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ALGORITHMIC MANAGEMENT AND LABOUR RIGHTS IN AFRICA: REGULATORY
GAPS AND POLICY PATHWAYS WITH NIGERIA AS A CASE STUDY*

Abstract

The increasing adoption of algorithmic systems in hiring, supervision and performance evaluation is
transforming workplace governance across Africa. In Nigeria, private-sector organisations in
banking, telecommunications, logistics and digital services now rely on artificial intelligence and
automated decision-making tools to screen candidates, monitor productivity and assign performance
scores. While these systems are presented as efficient and objective, they raise significant concerns
relating to labour rights, workplace surveillance, data protection and algorithmic bias. This study
employs a doctrinal and comparative analytical approach, examining the interaction between
algorithmic management, constitutional guarantees and statutory labour protections in Nigeria, and
positioning these developments alongside regulatory trajectories in South Africa, Kenya, Rwanda and
Ghana. The findings show that existing labour and data protection frameworks do not adequately
safeguard workers’ rights to dignity, fairness, transparency and human review in automated decision-
making processes. Drawing on contemporary global regulatory developments, including the
European Union Artificial Intelligence Act and emerging guidance on algorithmic accountability, the
article proposes a rights-based governance framework grounded in transparency obligations,
algorithmic impact assessment, mandatory human oversight and enforceable avenues for contestation
and redress. It concludes that proactive regulatory intervention is necessary to ensure that
technological innovation advances efficiency without undermining equality and justice in the future of
work in Africa.

Keywords: Algorithmic Management, Labour Rights, Data Protection, Automated Decision-Making,
Employment Laws in Africa

1. Introduction

The digitalization of work is advancing rapidly across African economies, reshaping how labour is
organised, supervised and evaluated!. Organizations are increasingly deploying algorithmic
management systems automated decision-making tools that analyse data on workers and job
applicants to support or replace human managerial functions®.These systems, often powered by
artificial intelligence (Al) and machine-learning models, now influence recruitment outcomes,
productivity assessments, promotion decisions, workload allocation, and even contract termination in
private-sector workplaces®. In Nigeria, the use of algorithmic management has expanded significantly
in sectors such as banking, telecommunications, e-commerce, logistics and outsourcing*. Many banks
now rely on automated candidate-screening tools in graduate trainee recruitment pipelines, while
digital service platforms apply rating algorithms to evaluate driver, courier, and delivery
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performance®.Remote and hybrid-work organizations also deploy productivity dashboards and
behavioral monitoring software to track workflow and task completion.®While these systems are
promoted for efficiency, cost reduction, and standardization, they raise substantial legal and ethical
concerns’.

Research demonstrates that algorithmic decision-making can reinforce existing social inequalities if
trained on biased datasets or designed around optimization logics that ignore contextual fairness®.In
such cases, algorithmic hiring and performance evaluation may amount to indirect discrimination
under Nigerian labour and constitutional law®.The opacity of algorithmic systems further undermines
procedural fairness because affected workers may not understand how adverse decisions were
reached, hindering their constitutional right to fair hearing!®.Additionally, continuous digital
surveillance may infringe the constitutional right to dignity and the right to privacy guaranteed under
section 34 and section 37 of the 1999 Constitution (as amended)*. However, Nigeria’s labour law
framework has not been updated to reflect these technological developments?. The Labour Act 2004
presumes a workplace governed by human managerial discretion and contains no provisions on
automated or algorithmic decision-making®®. Similarly, although the Nigeria Data Protection Act
2023 establishes principles of lawfulness, fairness and data minimization, it does not provide workers
with rights to explanation, objection, or human review of algorithmic decisions in employment
contexts'®. This regulatory gap mirrors broader trends across Africa, where digital transformation in
the labour market is progressing faster than labour law reform?®. In contrast, other jurisdictions have
begun to regulate algorithmic management explicitly®. The European Union Atrtificial Intelligence
Act 2024 classifies employment-related Al systems as ‘high-risk’, requiring risk assessment,
transparency obligations, ongoing monitoring, and human oversight mechanisms’.The United States
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) has issued guidance confirming that employers
are legally responsible for discriminatory outcomes produced by automated hiring tools®®.

