broader principles of fairness 
and due process, while Kenya, India, and Albania high-
light the practical difficulty of contesting opaque algo-
rithmic decisions. Measures to ensure workers are not 

subject to discrimination and/or bias are explicitly in-
cluded in the recommendations from Brazil, Uruguay, 
South Korea and Ireland.

Common bargaining elements include:

	→ Guarantees of human review for decisions affecting 
pay, scheduling, discipline, or dismissal (strongly em-
phasised in South Korea and Ireland, and framed as 
a missing safeguard in India and Kenya);

	→ Rights to explanation and appeal (developed most 
clearly in Ireland and South Korea, and treated as as-
pirational bargaining goals in Brazil and Uruguay);

	→ Joint oversight bodies or review committees involv-
ing unions (proposed in Uruguay and South Korea 
and discussed as a longer-term objective in Albania 
and Brazil). 

5. Health, safety, and psychosocial risks

OSH-related bargaining recommendations appear 
across all reports, but are particularly emphasised in 
Brazil, Ireland, South Korea, and Uruguay, where OSH 
frameworks are relatively developed. In Kenya, India, 
and Albania, these issues are often linked to work in-
tensification, stress, and constant monitoring without 
adequate safeguards.

Common recommendations include:

	→ Assessment of psychosocial risks linked to surveil-
lance and performance pressure (explicitly connected 
to OSH duties in Ireland, Brazil, and South Korea);

	→ Limits on work intensification (raised in Kenya, India, 
and Brazil, particularly in relation to algorithmic pro-
ductivity targets);

	→ Measures to protect rest time and recovery (linked 
to working-time protections in Ireland and Uruguay, 
and to overwork concerns in South Korea). 

6. Training, skills, and job security

Bargaining around skills and job security appears most 
strongly in Uruguay, Ireland, Brazil, and South Korea. 
In Kenya, India, and Albania, these issues are acknowl-
edged but less developed, reflecting higher levels of in-
formality and weaker employment security.

Recommendations include:

	→ Training and re-skilling related to new technologies 
(most developed in Uruguay, Ireland, and South Korea, 
where social dialogue or bargaining structures exist);
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	→ Protections against deskilling or displacement (raised 
in Brazil and South Korea, particularly in relation to 
automation and AI-supported management);

	→ Commitments to redeployment rather than redun-
dancy (clearest in Uruguay and Ireland, and largely 
absent or aspirational in Kenya, India, and Albania). 

Outliers and notable differences

While the themes above are widely shared, Section 6 of 
the reports also reveals important national differences 
in emphasis and ambition.

1. Strong emphasis on algorithmic management

South Korea stands out for the depth of its focus on al-
gorithmic management and AI systems, including gen-
erative AI and creative workers, as well as concrete bar-
gaining proposals on explainability, oversight, and lim-
its on automated evaluation. Ireland also addresses 
these issues explicitly, drawing on EU data-protection 
and AI-related norms.

Uruguay includes a suggestion of a mandatory provi-
sion of technical advice to worker representation for 
interpreting algorithmic information and legal impli-
cations.

By contrast, Brazil, Albania, Kenya, and India tend to 
address algorithmic management more indirectly, em-
bedding it within broader transparency, fairness, and 
due-process clauses.

2. Variation in enforcement assumptions

In Uruguay and Ireland, bargaining recommendations 
often assume that negotiated clauses can be enforced 
through relatively robust institutional mechanisms. In 
Brazil and South Korea, enforcement is possible but 
more conditional on union mobilisation.

In Albania, Kenya, and India, bargaining recommenda-
tions are more defensive, focusing on documentation, 
information rights, and evidence-gathering to compen-
sate for weak or inaccessible enforcement systems.

3. Platform work and non-standard employment

Kenya and India stand out for their focus on platform 
work, subcontracting, and non-standard employment 

1  Chapter 12 in book Algorithmic Rule - AI and the future of democracy in Sweden and beyond. FEPS, Brussels. Available here: https://feps-europe.eu/wp-content/up-
loads/2025/09/Algorithmic-rule.pdf

relationships, which shape bargaining strategies around 
digitalisation. In these contexts, recommendations of-
ten aim to establish basic transparency and collective 
voice as well as limitations on data tracking.

In Brazil, platform work is present but more unevenly 
addressed, while in Uruguay, Ireland, and South Korea 
it plays a more marginal role compared to surveillance 
and algorithmic management.

Additional suggestions for bargaining topics 

While the collective bargaining recommendations are 
wide-ranging, several additional topics related to the digi-
talisation of work could be added. Unions may wish to 
consider developing bargaining demands in the following 
areas:

1. Data ownership and collective data rights

	→ Collective rights over workplace data generated by 
workers;

	→ Union access to anonymised or aggregated data for 
monitoring compliance;

	→ Limits on data commodification or sale of workers’ 
data (anonymized or otherwise) to third parties.

	→ Prohibition of installing workplace apps or services 
on workers’ private devices. 

2. Procurement and technology selection

	→ Union involvement in procurement decisions for digi-
tal systems;

	→ Requirements to assess labour impacts when selecting 
vendors;

	→ Exclusion of technologies with known rights violations 
or discriminatory impacts.

	→ Demand for procurement bidders to submit an envi-
ronmental and fundamental rights impact assessment 
(see also Johnston and Colclough 20251). 

3. Cross-border data flows and outsourcing

	→ Rules governing and limiting transfer of worker data 
across borders/jurisdictions;
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	→ Protections when digitalisation enables offshoring 
or remote subcontracting;

	→ Transparency in global supply chains enabled by 
digital tools. 

4. Digital disciplinary procedures

	→ Explicit rules limiting the use of digital evidence 
in disciplinary processes;

	→ Safeguards against automated sanctions;

	→ Requirements for proportionality and due process. 

5. High-risk system limitations 

	→ Sunset clauses for high-risk technologies. 

3) Summary reflections

Despite the relatively recent adoption of AI and/or data 
regulation in many countries, all the country reports show 
that current legal frameworks insufficiently protect work-
ers’ rights in digitalised workplaces. Although new laws can 
be adopted that better protect workers, it is evident that 
bridging these legal gaps and ensuring a worker-led gov-
ernance of the digitalisation of work, requires collective 
bargaining. While national industrial relations systems dif-
fer, and so does the power of trade unions to successfully 
negotiate, the themes presented above provide a robust 
foundation for formulating contract language.

To support collective bargaining and offer the opportunity 
for inter-union learning, Public Service International has de-
veloped an open database called The Digital Bargaining 
Hub. It includes almost 600 negotiated clauses specifically 
related to the digitalisation of work. Find the Digital Bar-
gaining Hub here: https://publicservices.international/digi-
tal-bargaining-hub. The Hub shows that a growing number 
of unions across the world are indeed negotiating limitations 
and permissions with regards to digital systems at work.
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