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Introduction 

The Canadian Labour Congress (CLC) is Canada’s largest central labour body. It brings 

together 12 provincial and territorial federations of labour, dozens of local labour 

councils, and 55 national and international unions representing 3 million workers in 

Canada. The CLC welcomes the opportunity to provide input to the People’s 

Consultation on AI. 

 

The organizers of the People’s Consultation are to be commended for advancing 

inclusive public debate and greater public understanding of artificial intelligence and its 

ramifications for social and economic life in Canada. The federal government has 

clearly and regrettably failed to facilitate this public debate. The result is that AI 

industrial development, commercialization and adoption have proceeded rapidly in 

Canada, with little public education, research or discussion about the risks of this 

development. Very little attention has been paid to the opportunity and necessity of 

actively shaping AI development and adoption, ensuring that risks are appropriately 

managed and the public interest is protected. 

 

The CLC’s priority is to ensure that AI in the workplace protects and enhances decent 

work for all Canadians—secure, well-paid, safe and equitable employment. As Canada 

charts a path toward a renewed framework for the development and dissemination of 

artificial intelligence, it is imperative that workers’ rights, job quality, and equity lie at the 

centre of policy. 

 

Workers have legitimate concerns regarding the real risks of negative consequences 

from AI adoption in the world of work. While AI offers the potential for productivity and 

innovation benefits, its rapid deployment also brings risks of job displacement, work 

intensification, enhanced managerial surveillance, wage suppression, unanticipated or 

unplanned-for negative consequences for public services like water, electricity, and 

waste, zoning and tax consequences, and discrimination. 
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As with previous waves of workplace technological change, AI will not bring more good 

jobs, higher-quality work, greater job satisfaction and shared prosperity in the absence 

of concerted efforts by regulators and policy makers to achieve these outcomes. 

 

Under both the previous and current federal government, policy makers’ overriding 

emphasis has been on speeding AI development and adoption. Oversight, participation, 

serious consideration of risks and the development of a regulatory framework to 

mitigate and manage those risks has lagged behind in the government’s sprint toward 

the goal of AI industry competitiveness. 

 

The limitations of the government’s narrow approach, reflected in the design and 

composition of its Task Force and the parameters set for the federal government’s own 

consultation, are increasingly apparent. As a consequence of Ottawa’s relentlessly one-

sided approach, anxiety and trepidation among working people in Canada is high.1 

International survey research indicates a comparatively low level of trust and 

acceptance of AI among Canadians.2 

 

Canadian workplaces are already characterized by deep power imbalances, 

discrimination, and unequal access to safe and healthy work, employment, and 

opportunities. Women and gender-diverse people, youth, racialized and Indigenous 

workers, 2SLGTBQI+ workers and workers with disabilities disproportionately struggle 

against workplace barriers, inequities and exclusion. 

 

In light of this experience, workers are rightly skeptical, suspecting that AI may become 

just another tool in the managerial toolkit for achieving management objectives: 

reducing the size of the workforce and outsourcing/contracting out jobs, intensifying 

work, expanding monitoring and discipline of workers, withholding access to promotion 

and workplace opportunities, and generally reducing costs and generate workplace 

 
1 E. Sheppard and D. Coletto. “Are We Ready? Canadians Voice Real Fears and AI and Work.” Abacus, 

August 2025. https://abacusdata.ca/are-we-ready-canadians-voice-real-fears-about-ai-and-work/ 
2 Gillespie, N., Lockey, S., Ward, T., Macdade, A., & Hassed, G. Trust, Attitudes and Use of Artificial 

Intelligence: A Global Study 2025. The University of Melbourne and KPMG, 2025. 

https://abacusdata.ca/are-we-ready-canadians-voice-real-fears-about-ai-and-work/
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savings at the expense of workers’ livelihoods and quality of work. AI carries the risk of 

reinforcing rather than ameliorating long-standing workplace and labour-market 

inequities in Canada. 

 

On top of these concerns, workers can readily observe AI and algorithmic decision 

systems transforming other aspects of workers’ lives, from access to housing and health 

care, to the price they pay for goods and services.3 These opaque, unexplained and 

unjustified decisions affect workers’, consumers’ and citizens’ experience with AI. 

 

Unfortunately, governments in Canada and especially the federal government have 

done little to address these legitimate concerns. The earlier emphasis on 

“trustworthiness” as an essential ingredient in the government’s AI strategy and a 

reason for robust regulation, transparency, accountability and broad participation has 

receded.  