This article therefore examines how algorithmic management challenges established labour rights in
Africa, using Nigeria as a case study. It evaluates the existing legal framework, identifies critical
regulatory gaps, and proposes a rights-based policy pathway grounded in transparency, algorithmic
impact assessment, mandatory human review and enforceable rights to explanation and appeal®®. The
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aim is not to halt innovation, but to ensure that Africa’s transition to digital work preserves dignity,
equality, justice, and accountability in employment relations®.

2. Conceptual Framework: Understanding Algorithmic Management in the African Workplace

The term algorithmic management refers to the use of automated or semi-automated computational
systems to perform functions traditionally carried out by human? managers?. These systems collect,
analyse and interpret large volumes of data about workers and job applicants, and thereafter generate
decisions or recommendations concerning recruitment, performance evaluation, supervision, work
allocation and contract®® termination?*.Whereas traditional managerial authority is relational,
discretionary and capable of adapting to personal or organisational context, algorithmic management
is characterised by optimisation logic, standardisation and in many cases, opacity®. The internal
reasoning by which an algorithm classifies, ranks or evaluates workers is often inaccessible or
unintelligible to those affected by it®. Algorithmic management typically unfolds through a
continuous cycle of data extraction, predictive modelling, evaluation and decision-making?’. The
system gathers information from application platforms, biometric attendance systems, workflow
monitoring applications, digital communication patterns or customer rating interfaces?®. This
information is used to generate profiles or predictions concerning a worker’s productivity, capability
or reliability?® These predictive evaluations may then be translated directly into employment outcomes
such as shortlisting, promotion, penalty or dismissal®. The process does not end at decision-making;
many algorithmic management systems involve ongoing monitoring, meaning that evaluation is
continuous rather than occasional®.The result is a managerial structure that operates constantly and
often without direct human intervention®. Several economic and structural conditions encourage the
adoption of algorithmic management in African workplaces®. High youth unemployment and large
applicant volumes encourage employers to rely on automated screening tools in order to reduce
administrative costs and standardize selection processes®. The rapid expansion of digital service
industries, logistics platforms and e-commerce ecosystems in Nigeria and other African states has
normalized the use of data-driven coordination in labour deployment®. Furthermore, the growth of
remote and hybrid work arrangements following the COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in the
increased use of productivity monitoring applications to ensure accountability across dispersed
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workforces®.In the Nigerian private sector, particularly in banking, telecommunications, outsourcing
services and online retail sectors, algorithmic systems now influence recruitment decisions and
performance evaluation processes®”.

The adoption of algorithmic management reshapes managerial power in ways that are significant for
labour law®, In conventional workplaces, management decisions are made by identifiable supervisors
whose reasoning may be queried or defended®. When decisions are produced by algorithmic systems,
the decision-maker becomes obscured®. This reduction in transparency affects the worker’s ability to
seek justification or challenge adverse outcomes*.. The constitutional right to fair hearing presupposes
that a person is able to understand the basis of a decision and respond to it, yet algorithmic opacity
often prevents this*2. Additionally, continuous digital surveillance may compromise the constitutional
rights to dignity and privacy when monitoring becomes excessive or dehumanising®.

African labour laws, including Nigeria’s were developed around employment models in which human
decision-making predominated and managerial authority could be reviewed through contractual,
administrative or judicial oversight.** Algorithmic management disrupts these assumptions by
introducing decision processes that are data-driven, automated and difficult to interrogate through
existing legal doctrines®*. This development therefore requires the integration of labour rights
principles with data protection law, constitutional safeguards, digital governance frameworks and
administrative justice standards*. This conceptual foundation is necessary for evaluating the
regulatory implications of algorithmic management, which will be examined in the next section.

