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ABSTRACT

According to the fairness principle in Article 5.1a of the EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), data
controllers must process personal data fairly. However, the GDPR fails to explain what is fairness and how it
should be achieved. In fact, the GDPR focuses mostly on procedural fairness: if personal data are processed in
compliance with the GDPR, for instance, by ensuring lawfulness and transparency, such processing is assumed to
be fair. Because some forms of data processing can still be unfair, even if all the GDPR’s procedural rules are
complied with, we argue that substantive fairness is also an essential part of the GDPR’s fairness principle and
necessary to achieve the GDPR’s goal of offering effective protection to data subjects. Substantive fairness is not
mentioned in the GDPR and no guidance on substantive fairness is provided. In this paper, we provide elements
of substantive fairness derived from EU consumer law, competition law, non-discrimination law, and data
protection law that can help interpret the substantive part of the GDPR’s fairness principle. Three elements
derived from consumer protection law are good faith, no detrimental effects, and autonomy (e.g., no misleading
or aggressive practices). We derive the element of abuse of dominant position (and power inequalities) from
competition law. From other areas of law, we derive non-discrimination, vulnerabilities, and accuracy as ele-
ments relevant to interpreting substantive fairness. Although this may not be a complete list, cumulatively these
elements may help interpret Article 5.1a GDPR and help achieve fairness in data protection law.

1. Introduction

enshrined in Article 5.1a GDPR could play an important role in
addressing these concerns, contributing to effective protection as

In 2018, the much-touted EU General Data Protection Regulation
(GPDR) came into force. Since then, many flaws of this legal instrument
have been revealed.! In the light of new technologies such as artificial
intelligence (AI)? it seems questionable whether the protection the
GPDR intends to offer, is in fact realized. The fairness principle

envisaged by the GDPR.®

The GDPR implements the principles for the processing of personal
data.” However, these principles focus primarily on procedural, i.e.,
formal or process-oriented requirements.” If personal data are collected
and processed according to the rules (for instance, rules regarding

Fairness Elements for Article 5.1a GDPR.

* Corresponding author.
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1 See, for instance, Peter J van de Waerdt, ‘Information asymmetries: recognizing the limits of the GDPR on the data-driven market’ (2020) Computer Law & Security
Review, 38, 105436. Many of these issues carry on from prior data protection legislation, see, for instance, Tal Zarsky, ‘Incompatible: the GDPR in the age of big data’
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European Journal of Law and Technology Vol. 12 No. 3

2 Jande Bruyne, Cedric Vanleenhove, Artificial Intelligence and the Law (Intersentia 2021); Woodrow Barfield, Ugo Pagallo, Advanced Introduction to law and artificial
intelligence (Edgar Elgar 2020); Bart Custers, Eduard Fosch Villaronga, Law and Artificial Intelligence: Regulating AI and Applying Al in Legal Practice (Springer 2022)
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3 Recital 11 GDPR. Case C-645,/19 [2021] Facebook Ireland ECR 1-483 para 45; Case C-319/20, Meta Platforms Ireland Limited [2022] ECR I-322 para 73.
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informed consent and transparency), then such processing is assumed to
be ok.

However, the implicit assumption that complying with these proce-
dural rules guarantees fairness may be flawed. Although according to
Recital 39 and Article 5.1a GDPR, personal data shall be processed fairly
(the fairness principle), the GDPR fails to explain what fairness is and
how it could or should be achieved. Nonetheless, the literature on fair-
ness suggests that fairness consists of two elements: procedural fairness
and substantive fairness.® In fact, neither is the essential element of
substantive fairness mentioned in the GDPR nor is any guidance on
substantive fairness provided therein or elsewhere. Therefore, even if all
procedural rules of the GDPR are complied with, data processing can
still be unfair from a substantive perspective.

Typical examples of personal data processing that people consider
unfair (even though allowed under the GDPR) concern personalized
pricing. For instance, consumers are not very supportive of increased
prices for umbrellas when it is raining or paying more for a can of Coca-
cola when it is very warm.” Food deliveries that are up to 50 % more
expensive for consumers in wealthy neighbourhoods are even more
complicated.® Another daunting example is a practice adopted by Uber
that allegedly charges consumers more if their phone battery is low.”
Moreover, some technologies group people into completely novel cate-
gories, such as dog owners, sad teens, video gamers, single parents, or
gamblers, but none of these characteristics are covered in the GDPR or
anti-discrimination laws.'® Likewise, predictions generated by machine
learning and other types of Al may unfairly impact data subjects. This
especially applies when predictions are considered as facts, although
such predictions are probabilistic and relate to future conduct that has
not yet happened or may never happen at all. Also, reasoning de-
ficiencies currently present in Al systems'’ may lead to unfair decisions.
However, all these types of decision-making based on personal data are
usually allowed if they comply with the GDPR’s procedural rules. This is
not always the case, as Al systems can violate procedural fairness, for
instance, when it is impossible to follow the steps these systems take to
generate their output (i.e., the black box problem).'?