 

Unions and their members want to have a voice and play a role in the development and 

adoption of AI.4 They demand a say in the manner in which it affects their work, 

incomes and employment. 

 

The CLC therefore urges the federal government to adopt a worker-centred approach: 

one that reinforces workplace rights, labour protections and collective bargaining, 

requires transparent and accountable AI use in workplaces, and strictly controls or bans 

AI systems and use that aggravate discrimination and human rights violations, and that 

pose unacceptable risks to workers’ rights and health. 

 

The CLC’s priorities are as follows:  

 
3 Center for Democracy and Technology, Bringing Transparency and Accountability to Algorithmic Decision 

Systems, September 2025. 
4 National Union of Public and General Employees, Artificial Intelligence and Workers: Threats and 

Opportunity, June 2025; Canadian Union of Public Employees, Understanding Artificial Intelligence: a Guide 
for CUPE Members, n.d. 
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1. Protecting fundamental rights at work in the face of AI (privacy, health and safety, 

freedom from discrimination, the right to organize and engage in union activity, etc.). 

2. Ensuring decent work and equitable outcomes amid automation. 

3. Strengthening democratic participation and social dialogue so that workers and 

unions have formal seats at the table in AI governance. 

 

Unions call on government to listen and respond to workers’ concerns. In line with the 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)’s AI Principles,5 

policy makers should take steps to ensure that the AI that is used in the workplace is 

safe and trustworthy. 

• Worker health and safety needs must be safeguarded against increased worker 

stress, anxiety and risk of accidents. 

• Workers’ personal data and privacy should be protected. AI adoption in the world of 

work is driving expanded collection and analysis of data on workers and job 

applicants. 

• There should be human agency and oversight as a basic principle. Algorithmic 

management and automated decision-making pose risks for workers, particularly 

where involve high-stakes decisions affecting hiring, evaluations, promotions, and 

terminations. 

• Workers should be entitled to meaningful information about the logic involved in AI 

outputs. 

• AI use in the workplace must be transparent. Central to workers’ ability to exercise 

basic rights, detect workplace risks or harms, and effectively question outcomes 

depends on their awareness of their interactions with AI systems and how those 

systems reach their outcomes. 

• Establishing clear lines of accountability is fundamental for a trustworthy use of AI 

and the ability to enforce regulations. 

 
5 OECD, AI Principles, accessed March 10, 2026. https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/ai-principles.html  

https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/ai-principles.html


5 

• Social dialogue can play an important role in making a success of AI in the 

workplace. 

 
 

Ensuring Workers’ and Unions’ Voices in AI Governance 

Given the important risks workers face from AI in the world of work, they and their 

unions must play a central role in shaping workplace AI. The federal government should 

mandate structured worker and union representation on all AI policy and advisory 

bodies, through tripartite and social dialogue mechanisms. 

 

AI decisions about policy, standards, procurement, and regulations must involve those 

most affected—workers and their unions. Historically, labour’s voice in Canada’s AI 

policy has been minimal. The government’s AI Advisory Council included leading 

researchers and entrepreneurs, but no labour representatives.  

 

The May 2024 report of the Commons Standing Committee on Human Resources, 

Skills and Social Development and the Status of Persons with Disabilities (HUMA) on 

Implications of Artificial Intelligence Technologies for the Canadian Labour Force 

recommended (No. 7): “That Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada 

ensure that the membership of the Advisory Council on Artificial Intelligence 

encompasses a wide diversity of perspectives, such as labour, academia and/or civil 

society, and the private sector…”. The government’s response to the report indicated 

that it supports the recommendation in principle. Ottawa’s oversight and advisory bodies 

must be expanded to encompass diverse voices including labour. 

 

In line with Canada’s commitments under ILO Convention 144 (Tripartite Consultation 

Convention, 1976), Canada’s AI strategy bodies should include employers, labour, and 

government equally, ensuring advice is balanced and worker-focused. In practice, this 

could mean establishing seats on federal AI committees for labour representatives or 

creating a dedicated “Digital Labour Strategy Council” (with equal employer and union 

participation) to guide AI policy in workplaces. The CLC also supports expanding 
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sectoral or provincial tripartite bodies (for example through skills councils or standards 

development) to include AI topics. 

 

Other nation-states have engaged unions and labour organizations, public-service 

employees, and users in AI development. Other governments have prioritized 

enhancing public engagement when shaping the strategic and operational development 

of AI. Methods include citizen assemblies, engaging public-service employees and their 

unions, and generally involving users in AI development.6 

 

Ensuring worker input is democratic and obligatory. Workers are the experts in their 

own jobs and can identify risks an AI developer might miss. Labour participation must 

be institutionalized in Canada’s AI governance. This includes representation on national 

AI advisory councils, as well as consultation requirements when government or 

employers implement AI systems affecting workers. Such measures will help ensure AI 

policy accounts for workers’ realities and upholds collective bargaining rights. 