3. Theoretical Framework

The analysis of algorithmic management in the African workplace requires a theoretical foundation
that explains both the transformation of managerial authority and the implications of that
transformation for labour rights*”. While algorithmic management is commonly described in
technological terms, its significance lies in how it restructures power relations within the employment
relationship®®. To understand this shift, three interrelated theoretical perspectives are particularly
useful: labour process theory, critical algorithm studies, and the human rights-based approach to
labour regulation®®. Labour process theory provides insight into how managerial control evolves
alongside technological innovation®. Traditionally, this theory has demonstrated that technological
changes in the workplace often serve not only to enhance productivity but also to extend managerial
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oversight and discipline®®. Algorithmic management reflects a new phase in this evolution®2, Whereas
earlier forms of workplace technology supported management, algorithmic systems can replace
managerial judgment altogethe®r. Decision-making that was once discretionary, negotiated and
contextual becomes automated, standardised and continuous®. The worker is no longer managed by a
human supervisor whose reasoning may be questioned or engaged®. Rather, the worker is managed
by processes embedded in software systems that operate without direct explanation or interpersonal
accountability®®. In this sense, algorithmic management is not simply a technological tool but a
restructuring of control itself.>’

Critical algorithm studies extend this analysis by examining how algorithmic systems encode social
values, patterns and biases®. Algorithms do not operate in isolation; they are trained on data that
reflects existing hierarchies, social inequalities and historical assumptions about competence or
desirability®®. Consequently, algorithmic decision-making may reproduce or even amplify these
inequalities, while presenting the outcome as objective or neutral®. This theoretical perspective is
essential for understanding how algorithmic hiring tools may privilege certain educational, linguistic
or socio-economic backgrounds, and how performance-scoring systems may indirectly penalise
workers who do not conform to narrow behavioural profiles®!. The authority of the algorithm is thus
not simply technical but ideological, shaping perceptions of merit, efficiency and worth®,

The human rights-based approach to labour regulation offers a normative framework for responding
to these challenges.%® Under this approach, the worker is recognised not merely as a factor of
production but as a rights-bearing individual whose dignity, autonomy and fairness must be respected
within the workplace®. Algorithmic management complicates this relationship by obscuring the basis
of managerial decisions, intensifying monitoring, and in some cases removing meaningful
opportunities for dialogue or contestation®. The human rights framework therefore requires that
employment governance systems remain transparent, accountable and open to challenge.® This means
that workers must be able to know how decisions affecting them are made, must be able to request
human review where automated decisions are involved, and must have access to remedies where
algorithmic evaluation results in unfair or discriminatory outcomes®’.
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Taken together, the theoretical perspectives reveal that algorithmic management does not merely
introduce new tools for workplace efficiency®. It represents a significant shift in the structure of
managerial power, the visibility of decision-making, and the conditions under which workers
experience autonomy and dignity at work®®. The challenge for African labour systems is therefore not
only to acknowledge the presence of these technologies but to address the deeper transformation of
authority and responsibility that they produce’™. Understanding algorithmic management through
these theoretical lenses provides the basis for evaluating its impact on labour rights and for designing
legal frameworks that preserve fairness and justice in the evolving world of work.

4. Labour Rights Risks Arising from Algorithmic Management

The integration of algorithmic systems into workplace governance introduces a series of labour rights
risks that fundamentally alter the employment relationship™. These risks arise because algorithmic
management does not merely support managerial decision-making; it restructures the basis upon
which decisions are made, how they are communicated, and how they can be challenged’. Labour
rights protections in many African legal systems, including Nigeria’s, were developed within models
of work that assume human judgment, accountability and interpersonal evaluation’. When decisions
are automated, obscured or based on predictive modelling, the principles that ground fair labour
practice become unsettled™. One of the most significant risks concerns the erosion of fairness in
hiring and promotion’. Algorithmic systems depend on data and categorization’. If the underlying
data reflects historical inequalities or narrow ideas of competence, the algorithm reproduces and
magnifies those patterns’”. It may systematically exclude applicants based on university background,
linguistic expression, socio-economic origin or informal variations of professional experience’. The
decision appears objective because it is generated through mathematical computation, yet the effect
may be deeply discriminatory™. The harm is compounded by the fact that the criteria used to filter
candidates are often concealed or inaccessible, preventing meaningful contestation®®. A second
concern arises from the opacity of algorithmic decision-making®!. Traditional managerial decisions
can be questioned, explained or justified because the decision-maker is identifiable®?. By contrast,
algorithmic decisions often lack intelligibility®®. Workers may not know that decisions about their
suitability or performance were automated®®. Even where they are aware, they may not know how
data points were interpreted or weighted or why a decision produced the outcome that it did®. The
absence of explanation undermines the procedural guarantees that workers require to defend their
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rights.® Without understanding the basis of a decision, the right to challenge it becomes hollow®’. The
denial of explanation is therefore a denial of accountability®® The expansion of algorithmic
monitoring also threatens worker dignity and autonomy®. Continuous data tracking transforms work
into a field of constant observation, where the individual may feel perpetually watched®. This shifts
the psychological environment of labour from one grounded in trust to one grounded in surveillance®.
The worker’s value becomes measured not through their overall contribution but through granular
metrics that may not reflect the reality of their effort or skill®2. Such monitoring can induce anxiety,
self-censorship and a diminished sense of personal agency within the workplace®. The erosion of
autonomy challenges the basic conception of the worker as a person capable of judgment, growth and
discretion.®*

Another labour rights risk lies in the increasing detachment of managerial authority from human
responsibility®™. When decisions are made by algorithms, employers may disclaim accountability,
presenting outcomes as neutral or technologically determined®. This diffusion of responsibility
weakens the pathways through which workers can seek remedy or recognition of harm.®” If no
individual is responsible for the decision, the worker is left to challenge a system without a face or
voice®®. The employment relationship becomes depersonalized and the institutional mechanisms for
resolving disputes become strained®. The possibility of automated termination intensifies these
concerns'®. Where continued employment depends on algorithmic scoring thresholds, dismissal may
occur without consideration of context, explanation or proportionality'®. This form of termination
bypasses the relational and evaluative dimensions of managerial judgment%2 It transforms dismissal
from a deliberated act into a procedural event triggered by numerical output’®®, The worker becomes
vulnerable not only to unfair outcome but to exclusion from the labour market in ways that are swift,
unexplainable and difficult to contest.?%

Collectively, the risks demonstrate that algorithmic management represents more than technological
advancement'®. It signifies a structural shift in the governance of work, one that challenges
foundational commitments to fairness, accountability and dignity in labour relations®. Addressing
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these challenges requires more than the reform of discrete statutory provisions!®’. It demands a re-
examination of the principles that define the employment relationship itself, and a regulatory response
capable of reconciling technological innovation with the preservation of human rights at work2%,

5. Nigeria in Comparative Perspective: Regulatory Developments in South Africa, Kenya,
Rwanda and Ghana

The regulatory landscape governing algorithmic management in Africa is evolving unevenly, shaped
by differing levels of technological adoption, institutional capacity and legislative readiness'®. While
no African state currently possesses a comprehensive framework dedicated to the governance of
algorithmic management in employment, developments in data protection law, digital governance
policy and constitutional labour protections reveal emerging patterns that have significant
implications for Nigeria'®. Examining these developments comparatively provides insight into both
the risks that accompany regulatory delay and the opportunities that arise when legal systems adapt
proactively to technological transformation.'!

South Africa provides a compelling example of how constitutional principles can serve as a basis for
regulating emerging forms of managerial power''?. The South African legal system places strong
emphasis on dignity, equality and administrative fairness, which together require that decisions
affecting individuals be explainable and open to justification!’®, Although South Africa has not
enacted legislation specifically targeting algorithmic management, its judicial tradition supports the
idea that managerial authority must remain accountable regardless of whether decisions are made by
human supervisors or algorithmic systems!'4. This interpretive posture demonstrates that existing
legal rights can be extended into new technological contexts without waiting for formal statutory
reform!?®. For Nigeria, this offers a strategic lesson: meaningful regulation can begin through
constitutional interpretation even before new legislative frameworks are drafted.'®

Kenya offers another significant point of comparison because it has explicitly recognised automated
decision-making within its data governance regime.!'” The Kenyan Data Protection Act provides
individuals with a conditional right to object to decisions made solely through automated
processing™®. While this provision has not yet been systematically tested in employment contexts, it
signals a legal acknowledgement that automation alters the nature of decision-making and may
undermine fairness!®. The Kenyan approach demonstrates that regulatory readiness does not depend
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on industrial maturity but on recognizing the need to preserve human review and contestability?°,
Nigeria can benefit from this approach by formally integrating rights of explanation and objection into
its labour governance framework'?!. Rwanda illustrates a different regulatory pathway'??. The
Rwandan government has pursued a state-led strategy of digital transformation in which artificial
intelligence and data systems are integrated into public administration and service delivery!?, While
labour law reform has not kept pace with this digital expansion, Rwanda’s approach shows the
importance of state coordination and intentional governance!?*. The capacity to guide technological
adoption, establish institutional responsibility and shape long-term digital policy provides a
foundation upon which labour protections can later be built'?. Nigeria can draw from Rwanda the
insight that technological governance requires not only legal reform but also state capacity, regulatory
coherence and a clear policy direction.'?®

Ghana presents a more cautious narrative'?’. The adoption of algorithmic systems has developed
gradually, while legal responses have remained limited?. Labour regulation continues to assume
human managerial authority, and data protection law focuses primarily on personal information rather
than algorithmic decision-making'?. This situation demonstrates the risks associated with regulatory
inaction™*°. Without proactive frameworks, private actors may adopt algorithmic systems in ways that
escape meaningful oversight, allowing patterns of inequality and unreviewable decision-making to
become structurally embedded®®!. The Ghanaian example suggests that delay in regulation does not
preserve the status quo; rather, it accelerates the shift of authority from law to technology.'®? Taken
together, the comparative contexts show that African legal systems are approaching a decisive
moment®3, The region has the opportunity to craft a regulatory model that aligns technological
progress with principles of fairness, dignity and accountability in employment.** Nigeria, with its
expanding digital economy and established constitutional framework, is positioned to shape this
field'®, The strategic lesson emerging from comparative analysis is that effective regulation begins
with recognizing algorithmic management as a form of authority that must be explainable, reviewable
and accountable.'® If Nigeria integrates this insight into its regulatory development, it can contribute
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not only to national labour protection but also to the formation of a distinctly African jurisprudence on
digital work %

6. Existing Legal and Regulatory Framework in Africa, with Nigeria as Case Study

The regulation of algorithmic management in Africa unfolds within legal frameworks that were not
originally designed to contend with automated forms of managerial authority'*®. The central
instruments that govern the employment relationship in many African jurisdictions were developed at
a time when work was structured around direct human supervision and interpersonal evaluation*. As
a result, these legal frameworks are shaped by assumptions about accountability, transparency and
managerial discretion that are no longer stable when decision-making is delegated to algorithms.
Nigeria presents a clear example of this regulatory tension.}** The Labour Act remains the principal
statute regulating employment relationships in Nigeria. *Its provisions are directed at defining
employment conditions, regulating wages and protecting workers from physical or material
exploitation'*®, However, the Act presumes a workplace where managerial decisions are made by
identifiable human agents who can explain and justify their actions!#*. Nothing in the Act
contemplates managerial processes guided by predictive modelling, continuous data tracking or
automated evaluation'®®. The legal duties it establishes are therefore difficult to enforce when
decisions about hiring, appraisal or termination are generated by systems whose internal logic is not
available for review!*, This gap means that many of the procedural safeguards implied in the
employment contract depend on an understanding of decision-making that is disrupted by
automation'#.

Constitutional protections, particularly those concerning dignity, privacy and fair hearing, provide an
alternative legal foundation for addressing the challenges of algorithmic management*®, The
Constitution recognizes the worker as a rights-bearing individual whose autonomy and dignity must
be respected!*. It also guarantees the right to respond to decisions that affect one’s interests'*®. Yet,
the meaningful exercise of these rights requires that individuals understand the basis of such
decisions'®. When the grounds for employment decisions are embedded in algorithmic systems that
are opaque, proprietary or complex, the constitutional promise of fair hearing becomes difficult to
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realize in practice’™. The law assumes explain ability, while algorithmic systems obscure
explanation.?

Recent developments in data protection law have provided a partial response to these tensions'>*. The
emergence of statutory frameworks governing the collection, use and storage of personal data signals
an increasing awareness of the need to regulate digital environments. ***However, these frameworks
generally focus on privacy, consent and data security rather than on the specific labour rights
implications of automated decision-making®®. They do not ordinarily recognize a worker’s right to
obtain an explanation of algorithmic outcomes, nor do they require that a human review be available
when decisions significantly affect employment®®’. The harm produced by algorithmic systems is
therefore not fully addressed by existing data protection regimes, because the issue is not only one of
information, but of power.8

Across other African jurisdictions, similar patterns are evident'®®. In Kenya, Ghana, Rwanda and
South Africa, labour laws are still principally concerned with preventing exploitative wage practices,
ensuring safety and regulating the terms of employment contracts®. Constitutional frameworks
emphasise equality, dignity and access to justice, while data protection statutes focus on lawful and
fair data processing.’®® Yet none of these frameworks independently confronts the central challenge
presented by algorithmic decision-making: the displacement of human managerial judgment by
automated logic that is shielded from scrutiny®2, The result is a widening gap between the realities of
digital labour governance and the legal instruments intended to protect workers. 3,

This regulatory gap is particularly visible in industries that rely heavily on digital coordination, such
as logistics platforms, telecommunications service networks and banking systems®®. In these sectors,
performance evaluation, compensation and job security may depend on algorithmic metrics®.
However, workers who are adversely affected by such metrics often have no clear legal pathway to
challenge the outcome.®® The procedural mechanisms for contesting unfair treatment presume that the
worker can know, understand and respond to the reasons for a decision.'®” When the decision flows
from a system that neither the worker nor the manager can fully interpret, the protective purpose of
the law is undermined.%®
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The Nigerian experience therefore demonstrates the need for a regulatory framework that does more
than merely acknowledge the presence of technology. What is required is a legal structure that
responds directly to the reallocation of authority brought about by algorithmic management'®®. This
means developing regulatory principles that insist upon transparency, intelligibility and human
responsibility in employment decision-making™. It also requires recognizing that workers must retain
the capacity to challenge decisions that affect their livelihoods, even when those decisions are
automated.!’

The future of labour rights in Africa will depend on how effectively legal systems adjust to these new
conditions’. If regulatory frameworks evolve to address the realities of algorithmic governance, the
continent can shape a model of digital labour that honors fairness, dignity and justice'”. If they do
not, the employment relationship may shift toward a form of control that is increasingly
unaccountable, increasingly opaque and increasingly resistant to challenge!’. The urgency of reform
lies in ensuring that technological progress does not weaken the foundational principles upon which
labour protection rests.}™

7. Policy and Regulatory Pathways

Responding to the challenges posed by algorithmic management in African workplaces requires a
regulatory approach that is attentive to both the opportunities offered by digital innovation and the
risks of diminished transparency, accountability and fairness!’®. The objective is not to prevent the use
of technology in employment governance, but to ensure that technology operates within a framework
that respects human dignity, protects labour rights and upholds the principles of fairness that underpin
the employment relationship.t’” This involves recognizing that algorithmic systems are not neutral
mechanisms but instruments of managerial authority and therefore must be subject to the same
standards of justification and review that apply to all exercises of power in the workplace.'’®

A starting point for regulatory reform in Nigeria and across Africa is the acknowledgement that
automated decision-making in employment is now a structural reality.}”® This requires labour
legislation to formally recognise algorithmic management as a form of managerial control*®. The law
cannot effectively regulate what it does not explicitly name!®!. Once acknowledged, legal standards
can be developed to ensure that workers retain the right to understand and challenge the decisions that
affect their livelihoods'®2. This requires an insistence on intelligibility in managerial decision-
making®®. Workers should not be governed by systems that cannot be explained to them.'® For this
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reason, employment law must impose clear obligations on employers to disclose when algorithmic
systems are used, to explain the basis of their decision outputs in comprehensible terms and to provide
avenues for meaningful review where harm may have occurred.

Regulatory frameworks must also protect against discriminatory outcomes!®. Because algorithms
learn from data, they reflect the patterns embedded in that data.®” Where data reflects entrenched
social inequalities, algorithmic systems risk reproducing or intensifying those inequalities!®. Labour
regulation must therefore require employers to assess the potential discriminatory effects of
automated systems before deployment and to routinely evaluate outcomes to ensure that
disadvantaged groups are not disproportionately affected.’®® This approach shifts emphasis from
proving discrimination after harm has occurred to preventing harm before it materialises'®. It places
responsibility on employers to demonstrate fairness rather than on workers to uncover injustice.®!

Accountability remains a central concern.’® When decisions are generated by automated systems,
responsibility can appear diffused or concealed.!®® Yet every employment decision that affects a
person’s livelihood must have a responsible agen!®*t. The law must ensure that employers remain
accountable for the results of algorithmic decision-making regardless of whether those decisions are
automated.'®® This requires internal review mechanisms that allow workers to contest automated
outcomes, and external dispute resolution bodies that possess the institutional capacity to evaluate
algorithmic reasoning®. Without such capacity, rights exist only in theory, not in practice.’®’

There is also an important role for regional cooperation'®®. African states share comparable labour
market conditions, similar technological adoption patterns and similar regulatory gaps.!®® A
coordinated approach to governing algorithmic management would allow states to learn from one
another, prevent regulatory fragmentation and strengthen the continent’s collective position in global
discussions on digital governance?®. Countries such as Kenya, Rwanda and South Africa are already
experimenting with elements of digital labour regulation, and Nigeria can both learn from and
contribute to these developments?®:. A shared regulatory framework would affirm African agency in
shaping the digital future of work rather than simply receiving models developed elsewhere.?%
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The broader purpose of regulatory reform is to reinforce the principle that technology must serve
human interests rather than displace them.?®® Algorithmic management should not diminish the
worker’s capacity to be recognized, respected and treated as a person.?** The workplace is not merely
a site of production; it is part of the social and moral fabric of life.?% Regulation must therefore ensure
that technological progress strengthens rather than weakens the dignity, security and fairness of
employment relationships.2%® The future of work in Africa will be determined not only by the spread
of digital tools, but by the values and principles that guide their adoption.?®’

8. Summary of Findings

This study has examined the emergence and implications of algorithmic management within African
labour systems, using Nigeria as a central case study and positioning it alongside developments in
South Africa, Kenya, Rwanda and Ghana.?’® The analysis revealed that algorithmic management does
not merely introduce new tools of workplace coordination but reconfigures the very basis of
managerial authority, decision-making and accountability?®. In Nigerian workplaces, particularly in
the private sector, algorithmic systems now influence recruitment, supervision and performance
evaluation, yet the legal frameworks governing employment relationships have not evolved in
parallel.?® The result is a widening gap between technological practice and regulatory protection. The
study found that algorithmic management poses significant risks to labour rights, including
discrimination arising from biased data sets, opacity in decision-making processes, erosion of worker
dignity through continuous digital monitoring and the possibility of automated dismissal without
contextual review?!!. These risks challenge the foundational principles of fairness, autonomy and
procedural justice that underpin labour regulation in Africa.?*? The persistence of master—servant
contractual doctrines in Nigeria further complicates the protection of workers, as managerial
decisions, even when automated, may not be subject to substantive challenge unless they clearly
violate procedural terms.?t3

Comparative analysis revealed that African states are responding to technological transformation
through different regulatory trajectories®**. South Africa’s jurisprudential emphasis on accountability
and justification demonstrates the potential to extend existing constitutional principles to algorithmic
decision-making?®®. Kenya has begun to explicitly recognize automated decision-making in its data
governance framework, signaling a proactive adaptation to digital work environments?'®, Rwanda’s
state-led digitalization strategy suggests that institutional capacity and regulatory coherence are
essential precursors to effective labour governance in digital contexts?’. Ghana illustrates the risks
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associated with regulatory delay, where technological adoption proceeds without corresponding legal
safeguards.?®

The overarching finding is that algorithmic management introduces a new modality of power in the
workplace, one that is fragmented, opaque and resistant to traditional forms of oversight?'®. Existing
labour laws, constitutional guarantees and data protection rules remain necessary but insufficient
when technological systems mediate employment decisions. 2%Protecting workers' dignity and
ensuring fairness in automated decision-making requires regulatory frameworks that insist on
transparency, explanation, human review and enforceable avenues for redress.??! The study concludes
that Nigeria is positioned to lead the continent in developing a rights-based approach to algorithmic
labour governance, but doing so will require deliberate reform grounded in principled regulatory
design and institutional capacity.??

9. Recommendations

The findings of this study have demonstrated that algorithmic management is reshaping the structure
of managerial authority in African workplaces in ways that existing labour laws did not anticipate??,
To address this, regulatory reform must begin by explicitly recognizing algorithmic decision-making
as a form of managerial power??4, Labour legislation should therefore affirm that workers retain the
right to understand and challenge the basis of decisions affecting their employment, regardless of
whether such decisions are made by human supervisors or automated systems.?? A legal obligation of
explanation should be introduced into employment regulation, ensuring that workers can request and
receive clear, comprehensible accounts of how algorithmic systems evaluated their data and produced
particular outcomes.?? It is essential that workers have access to meaningful human review where
algorithmic decisions result in adverse consequences such as denial of employment, diminished
opportunities or termination??’. The right to human review should not be symbolic or procedural but
substantive, requiring employers to engage with the worker’s account of their performance or
circumstances®?®. This would ensure that automation does not eliminate the contextual judgment that
is necessary to uphold fairness in the workplace.??® Regulatory reform must also address the risk of
discrimination inherent in data-driven decision-making®®. Employers should be required to assess
algorithmic systems for potential discriminatory patterns before implementation and to monitor
outcomes over time to ensure that certain groups are not disproportionately excluded or
disadvantaged®. This shifts responsibility for identifying and preventing discrimination from workers
to the institutions that deploy algorithmic systems.?®? Finally, regulators, labour institutions and
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adjudicatory bodies must develop the technical capacity to evaluate algorithmic processes?. Rights
are only meaningful if the institutions responsible for enforcing them have the competence to interpret
and assess the systems that produce harm.=* Building this capacity will require coordinated
investment in training, interdisciplinary collaboration and institutional reform.?*> Nigeria is well
positioned to lead this process on the continent and to play a central role in shaping a regional
framework for digital labour governance.?®

10. Conclusion

This study has shown that algorithmic management represents a new configuration of authority in the
workplace, one that alters the relationship between the worker and the employer by replacing human
decision-making with automated evaluation?®’. While technological innovation offers opportunities
for efficiency and coordination, it also threatens the core values that underpin labour relations,
including fairness, dignity and the right to contest decisions that affect one’s livelihood?®. In Nigeria
and across Africa, existing labour laws and data protection frameworks remain grounded in
assumptions of human managerial judgment and therefore cannot fully address the challenges
introduced by algorithmic control.?® The comparative analysis revealed that African states are
responding to digital transformation through diverse pathways, each offering lessons for future
regulatory development?*®, South Africa provides a model of constitutional adaptation, Kenya
demonstrates the value of proactive statutory recognition, Rwanda shows the importance of regulatory
coordination and Ghana illustrates the risks of regulatory complacency?*. Nigeria stands at a pivotal
moment.?* It can either allow algorithmic management to evolve without oversight or it can take
deliberate steps to shape a governance framework that aligns technological progress with social
justice.2®® The central conclusion of this research is that effective regulation must ensure that
technological advancement does not erode the humanity of work?*. Algorithmic management must
remain accountable to principles of dignity, transparency and fairness, and workers must retain the
capacity to understand and challenge decisions that affect their opportunity and security.?* If Nigeria
responds with thoughtful and principled reform, it has the potential not only to protect its own
workers but also to lead the development of a distinctly African model of labour governance in the
digital age.?*®
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