6 Daniel Schaefer, Procedural versus substantive justice: Rawls and Nozick
(2007) Social Philosophy and Policy 24(1), 164-186; Gianclaudio Malgieri, ‘The
concept of Fairness in the GDPR’ (FAT* ’20: Conference on Fairness,
Accountability, and Transparency, Barcelona, January 2020) 2, 3 <https://pap
ers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=3517264> accessed 1 June 2023.
See also the conceptualization of justice as fairness by Rawls, see John Rawls, A
theory of justice: Revised edition (Harvard University Press 2020); John Rawls,
Justice as fairness: A restatement. (Harvard University Press 2001)

7 Frederik Zuiderveen Borgesius, Joost Poort, Online Price Discrimination
and EU Data Privacy Law (2017) Vol 40(3) Journal of Consumer Policy 347-366.

8 Sarah Maxwell, Ellen Garbarino, The identification of social norms of price
discrimination on the internet (2010) Vol 19(3) Journal of Product & Brand
Management 218-224.

9 Vice News, Uber Accused of Charging People More If Their Phone Battery Is
Low, <https://www.vice.com/en/article/m7beq8/uber-surge-pricing-phone-
battery> accessed 17 November 2023; Marion Dakers, Uber knows customers
with dying batteries are more likely to accept surge pricing, The Telegraph, 30
October 2017.

10 gandra Wachter, The theory of artificial immutability: Protecting algo-
rithmic groups under anti-discrimination law. (2022) arXiv preprint arXiv:
2205.01166.

1 Brian Bergstein, ‘What Al still can’t do’ MIT Technology Review (Cam-
bridge 31 January 2020) <https://www.technologyreview.com/2020/01/3
1/304844/ai-common-sense-reads-human-language-ai2/> accessed 1 June
2023; Brandon Bennet, Anthony G Cohn, ‘Automated Common-sense Spatial
Reasoning: Still a Hughe Challenge’ in Stephen Muggleton, Nicholas Chater
(eds) Human-Like Machine Intelligence (Oxford University Press 2021) 405;
12 Amitai Etzioni, Oren Etzioni, ‘Keeping Al Legal’ (2016) 19 Vand. J. Ent. &
Tech. L. 133, 137; Danielle Keats Citron, Frank Pasquale, ‘The scored society:
Due process for automated predictions’ (2014) Vol. 89 Iss. 1 Washington Law
Review, 1, 6.
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The elusiveness of the GDPR’s fairness principle was already un-
veiled by Clifford and Ausloos in their landmark paper in 2017.% They
point out that even though the GDPR’s fairness principle is often
referred to as a critical tenet of data protection law, a precise under-
standing of its role is unclear. They delineate fairness from the other data
protection principles and clarify its overarching role and importance in
the GDPR. Graef, Clifford and Valcke signal that the notion of fairness
underpins the regimes of data protection law, consumer protection law,
and competition law.'*

Using these works as a starting point, in this paper, we provide ele-
ments of substantive fairness derived from other areas of law. It is
postulated that EU consumer protection law, competition law, non-
discrimination law and (to a limited extent) data protection law itself
can help interpret the substantive part of the GDPR’s fairness principle.
The three elements derived from consumer protection law are good
faith, no presence of detrimental effects, and no undue influence on
autonomy, e.g., through misleading or aggressive practices. From the
domain of competition law, non-exploitation of dominant positions'®
(and power inequalities) is derived. Competition and consumer protec-
tion laws aim to re-balance power dynamics between different stake-
holders. In our view, considering the elements derived from these areas
of law may, as such, lead to fairer outcomes of data processing. In
addition, data protection law needs some form of re-calibration due to
power inequalities between data controllers and data subjects. From
other areas of law, we derive the elements of non-discrimination, vul-
nerabilities, and accuracy for interpreting substantive fairness. Although
this may not be an exhaustive list, these elements may cumulatively help
interpret Article 5.1a GDPR and help achieve a higher degree of fairness
in data protection law-related cases and enforcement actions.

Focussing on substantive fairness may contribute to increased fair-
ness in data protection law for two reasons. First, merely focusing on
procedural fairness elements does not per se guarantee fair outcomes.
Hence, considering both procedural and substantive fairness offers a
better, more complete approach to fairness. This ties in with a second
reason: the current focus on procedural fairness tends to lean towards
black letter law approaches, i.e., legalism focusing on grammatical in-
terpretations rather than teleological interpretations. In practice, data
controllers often see the provisions in the GDPR as a checklist to comply
with but hardly consider fairness by taking the broader picture into
account.'® Substantive fairness fits with teleological interpretations of
EU law, which demand that the CJEU gives concrete expressions to
unclear or too general notions.'”

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides further
background on fairness in the GDPR. Section 3 examines EU consumer

13 Damien Clifford, Jeff D Ausloos, ‘Data Protection and the Role of Fairness’
(2018) Vol. 37 No. 1 Yearbook of European Law 130, 187.

14 Inge Graef, Damien Clifford, Peggy Valcke, ‘Fairness and enforcement:
bridging competition, data protection, and consumer law’ (2018) Vol 8 No 3
International Data Privacy Law 200, 203.

15 Stemming from the prohibition on the abuse of dominant positions in EU
competition law.

16 Custers, B.H.M., Sears, A.M., Dechesne, F., Georgieva, L.N., Tani, T., and
Van der Hof, S. (2019) EU Personal Data Protection in Policy and Practice,
Heidelberg: Asser/Springer. Note the differences between countries: in the
context of the data protection law, countries like France and Italy focus more on
grammatical interpretations, whereas countries like Germany focus more on
teleological interpretations.

17 Pierre Pescatore, ‘Les objectifs de la Communauté européenne comme
principes d’interprétation dans la jurisprudencede la Cour de justice’ (1972) vol
2 Miscellanea W.J. Ganshof van der Meersch 328; Koen Lenaerts, José A
Gutiérrez-Fons, ‘To Say What the Law of the EU Is: Methods of Interpretation
and the European Court of Justice’ (2013) European University Institute
Working Paper AEL 2013/9 at 6 <https://cadmus.eui.eu/bitstream/handle/
1814/28339/AEL_2013_09_DL.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y> accessed 30
June 2023.
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protection law and derives elements of substantive fairness from this
field. Section 4 conducts the same exercise from the EU competition law
point of view. Section 5 discusses other elements that are potentially
relevant when interpreting substantive fairness. Section 6 provides
conclusions and discusses how these substantive fairness elements can
further be used to interpret the fairness principle in Article 5.1a GDPR.

2. Fairness in the GDPR

Fairness is usually categorised into two types, i.e. procedural and
substantive fairness.'® In this section, we discuss both these sub-types of
fairness and argue that currently, the focus in data protection law is on
procedural fairness whereas substantive fairness should receive more
attention. These two types of fairness are complementary. 19 Substantive
fairness focusses on the outcome of a process®’ and procedural fairness
examines the fairness of the procedure by which that outcome was
reached.’’ For instance, if a fair outcome (i.e., an outcome everyone
considers fair) is achieved without involving all stakeholders, proce-
dural fairness may still be lacking. Conversely, if all procedural fairness
elements (e.g., transparency, legal requirements, etc.) are observed,
outcomes may still be unfair, as was illustrated above with the examples
on personalized pricing.

2.1. Procedural fairness

Procedural fairness concerns formal or process-oriented re-
quirements.”” It examines the fairness of the procedure by which an
outcome was reached.?® In data protection law, procedural fairness fo-
cuses on whether data has been obtained or otherwise processed
through unfair means, for instance, by deception or without the
knowledge of the individual concerned.’® Procedural fairness in the
GDPR concentrates on rules for the processing of personal data, for
instance, transparency (Article 5.1a GDPR), security safeguards (Article
5.1f GDPR), and ensuring data subject rights (Articles 12-22 GDPR).
These procedural elements of fairness date back to the 1980s, as they
were already incorporated in the Council of Europe Convention 108 (the
Strasbourg Treaty).”” Back then, the focus on these elements was
deemed sufficient. This is because there was limited internet access and
no existence of interconnected databases or sophisticated data analytics
tools and large-scale automated processing. In light of the current
technological developments, including in Al, the mere focus on proce-
dural fairness is no longer sufficient. This is also evidenced by the

18 Giulia Gentile, ‘Two Strings to One Bow? Article 47 of the EU Charter of
Fundamental Rights in the EU Competition Case Law: Between Procedural and
Substantive Fairness’ (2020) Vol 4 No 2 Market and Competition Law Review
169-204; Stephen A Smith, ‘In Defence of Substantive Fairness’ (1996) Vol 112
Iss 1 Law Quarterly Review 138-158; Pinar Akman, The concept of abuse in EU
competition law (Hart Publishing Ltd 2012) 166.

19 Giulia Gentile, ‘Two Strings to One Bow? Article 47 of the EU Charter of
Fundamental Rights in the EU Competition Case Law: Between Procedural and
Substantive Fairness’ (2020) Vol 4 No 2 Market and Competition Law Review 169,
173-174.

20 Stephen A Smith, ‘In Defence of Substantive Fairness’ (1996) Vol 112 Iss 1
Law Quarterly Review 138-158.

21 pinar Akman, The Concept of Abuse in EU Competition Law (Hart Publishing
Ltd 2012) 166.

22 Inge Graef, Damien Clifford, Peggy Valcke, ‘Fairness and enforcement:
bridging competition, data protection, and consumer law’ (2018) Vol 8 No 3
International Data Privacy Law 200, 203.

23 pinar Akman, The Concept of Abuse in EU Competition Law (Hart Publishing
Ltd 2012) 166.

24 Cecile de Terwangne, Commentary of Article 5 in Christopher Kuner, Lee A.
Bygrave, Christopher Docksey (eds), The EU General Data Protection Regulation:
A Commentary (OUP 2020) 314.

25 Council of Europe (1981) Convention for the Protection of Individuals with
regard to Automatic Processing of Personal Data, No. 108, 28.01.1981.
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Commission’s fitness check on digital fairness launched in May 2022.%°
Against the backdrop of the digital transformation, the European Com-
mission is currently investigating whether additional action is needed to
ensure an equal level of fairness online and offline with regard to EU
consumer protection law.?”

Some authors, such as Eskens and Wachter & Mittelstadt interpret
fairness as a mere proxy for transparency that essentially falls under
procedural fairness as it simply focuses on formal transparency re-
quirements.”® According to their views, fairness does not merit an in-
dependent meaning because it solely relates to transparency; it is not
defined in the GDPR and it only appears in the context of lawfulness or
transparency.”” Additionally, Eskens’s interpretation of fairness as mere
transparency is backed by the argument that ’fair processing’ is never
mentioned in the GDPR.’’ However, the claim that ‘fair processing’ is
never mentioned in the GDPR is simply wrong. Article 5.1a GDPR
literally states that “personal data shall be processed [...1, fairly”, which
is another linguistic form for expressing ‘fair processing’.

We think an interpretation of fairness as merely procedural fairness
is not convincing for at least three reasons. The first reason is that it
provides an incomplete conceptualization. In essence, focusing merely
on procedural fairness can yield unfair results. This is particularly the
case when fairness is interpreted as mere transparency. A data controller
can be completely transparent about using a discriminatory decision-
making system, but that does not ensure fair outcomes. In other
words, procedural fairness requirements can be fully complied with, but
from a substantive perspective, the results can still be unfair. Online
price discrimination is a typical example. Basically, the assumption that
merely following all the procedural rules yields fair outcomes is flawed.

Second, lawfulness, fairness, and transparency are clearly used as
distinct concepts in the GDPR.

None of these terms are defined as such in Article 4 of the GDPR, but
some of these principles are further substantiated in the GDPR. Article 6
of the GDPR, for instance, implements the lawfulness principle by
mandating six legal grounds for processing. Articles 12-14 of the GDPR
substantiate the transparency principle by imposing specific information
obligations on data controllers. Other principles, such as the accuracy
principle and the data minimisation principle are not further substan-
tiated in the GDPR. The fact that fairness is not further elaborated not
only enables interpreting fairness as compliance with the GDPR rules but
also allows interpreting fairness as a broader concept, i.e. so as to
include substantive fairness. Only because Article 5.1a GDPR mentions

%6 gee <  https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-sa
y/initiatives/13413-Digital-fairness-fitness-check-on-EU-consumer-law_en >
accessed 10 November 2023.

27 See also ‘New Consumer Agenda’ COM (2020) 696 final at 10 < https://e
ur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52020DCO
696&from=EN > accessed 10 November 2023.

28 sarah Johanna Eskens, ‘Profiling the European Citizen in the Internet of
Things: How Will the General Data Protection Regulation Apply to this Form of
Personal Data Processing, and How Should It? (2016) Master thesis, University
of Amsterdam 27  <https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_
id=2752010> accessed 7 October 2022; Sandra Wachter, Brent Mittelstadt ‘A
Right to Reasonable Inferences: Re-Thinking Data Protection Law in the Age of
Big Data and AI’ (2019) No 2 Columbia Business Law Review 494, 581-582.

2% sarah Johanna Eskens, ‘Profiling the European Citizen in the Internet of
Things: How Will the General Data Protection Regulation Apply to this Form of
Personal Data Processing, and How Should It? (2016) Master thesis, University
of Amsterdam 27  <https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_
id=2752010> accessed 7 October 2022; Sandra Wachter, Brent Mittelstadt ‘A
Right to Reasonable Inferences: Re-Thinking Data Protection Law in the Age of
Big Data and AI’ (2019) No 2 Columbia Business Law Review 494, 582.

30 sarah Johanna Eskens, ‘Profiling the European Citizen in the Internet of
Things: How Will the General Data Protection Regulation Apply to this Form of
Personal Data Processing, and How Should It? (2016) Master thesis, University
of Amsterdam 27  <https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_
id=2752010> accessed 7 October 2022.
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fairness together with lawfulness and transparency does not imply that
these notions mean the same. Otherwise, the legislator would not have
introduced these three distinct notions and mentioned in recital 39
GDPR that “any processing shall be lawful and fair” [italics added]. Of
course, recitals do not have an independent legal value in EU law, but
they help to determine the nature of a provision and expand an
ambiguous provision’s scope.’!

Third, regulatory enforcement at the EU level confirms that the
fairness principle has an independent meaning.*” Additionally, the CJEU
uses fairness as an interpretative tool in order to balance the different
interests at stake.’®> According to the CJEU, a fair balance requires
specific consideration of the substantial circumstances and interests at
issue®* with particular consideration of the interests of the data subject:
“That balance may, however, depend, in specific cases, on the nature of
the information in question and its sensitivity for the data subject’s
private life”.*® This goes beyond transparency requirements or merely
focusing on how the data are collected and processed. It allows for
considering the substantive effects of the data processing. Some authors,
like Clifford and Ausloos®® and Graef et al.*’ focus on the substantive
fairness element of the GDPR’s fairness principle. Malgieri goes even
further. He states that fairness is effect-based and, therefore, it is not the
formal procedures that are relevant but the substantial mitigation of
unfair imbalances that create situations of vulnerability.>® Regulatory
guidance also points to substantive fairness by mentioning reasonable
expectations of the data subjects, possible adverse consequences of pro-
cessing, and effects of power imbalance as some of the key elements of the
fairness principle.*’

Altogether, the interpretation of fairness in data protection law as
merely procedural fairness is not convincing. Principles are open norms
that allow judges to adjust the law to changing circumstances in order to
address contemporary problems. As open norms, principles are well
suited to recalibrate data protection legislation to changing technolog-
ical circumstances for achieving the goals set out by the fundamental
right to data protection, including legislative goals pursued by the
GDPR. The goals of the GDPR, in particular, include achieving a

31 Tadas Klimas, Jflrate Vaitiukait, ‘The Law of Recitals in European Com-
munity Legislation’ (2008) Vol 15 No 1 ILSA Journal of International &
Comparative Law 61, 63.

32 Binding Decision 2/2023 on the dispute submitted by the Irish SA regarding
TikTok Technology Limited (Art. 65) adopted 2 August 2023 para 100; Binding
Decision 3/2022 on the dispute submitted by the Irish SA on Meta Platforms
Ireland Limited and its Facebook service (Art. 65 GDPR), adopted on 5
December 2022 paras 22, 477; Binding Decision 4/2022 on the dispute sub-
mitted by the Irish SA on Meta Platforms Ireland Limited and its Instagram
service (Art. 65 GDPR), adopted on 5 December 2022 para 226, 444; Binding
Decision 5/2022 on the dispute submitted by the Irish SA on Meta Platforms
Ireland Limited and its WhatsApp service (Art. 65 GDPR), adopted on 5
December 2022.

33 Case C-275/06 Promusicae [2008] ECR 1-00271 paras 68,70; Joined Cases C-
92/09 and C-93/09, Schecke [2010] ECR 1-662 para 88.

34 Gianclaudio Malgieri, “The concept of Fairness in the GDPR’ (FAT* 20:
Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency, Barcelona, January
2020) 6 <https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=3517264>
accessed 29 April 2022.

35 Case C-131/12, Google Spain [2014] ECR I-317 para 81.

36 Damien Clifford, Jeff D Ausloos, ‘Data Protection and the Role of Fairness’
(2018) Yearbook of European Law, Vol. 37, No. 1, 130, 187.

37 Inge Graef, Damien Clifford, Peggy Valcke, ‘Fairness and enforcement:
bridging competition, data protection, and consumer law’ (2018) Vol 8 No 3
International Data Privacy Law 200, 203.

38 Gianclaudio Malgieri, ‘The concept of Fairness in the GDPR’ (FAT* ’20:
Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency, Barcelona, January
2020) 2, 3 <https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=3517264>
accessed 29 April 2022.

39 European Data Protection Board, ‘Guidelines on Article 6(1)(b) GDPR’
(Guidelines 2/2019, 8 October 2019), at 6.
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consistent and high level of protection for personal data (recitals 6 and
10), a strong and coherent data protection framework (recital 7) and
effective protection (recital 11). The fairness principle’s broad scope and
open texture’’ make it a particularly suitable candidate to host
normative parameters beyond transparency. !

2.2. Substantive fairness

Substantive fairness focuses on the outcome or consequences of a pro-
cess"? as opposed to procedural fairness, which examines the fairness of
the procedure by which that outcome was reached.*®> When applied to
data protection law, procedural fairness concentrates on how personal
data is collected and processed, whereas substantive fairness focuses on
the outcomes of such processing and how it affects data subjects. These
outcomes and effects can relate to the expectations of data subjects,
adverse impacts on them, and the actual interests of the parties involved.

Although the GDPR is much less explicit about substantive fairness
than it is about procedural fairness, it still hints at the former. Sub-
stantive fairness, i.e., the outcome or consequence of a specific processing
activity, neatly fits with certain provisions contained in the GDPR. For
instance, when a data controller intends to further process personal data
for purposes other than for which the personal data have been initially
collected, the possible consequences of such further processing must be
considered."" Articles 13.2f and 14.2 g GDPR™® require data controllers
to inform data subjects about the envisaged consequences of automated
decision-making and profiling. Article 35.1 GDPR requires data con-
trollers to assess “the impact of the envisaged processing operations on
the protection of personal data” where such processing operations are
“likely to result in a high risk to the rights and freedoms of natural
persons” [italics added]. Recital 150 GDPR requires Supervisory Au-
thorities to take the consequences of a GDPR infringement into consid-
eration when determining the administrative fine to be imposed on the
data controller.

Substantive fairness is also concerned with actual fairness between
the parties involved.*® It recalibrates imbalanced situations and is used
in other areas of law (e.g., employment law).*” In data protection law,
substantive fairness thus concerns fairness between the data controller
and the data subject. This aspect of substantive fairness, which is based
on a more transactional view of data protection law, is in line with other
provisions in the GDPR. The relationship between a data controller and a
data subject is mentioned in Article 6.4b and Recital 50 GDPR. Ac-
cording to these provisions, the data controller needs to take the rela-
tionship with the data subject into consideration when intending to
further process personal data for purposes other than that for which they
were initially collected. As such, it involves an aspect of societal fairness.

40 Lee A Bygrave, ‘Minding the machine v2.0: The EU General Data Protection
Regulation and Automated Decision Making’ in Karen Yeung and Martin Lodge
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In this context, legitimate interest assessments (LIAs) are relevant.
Although technically relating to the lawfulness principle, the perfor-
mance of a LIA might also contribute to substantive fairness. It requires
the data controller to carry out a balancing exercise by considering its
own legitimate interest and the interest or fundamental rights of the data
subject concerned. When doing so, data controllers need to pay partic-
ular attention to the reasonable expectations of the data subjects, the
scale of processing and the impact on the data subjects.*® Precisely due
to these considerations, the CJEU held that Meta cannot rely on its
legitimate interest for targeted ads on Facebook.*® The CJEU’s focus on
the impact on the concerned data subjects contributes to substantive
fairness. However, the performance of a LIA relates to the lawfulness
principle. In this paper, we focus on the fairness principle, which is
distinct from the lawfulness principle and thus has an independent
meaning.50

Including substantive fairness in the interpretation of the GDPR’s
fairness principle can contribute to addressing fairness issues concerning
the processing of personal data by new technologies, such as Al systems.
It aims to prevent adverse effects in concrete circumstances, particularly
when conflicting interests need to be balanced.”' EU primary sources
also seem to refer to a substantive conceptualisation of fairness.”
Interpreting fairness as including substantial fairness furthermore
complies with the CJEU’s approach to favour that interpretation of a
provision which is the most effective. According to case law, if a pro-
vision in EU law is open to several interpretations, preference must be
given to the interpretation that ensures and maintains the effectiveness
of that provision.”> Both regulatory guidance® and regulatory
enforcement at the EU level®™ point to substantive fairness by
mentioning reasonable expectations of the data subjects, possible adverse
consequences of processing, and effects of power imbalance as relevant
factors of the fairness principle.

8 Recital 47 GDPR.
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December 2022 paras 22, 477; Binding Decision 4/2022 on the dispute sub-
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December 2022.
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Altogether, there are sufficient reasons to interpret fairness in a way
that includes both procedural and substantive fairness. The current focus
on procedural fairness leads to a compliance-based approach, whereas
the focus on both substantive and procedural fairness could lead to a
risk-based approach. Just to avoid any misunderstanding, we do not
suggest replacing interpretations of procedural fairness with in-
terpretations of substantive fairness. Rather, we suggest considering
both types when interpreting fairness so they complement each other.

If the GDPR’s fairness principle includes both procedural and sub-
stantive fairness, the next question concerns how to interpret both types.
Since the GDPR contains several procedural fairness provisions, which
are also further interpreted in case law and literature, we will not focus
on this. Instead, we will focus on substantive fairness, on which the
GDPR is much less clear and much less case law and literature is avail-
able. We turn to notions of fairness in two other fields of EU law, namely
consumer protection (Section 3) and competition law (Section 4). These
two areas of law are particularly relevant because they deal with notions
of fairness, which might provide helpful insights to further substantiate
the same under data protection law.”® It is often easier to determine
whether a particular outcome is unfair than to agree on whether a
particular outcome is fair.®” This is also reflected in the title of the two
major directives in EU consumer protection law, which both use the
term “unfair”. Likewise, EU competition law explicitly prohibits certain
unfair behaviors, such as abuse of a dominant position (Article 102
TFEU). Therefore, we suggest focusing on elements of fairness that may
lead to unfair processing of personal data rather than focusing on fair
processing. In addition to the elements derived from consumer and
competition law, we also refer to other potentially relevant elements
when interpreting substantive fairness (Section 5).

3. Elements from EU consumer protection law

In consumer protection law, fairness focuses on the decisional ca-
pacity of consumers. Fairness acts as the substantive standard against
which the legality of contractual terms and commercial practices are
tested.”® Under the Unfair Terms Directive (UTD),>’ ‘good faith’ and
‘significant imbalance’ are elements of fairness that must be examined
together. The principle of good faith has its roots in Roman Law®’ under
the term ‘bona fides’. Applying this principle in the context of consumer
law requires the contracting parties to take each other’s interests into
account in order to achieve a fair balance.®! A contractual term is unfair
when, contrary to the requirement of good faith, it causes a significant
imbalance to the detriment of the consumer.®” In order to pass the
fairness test under the UTD, a contractual term that has not been indi-
vidually negotiated should not cause a significant imbalance in the
contracting parties’ rights and obligations to the detriment of the
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57 Francis Herbert Buckley, ‘Three Theories of Substantive Fariness’ (1990)
Vol 19 Hofstra Law Review 33, 56.

58 Inge Graef, Damien Clifford, Peggy Valcke, ‘Fairness and enforcement:
bridging competition, data protection, and consumer law’ (2018) Vol 8 No 3
International Data Privacy Law 200, 204.

59 Articles 3-5 of the Council Directive 93/13/EEC of 5 April 1993 on unfair
terms in consumer contracts [1993] OJ 01993L0013 further on UTD.

0 Hugh Collins, ‘Good Faith in European Contract Law’ (1994) Vol 14 No 2
Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 229, 250.
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52 Article 3 (1) UTD.


https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3517264%3E

A. Hauselmann and B. Custers

consumer. When assessing good faith, particular regard should be given
to the strength of the bargaining positions of the parties.®® From the
UTD, we derive two elements of fairness, namely, (i) good faith or acting
in sincere and honest ways, including preventing imbalances between
the interests of the seller and consumer, and (ii) detrimental effects on the
consumer.

In the Unfair Commercial Practices Directive (UCPD),°* fairness fo-
cuses on the average consumer’s capacity to make informed autono-
mous decisions.®® A commercial practice is unfair if it is contrary to
professional diligence and distorts or is likely to distort the consumer’s
economic behavior,’° causing the consumer to act transactionally in a
way he would have otherwise not done.®” The UCPD offers protection
from misleading and aggressive commercial practices (Article 5 UCPD)
and contains a blacklist of practices that are deemed de facto unfair.®
Aggressive practices, including harassment, coercion and undue influ-
ence, are prohibited.®” The prohibition of misleading practices protects
consumers from making transactional decisions that they would not
have taken in the absence of false or untruthful information provided by
the trader.” Thus, from the UCPD we derive no undue interference with a
consumer’s autonomy as an element of fairness.

The above-mentioned three elements derived from consumer law are
discussed in more detail in the following sections.

3.1. Good faith

Acting in good faith essentially means sincere intentions to be fair,
open, and honest. Traditional conceptualisations of good faith have their
roots in virtue ethics as well as Roman Law and essentially refer to the
idea of acting in good conscience or not unconscionably, which would
prevent taking advantage of another’s trust.”! Ethical principles that
form the basis of the classical notion of bona fides are enjoy a renais-
sance today and help modern lawyers solve current issues.”> This applies
particularly to virtue ethics. For example, it has been suggested that a
virtue ethics approach to privacy regulation be adopted.”® Virtue ethics
focuses on the notion of a good or virtuous person.”* Aristotle is seen as
the classical influence on the conceptual profile of virtue,”” who
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understood virtues as character traits’® such as honesty, courage and
patience that promote the performance of right or excellent actions.””
Particularly, the virtues of honesty and trust’® seem to relate to the
concept of good faith. Good faith is well suited to prevent data con-
trollers from taking advantage of their stronger position and should,
therefore, be considered when assessing the fairness of processing.
Macénaité made the same suggestion regarding the protection of chil-
dren in an online context.””

When applying the notion of good faith to data protection law, data
controllers should assess whether their data processing violates the
concept of good faith. Good faith is typically an element of substantive
fairness that concerns fairness between parties. The element of good
faith has some overlap with the prohibition of the abuse of dominant
position as discussed in Section 4.1.

3.2. No detrimental effects

Detrimental effects are an essential element for assessing substantive
fairness because they directly refer to the outcome or consequences of a
process.’’ For instance, output generated by Al systems may have
detrimental effects on data subjects in many ways. Predictions facili-
tated by machine learning and other types of Al such as negative score
values, may prevent data subjects from obtaining a loan for buying a
house, a mobile phone subscription, or health insurance coverage. The
emotional state of a job applicant detected during an automated video
assessment may play a role when the hiring manager is deciding
whether the applicant is to be invited for a second round of interviews.
Such detrimental effects generated by AI are generally problematic in
terms of substantive fairness. They become even more problematic when
the output generated by Al systems is inaccurate or unverifiable (see
Section 5.2).

Putting someone at risk may have a detrimental effect on a data
subject, even if that risk never materialises.”’ Harms relating to the
processing of inaccurate personal data are highly contextual and depend
on how such data is subsequently utilised. Adverse effects and actual
harm depend on various factors, such as which data controller is pro-
cessing the personal data, and whether the data is shared with other data
controllers. In any case, inaccurate personal data inherently causes the
risk of possible detrimental effects, irrespective of whether this risk
materialises.

When applying detrimental effects as an element of substantive
fairness in data protection law, data controllers should question whether
the data processing leads to detrimental effects for the data subject, e.g.,
due to the nature of the personal data processed. Detrimental effects are
not always prohibited and may sometimes be unavoidable, but data
controllers should always consider how they account for detrimental
effects. Detrimental effects are typically an element of substantive fair-
ness that concerns the fairness of the outcome.
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3.3. Autonomy

The general idea of personal autonomy is “that people rule their own
lives”,®? which means freely facing both existential and everyday
choices.®® Thus, persons are considered to be autonomous when their
decisions and actions are their own and thus self-determined.®* This is in
line with the idea that a person acts but is not acted upon.®® Personal
autonomy is closely related to privacy, partly because privacy seems to
be a precondition for autonomy. From this perspective, privacy is an
enabler of personal autonomy because it helps to sustain a person’s
borders with the social environment.®® Autonomy has become one of the
core pillars of the fundamental right to privacy as per the case law of the
European Court of Human Rights.®”

External influences, such as manipulation, constitute threats to per-
sonal autonomy.®® The concept of decisional privacy is well suited to
address concerns about manipulation.®” Decisional privacy entails being
free to make personal decisions and choices.”® This can be violated when
manipulation invades internal thought processes, affects free will, or
interferes with an individual’s self-interest.”’ Manipulation aims to in-
fluence people’s choices in ways that circumvent or counter rational
decision-making.”” It refers to exercising influence on an individual’s
beliefs, desires, or emotions to the detriment of the individual’s self-
interest®® and may involve altering the actual choices available to a
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person or changing a person’s perception of those choices.”

Note that good faith and refraining from manipulation and other
forms of undue influence on autonomy are, to some extent, overlapping
elements. If a data controller deliberately uses manipulative practices,
this is not acting in good faith. However, acting in good faith may not
ensure that all manipulative practices are avoided, as some forms of
manipulation can be unintentional, for instance, because they are
embedded in the design of technology.””

When applying autonomy as an element of substantive fairness in
data protection law, data controllers should question whether it is likely
that the data processing will negatively affect the data subject’s auton-
omy, particularly her decisional privacy. A data controller should
thoroughly check whether there are any misleading or aggressive
practices. Autonomy is typically an element of substantive fairness that
concerns the fairness of the outcome.

4. Elements from EU competition law

The precise meaning of fairness in EU competition law is contro-
versial’® and what constitutes ‘fair’ or ‘unfair’ behavior is not exactly
clear.”” Among other reasons, this is partly due to the fact that fairness
depends on the context since the legality of practices under competition
law is evaluated on the basis of their anticompetitive nature or effects in
the specific circumstances of a case.”® Anticompetitive effects are
considered as unfair if they ultimately deprive consumers of the power
to arbitrate the marketplace, which underlines the social rationale of EU
competition policy.””

In EU competition law, Article 102 of the Treaty on the Functioning
of the EU (TFEU) prohibits certain unfair behavior as an abuse of a
dominant position.'°° Both practices that are presumptively abusive
(irrespective of their impact) and those that have, or are likely to have,
anticompetitive effects fall under the prohibition.'°" Such abuse, for
instance, consists of imposing unfair purchase or selling prices as well as
other unfair trading conditions and limiting production, markets or
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