 

Expanding Research and Data on AI’s Impact on Work 

AI policy must be evidence-based. Yet Canada currently lacks systematic data on how 

AI is affecting workers. We do not know which occupations and jobs are being 

transformed by AI, how work processes and productivity are shifting, or how AI 

intersects with gender, race, region, and skill levels. Reliable evidence on how AI affects 

jobs, wages, and inequality is essential to policy making. 

 

To fill this gap, we recommend substantial investment in workplace and labour-market 

information-gathering on AI. The federal government must invest in comprehensive 

data-gathering, research and monitoring on AI’s labour impacts—including on job 

quality, workplace surveillance, labour-market polarization, income distribution, and 

occupational health and safety impacts on workers with multiple and intersecting 

identities. Crucially, data developed under this program must be granular and 

 
6 OECD, Governing with Artificial Intelligence: The State of Play and Way Forward in Core Government 
Functions, Paris: OECD, 2015. 
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intersectional in nature to capture important variables for decision-making and for 

meeting gender and equity goals. Canada’s AI data-gathering and development 

program should include: 

• Expanding Statistics Canada’s labour and enterprise surveys to track AI adoption 

and its effects in different industries and regions, and conducting in-depth case 

studies of Canadian workplaces (e.g., manufacturing, logistics, IT, retail, public 

sector) where AI tools have been implemented. Studies should document how AI 

changes tasks, management practices, and worker well-being (including stress and 

autonomy). 

• Skills assessments to analyze which skills gaps are emerging due to AI, and ensure 

training programs are targeted. Government research should measure not only 

displacement risk, but also “complementarity” effects—where AI augments work—to 

inform just transition plans. 

• Research on workplace surveillance and privacy to track AI-driven surveillance 

practices (biometrics, GPS tracking, keystroke logging, etc.) in Canadian 

workplaces. Research should identify how much employee data is being collected, 

how algorithms use it, and what oversight exists. 

• Research on labour-market polarization that monitors changes in employment 

composition (e.g. the share of low-, mid-, and high-wage jobs) as AI and automation 

spread. Canadian data should track these trends and their distributional effects, 

including impacts on women, youth, Indigenous, and racialized workers. 

• Studying the physical and mental health effects of AI-powered tools. For example, 

research should document AI’s impacts on work intensity, ergonomics, and 

stress/anxiety from surveillance. Canadian data should also underpin metrics on AI-

related safety incidents or psychosocial hazards. 

 

Crucially, this research must be government-funded and open. Private surveys or 

academic work, while valuable, cannot substitute for a government mandate. The CLC 

recommends expanding support for independent research and data collection on AI and 
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work, with findings publicly disseminated. This will help all stakeholders—governments, 

employers, and unions—make informed decisions and measure progress in protecting 

workers as AI adoption accelerates. 

 

Canada should follow peers and mandate regular public reporting on AI and labour 

outcomes. This could include updating labour market and skill projections, and ensuring 

the federal government’s annual labour market outlook explicitly addresses AI 

transitions. 

 

Transparency and Accountability in Workplace AI 

Even the most well-intentioned AI systems can go wrong without proper oversight. 

Canada should require transparency, accountability, and worker notification for all AI 

systems used in Canadian workplaces. This includes mandatory impact assessments or 

audits for high-risk AI tools, public disclosure of AI usage by employers, and ensuring 

workers can understand and challenge automated decisions. 

 

To date, Canada’s policy focus on responsible AI has been largely confined to the 

public sector: the 2025 AI strategy for the federal public service introduced an internal 

Directive on Automated Decision-Making and an Algorithmic Impact Assessment (AIA) 

process. But there is currently no corresponding legal requirement for private-sector 

workplaces. The CLC urges the government to extend such accountability measures to 

all workplaces, public and private. Voluntary codes of conduct are not sufficient to 

address risks arising from private-sector workplace AI. 

 

At minimum, employers should be legally required to conduct algorithmic impact 

assessments for any AI system used in hiring, evaluation, scheduling, or other decisions 

affecting workers. These assessments—analogous to environmental or privacy impact 

assessments—would identify risks of bias, privacy invasion, safety hazard or rights 

infringement before deployment. Such AIAs should be shared with workers’ 

representatives and government regulators. Collective agreements in unionized settings 

could incorporate notice and review clauses, and labour inspectors should be trained to 
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audit AI usage on the shop floor and in office workplaces. 

 

Transparency is essential for achieving appropriate workplace regulation of AI. Workers 

must have a right to know when an automated tool is influencing a workplace decision. 

In its recommendations to the Ministry of Labour regarding best practices for AI 

management in the workplace, Quebec’s Commission d’accès à l’information (CAI) 

advises that employees be notified well in advance of any AI-based decision process.7 

Employers should be required to disclose the existence and purpose of AI systems, the 

type of data being collected, and the logic behind key outputs. 

 

Ensuring that workers in creative industries maintain control over their work, can require 

consent for use of their work, and enjoy the right to compensation for the use of their 

work is essential for the fair, equitable and sustainable use of AI. As a starting point, the 

right of workers in the performing arts to their name, image, likeness and voice must be 

enshrined in appropriate statutes, regulation and policy. In particular, policy-makers 

have a special obligation to protect the rights and well-being of young people and 

vulnerable workers in the performing arts. 

 

Where proprietary algorithms are used, disclosing the relevant features and assessment 

criteria (in non-technical language) can help workers and unions assess fairness. Best 

practices include publishing summary results of independent audits and impact 

assessments. For example, Canada could consider a registry or repository for high-

impact workplace AI, to be reviewed by civil society, unions, and labour rights groups. 

 

The government must also ensure accountability through robust compliance 

assessment and enforcement. Federal Labour Program inspectors and health and 

safety officers should be empowered to investigate AI-related complaints. For high-risk 

cases, the courts or human rights commissions must be able to sanction discriminatory 

or unsafe AI use. In addition, mandatory audits should be required. 

 
7 Commission d’accès à l’information du Québèc, L’IA au travail : pour un meilleur encadrement, 27 janvier 

2025. 
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Joint management–union audits of workplace AI could usefully identify biases or unfair 

practices, alongside a requirement for employers to annually audit any AI system’s 

outcomes (for discriminatory impacts, OHS incidents, etc.) and remedy any findings of 

bias or harm. 

 

In summary, the CLC urges mandatory algorithmic accountability laws so that 

workplace AI systems are subject to impact assessments, worker notification, and third-

party audits. At a minimum, employers should be required by law to document and 

disclose the purpose, data use, and decision criteria of each AI system affecting 

workers. Data privacy and labour laws should be updated to make these requirements 

enforceable. This will help ensure that AI is used ethically, that no worker is disciplined 

or demoted by an algorithm without explanation and appeal, and that AI is deployed to 

supplement human judgment, not replace it. 

 

Regulating High-Risk AI Systems 

The federal government should explicitly prohibit or strictly regulate AI systems that 

pose unacceptable risks to fundamental human rights, freedom from discrimination, or 

worker health and safety. This should include high-risk AI in workplaces as part of a 

broader risk-based AI framework. 

 

Bill C-27’s Artificial Intelligence and Data Act (AIDA) proposed obligations on 

developers of “high-impact” AI systems to mitigate bias and ensure safety. While AIDA 

would have targeted system providers and certain high-impact systems, it did not cover 

many harmful workplace uses. Furthermore, AIDA exempted federal government 

departments, agencies, and Crown corporations. 

 

The federal government should instead define certain workplace AI applications as 

“high-risk” and impose strict controls or outright bans on them. High-risk systems 

include any AI that could fundamentally alter working conditions or infringe rights 

without human oversight. Examples include automated decision systems for 
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hiring/promotion with opaque criteria; continuous biometric or video surveillance 

systems; AI emotion or psychological state analysis; and fully automated management 

systems that set hours or discipline without human review. AI developers and adopters 

should be liable for violating prohibitions on the deployment of high-risk systems. 

 

Fully-automated decisions that have a significant impact on employees—like automatic 

scheduling or firing—should be considered unacceptable. AI that analyzes emotions, 

biometric data, or health information from workers should be prohibited. Workplace laws 

should bar the use of facial recognition to monitor employees, unless there is express 

consent from workers and a demonstrable safety need. They should forbid the 

deployment of tools that predict health issues or suggest discipline based on personal 

attributes. 

 

A human-centred approach to AI regulation logically entails prohibiting systems that 

threaten core rights. Democratically-governed AI systems should embed respect for the 

rule of law, human rights, and democratic values. Strong guardrails should include 

comprehensive standards for workplace AI safety, mandatory human-in-the-loop 

oversight, and immediate bans on systems found to cause discrimination or serious 

harm. Enforcement must also be robust; regulators must have the authority to order 

removal of harmful AI and levy meaningful penalties for violations. Ultimately, without 

excluding the riskiest applications from workplaces, no strategy can truly protect 

workers. 

 

Protecting Decent Work and Collective Rights 

At its core, Canada’s AI strategy must be aligned with the goal of decent work 

recognized in international law: work that is safe, well-paid, and secure, with respect for 

human rights. The CLC emphasizes that fundamental labour standards (including the 

freedom to organize, collective bargaining, equality, and health and safety) cannot be 

diminished by technological change. In this vein, we urge the federal government to 

implement measures intended to: 
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• Strengthen collective bargaining rights by ensuring workers have the necessary 

information and power to negotiate how AI is used in their workplaces. The 

government should update labour laws to explicitly require employer engagement 

with unions on workplace technology changes. Collective agreements should set 

rules for AI adoption (for example, guaranteeing retraining if the task composition of 

jobs changes, or requiring prior notice of algorithmic scheduling changes). Without 

this, employers can unilaterally implement AI, undermining hard-won labour rights. 

• Ensure safe and healthy work against risks from AI. Beyond ergonomic benefits, AI 

can also introduce new hazards (intense surveillance stress, mental health strain, 

distraction from oversight). Governments should equip labour inspectors with the 

expertise to audit AI tools. Workers’ right to refuse unsafe work must also be upheld 

in AI environments. 

 

Recommendations 

The CLC calls on the government to:  

1. Open up and expand advisory bodies providing input and guidance on AI regulation 

to workers’ and unions’ representatives. 

2. Support robust research and data collection on AI’s impact on work (job quality, 

wages, polarization, surveillance, discrimination, occupational health and safety, 

etc.). 

3. Mandate transparency and accountability for workplace AI (through mandatory 

audits, impact assessments, worker notice/consent). 

4. Prohibit or tightly regulate high-risk AI systems that could undermine human rights, 

non-discrimination, or worker health and safety. 

5. Promote decent work as a central objective of its governing framework for the 

development and adoption of AI. 

6. Prioritize affordability and reliability of public utilities, namely hydro and water 

utilities, in the development of AI infrastructure. 
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Conclusion 

Like previous waves of transformative workplace technologies, artificial intelligence 

carries the potential to either enhance or degrade work. Issues of power and control are 

the most important determinants in shaping the nature of AI in the world of work; 

regulation, oversight, enforcement, and governance are essential to altering the balance 

of power and control over AI design, development, and deployment. 

 

AI can help remove barriers to participation for disadvantaged and equity-seeking 

workers, or it can reinforce existing workplace inequities.8 It can generate free time for 

workers in ways that facilitate job enrichment or relief from heavy workloads, or it can 

reinforce long hours and intensification of work. AI can improve workers’ health and 

safety protections, and it can create new hazards and risks of injury, illness, and 

harms.9 

 

Will AI worsen existing pay inequities and further concentrate income and resources in 

the hands of AI developers and companies that deploy it? Will AI aggravate existing 

inequities in access to workplace training and vocational education opportunities? All 

governments in Canada, but especially the Government of Canada, have an obligation 

to establish the institutional and regulatory framework for a human-centred and 

worker-centred AI. The CLC’s recommendations set out in this submission are 

important building blocks for such a framework; the labour movement urges the federal 

government to work with workers and unions to ensure the inclusive, equitable, and 

sustainable adoption and use of AI in Canadian workplaces. 

 

ea:COPE*225 

 
8 Jürgen Menze. “AI's Double-Edged Sword: A New Frontier for Employment of People with Disabilities?” ILO, 

October 6, 2025. https://www.ilo.org/resource/article/ais-double-edged-sword-new-frontier-employment-
people-disabilities  

9 Arif Jetha. “AI is Reshaping the Workplace – But What Does It Mean for the Health and Well-being of 
Workers?” The Conversation, August 28, 2023. https://theconversation.com/ai-is-reshaping-the-workplace-
but-what-does-it-mean-for-the-health-and-well-being-of-workers-209592  

https://www.ilo.org/resource/article/ais-double-edged-sword-new-frontier-employment-people-disabilities
https://www.ilo.org/resource/article/ais-double-edged-sword-new-frontier-employment-people-disabilities
https://theconversation.com/ai-is-reshaping-the-workplace-but-what-does-it-mean-for-the-health-and-well-being-of-workers-209592
https://theconversation.com/ai-is-reshaping-the-workplace-but-what-does-it-mean-for-the-health-and-well-being-of-workers-209592

