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Abstract

This paper examines how algorithmic accountability in Canada’s
visa system is articulated institutionally and experienced by ap-
plicants across borders. We analyzed Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship Canada (IRCC)’s Algorithmic Impact Assessment (AIA)
for the temporary resident visa (TRV) triage system using the algo-
rithmic decision-making adapted for the public sector (ADMAPS)
framework and analyzed Reddit discussions among applicants using
a mixed-methods approach. We show that while institutional arti-
facts emphasize transparency, procedural safeguards, and bounded
impacts, applicants engage in collective sensemaking to interpret
opaque decisions, often relying on peer knowledge amid uncer-
tainty. We identify three asymmetries between how institutional
accountability is structured and how people perceive the process:
epistemic asymmetry in access to decision logic, jurisdictional
asymmetry in exposure shaped by geopolitical positioning, and
temporal-relational asymmetry in how waiting and uncertainty
are experienced. We emphasize why it is important to shift attention
from institutional design to the uneven distribution of experiences
with public-sector algorithmic governance. Together, these contri-
butions demonstrate how algorithmic governance systems in the
context of transnational migration produce structured asymme-
tries not captured by institutional disclosure frameworks, and how
extending ADMAPS can account for those uneven translations of
accountability.
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1 Introduction

Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada has been using a
tool known as Chinook since 2018 to rapidly process visa applica-
tions by summarizing complex files into simplified views, allowing
decisions to be made much more quickly [76]. Immigration lawyers
and advocates raised concerns that this efficiency could come at the
cost of fairness, as officers sometimes relied on condensed informa-
tion rather than full application reviews, citing the use of standard-
ized refusal templates and generic reasoning, which made decisions
appear “very generic" and disconnected from applicants’ submitted
evidence [42]. IRCC maintains that Chinook is not an Al system but
rather a Microsoft Excel-based tool that does not make decisions
itself [56]. However, the lack of transparency in its decision-making
processes has fueled ongoing debate about accountability in im-
migration processing [17]. IRCC has also deployed the Advanced
Analytics Triage of Overseas Temporary Resident Visa (TRV) Appli-
cations, a distinct system that algorithmically triages applications
by risk level to prioritize processing, thereby shaping how appli-
cations enter and are subsequently handled. Public controversies
surrounding immigration technologies, such as the one regard-
ing Chinook, highlight persistent tensions between institutional
claims of transparency and applicants’ ability to understand and
navigate these systems. As public institutions increasingly deploy
algorithmically supported decision-making [49, 66, 69], the com-
puting scholarship on sustainable societies should examine social
perception around algorithmic governance systems.
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In Canada, the Directive on Automated Decision-Making (ADM) [55]

and the Algorithmic Impact Assessment (AIA) [59] are intended
to make such systems legible and accountable to external audi-
ences. While governance frameworks proposed and practiced by
such entities promise transparency, accountability, and procedural
fairness [53], these are largely driven by institutional, technical, or
policy-level perspectives, including audits, documentation frame-
works, and impact assessments [30, 45, 82]. These approaches con-
ceptualize accountability in terms of traceability, disclosure, and
procedural safeguards, often assuming that increased transparency
leads to improved understanding and oversight [38]. However, there
is limited empirical work examining how institutional accountabil-
ity artifacts relate to the lived experiences of individuals who are
subject to and navigate these systems. This gap becomes particu-
larly pronounced in transnational domains, such as immigration,
where institutional logics are uneven, and decisions carry signif-
icant consequences. To address this gap, we adopt a comparative
perspective that reads institutional accountability alongside appli-
cant experience.

If accountability is articulated through structured disclosure
about algorithms but experienced through partial visibility around
evaluative criteria, then interpretability must be reconstructed in
practice [3, 80]. In such contexts, collective sensemaking emerges
as a necessary response to algorithmic opacity [47, 83]. We examine
this through a case study of IRCC’s automated triage system for
TRV applications. We analyze two complementary data sources:
(1) IRCC’s Algorithmic Impact Assessment (AIA) and a National
Research Council (NRC) peer review, which together articulate
institutional accountability and system design, and (2) a corpus of
Reddit discussions, which capture applicants’ accounts of navigat-
ing the visa process. We map institutional artifacts onto the algo-
rithmic decision-making adapted for the public sector (ADMAPS)
framework to analyze how accountability is structured across bu-
reaucratic processes, human discretion, and algorithmic decision-
making, and we conduct a mixed-methods analysis of Reddit dis-
cussions to examine how applicants interpret and respond to sys-
tem outcomes. This enables us to identify points of alignment and
divergence between institutional articulation and experiential in-
terpretation.

Our findings reveal three interrelated asymmetries. First, an epis-
temic asymmetry, in which institutional claims of transparency and
interpretability do not translate into accessible understanding for
applicants, who instead reconstruct decision logic through peer
exchange. