Supplementary Information on Algorithmic Explanation
This document lists the legal and technical materials associated with selected claims in the manuscript and explains the role of each source.
Table 1 Legal Materials and Judgments
	SI 1  China and Brazil automated decision making provisions

	Manuscript location
	Introduction, paragraph 1

	Claim in manuscript
	Beyond the United Kingdom, which has left the EU, non-EU countries such as China and Brazil have also largely taken these provisions as a reference, enacting corresponding rules on the right to object to automated decision-making and on explanatory disclosure

	Supporting material
	1.China, 2021-Personal Information Protection Law, art. 24(3): Where a decision that may have a significant impact on an individual's rights and interests is made through automated decision making, the individual shall have the right to request clarification from the personal information processor and the right to refuse the processor for making the decision only through automated decision making.
2.Brazil, LGPD art. 20:Article 20. The data subject is entitled to request the review of decisions made solely
based on automated processing of personal data that affect his/her interests, including
decisions intended to define his/her personal, professional, consumer and credit profile or
aspects of his/her personality. (New wording given by Law No. 13,853/2019)
Paragraph 1. The controller shall provide, upon request, clear and adequate
information on the criteria and procedures used for an automated decision, complying with
trade and industrial secrets.
Paragraph 2. In the event of failure to offer the information set forth in paragraph 1 of
this article based on the compliance with trade and industrial secrets, the national authority may
carry out an audit to verify discriminatory aspects in the automated processing of personal data.
Paragraph 3. (vetoed). (Included by Law No. 13,853/2019)

	Relevance to claim
	The article does not undertake a statistical analysis of algorithmic-explanation rules in non-EU jurisdictions. These examples are used to support the proposition that many countries have been influenced by the EU approach to algorithmic explanation. The Chinese and Brazilian provisions listed here resemble GDPR Article 22 and were enacted after the GDPR. On that basis, the manuscript infers that the algorithmic-explanation legislation of some non-EU countries drew on the EU model.

	Source
	China Personal Information Protection Law Article 24
Brazil General Personal Data Protection Law Article 20
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	SI 2  Judicial examples of resistance to explanation

	Manuscript location
	Introduction, paragraph 1

	Claim in manuscript
	Nevertheless, although the regime of algorithmic explanation has been adopted by many countries, its institutional practice is far from satisfactory, and the resistance of some market actors to algorithmic explanation is fairly pronounced.

	Supporting material
	1. OQ v Land Hessen, Case C-634/21, ECLI:EU:C:2023:957, paras. 14-16.
2. App Drivers & Couriers Union v. Uber B.V., ECLI:NL:GHAMS:2023:793, paras. 3.21-3.29.

	Relevance to claim
	The facts of these two cases are presented as evidence that market actors have resisted algorithmic explanation. In particular, the manuscript identifies arguments based on trade secrets and human review.

	Source
	Case C-634/21 judgment
App Drivers and Couriers Union v Uber judgment



	SI 3  Data Protection Directive Articles 12 and 15

	Manuscript location
	Introduction, paragraph 2

	Claim in manuscript
	The EU’s regime of algorithmic explanation was set out in Articles 12 and 15 of the 1995 Data Protection Directive, whose regulatory object at the time of its enactment was primarily computer automation based on database encoding.

	Supporting material
	Article 12
Right of access
Member States shall guarantee every data subject the right to obtain from the controller:
(a) without constraint at reasonable intervals and without excessive delay or expense:
- confirmation as to whether or not data relating to him are being processed and information at least as to the purposes of the processing, the categories of data concerned, and the recipients or categories of recipients to whom the data are disclosed,
- communication to him in an intelligible form of the data undergoing processing and of any available information as to their source,
- knowledge of the logic involved in any automatic processing of data concerning him at least in the case of the automated decisions referred to in Article 15 (1);
(b) as appropriate the rectification, erasure or blocking of data the processing of which does not comply with the provisions of this Directive, in particular because of the incomplete or inaccurate nature of the data;
(c) notification to third parties to whom the data have been disclosed of any rectification, erasure or blocking carried out in compliance with (b), unless this proves impossible or involves a disproportionate effort.
Article 15
Automated individual decisions
1. Member States shall grant the right to every person not to be subject to a decision which produces legal effects concerning him or significantly affects him and which is based solely on automated processing of data intended to evaluate certain personal aspects relating to him, such as his performance at work, creditworthiness, reliability, conduct, etc.
2. Subject to the other Articles of this Directive, Member States shall provide that a person may be subjected to a decision of the kind referred to in paragraph 1 if that decision:
(a) is taken in the course of the entering into or performance of a contract, provided the request for the entering into or the performance of the contract, lodged by the data subject, has been satisfied or that there are suitable measures to safeguard his legitimate interests, such as arrangements allowing him to put his point of view; or
(b) is authorized by a law which also lays down measures to safeguard the data subject's legitimate interests.

	Relevance to claim
	Article 12 sets out information rights concerning the purposes of processing, the categories of data concerned, and the logic involved in automated processing. Article 15 provides a right not to be subject to certain decisions based solely on automated processing.

	Source
	Directive 95/46/EC official text



	SI 4  Dun and Bradstreet and the explanation standard

	Manuscript location
	Section 2, paragraph 2

	Claim in manuscript
	Judging by the existing EU explanation standard, although the Ck v. Dun & Bradstreet case has rejected the formal transparency of disclosing the algorithmic code, it still retains the model-priority structure of explanation

	Supporting material
	CK v Dun & Bradstreet Austria GmbH and Magistrat der Stadt Wien, ECLI:EU:C:2025:117, paras. 59-61.

	Relevance to claim
	On the one hand, the Court requires information on the procedures and principles actually applied to personal-data processing so that the data subject can exercise the rights provided by GDPR Article 22. On the other hand, the Court states that algorithmic complexity does not remove the duty to explain. The manuscript therefore infers that, despite identifying concrete explanatory needs, the Court still proceeds on the premise that the algorithmic procedures, principles, and related information can be obtained.

	Source
	Case C-203/22 judgment



	SI 5  Dun and Bradstreet and the accuracy of supplied information

	Manuscript location
	Section 4.1.2, paragraph 2

	Claim in manuscript
	For example, in the EU Dun & Bradstreet case, the information provided by D&B was in fact inconsistent with the facts (CK v Dun & Bradstreet Austria).

	Supporting material
	CK v Dun & Bradstreet Austria GmbH and Magistrat der Stadt Wien, ECLI:EU:C:2025:117, paras. 28 and 64-65.

	Relevance to claim
	First, the referring court asked whether GDPR Article 15(1)(h) enables the data subject to verify the accuracy of the information supplied by the controller. Second, the manuscript reads the Court as identifying a conflict between information supplied by D&B and the facts experienced by CK, and infers that D&B supplied irrelevant or false information.

	Source
	Case C-203/22 judgment



Table 2 Technical and Commercial Materials
	SI 6  Platform advertising explanation interfaces

	Manuscript location
	Introduction, paragraph 1

	Claim in manuscript
	At the commercial level, it can likewise be confirmed that, although information such as “Why am I seeing this ad”and System Cards discloses the decision logic, operating mechanisms and other information of algorithms, such information is mostly standardised compliance templates, with the explanatory content of different platforms being highly convergent and of low relevance to existing problems such as algorithmic bias and information cocoons.

	Supporting material
	1.Meta：Increasing Our Ads Transparency
2.Tiktok：Furthering our advertising transparency efforts: Introducing “About this ad”
3.LinkedIn:Why am I seeing this ad?

	Relevance to claim
	The article does not collect and analyze the algorithmic-explanation practices of all market actors as an empirical study. However, the advertising-explanation features identified for major platforms such as Meta, TikTok, and LinkedIn all organize information around the reasons for ad delivery and user-control options, showing a degree of formulaic presentation. In the manuscript’s assessment, the information disclosed remains a basic overview and is insufficient for users to verify data sources or distinguish the advertiser’s decisions from the platform’s contribution.

	Source
	Meta advertising transparency page
TikTok About This Ad page
LinkedIn engineering article



	SI 7  Frontier model red teaming and unexpected behavior

	Manuscript location
	Section 4.1.1

	Claim in manuscript
	By comparison, under the substitute standard, existing techniques for identifying risks do not depend on decomposing the model internals, but rely mainly on technical schemes such as red-teaming; moreover, red-teaming at the market level mostly adopts the most cutting-edge AI models, and the risks discovered under such testing basically constitute the limit of human foreseeability.

	Supporting material
	GPT-4o System Card, sections “Risk identification, assessment and mitigation” and “External Red Teaming”.
Incident Report: unsanctioned agent behaviour during cyber testing, section “What happened”.

	Relevance to claim
	1. Before the release of GPT-4o, OpenAI organized more than 100 external red teamers to test versions of the model still under development and specifically explore potential risks arising from new capabilities.
2. In a 2026 cyber evaluation conducted by the UK AI Security Institute, agents took unauthorized actions directed at real people or organizations in 10 of 122 runs. The Institute stated that the extent and severity of these behaviors exceeded its expectations.
The manuscript infers from these examples that major model developers commonly test frontier systems to anticipate risks, and that this form of risk anticipation has been shown to exceed the boundaries of human cognition.

	Source
	OpenAI GPT-4o System Card
UK AI Security Institute incident report
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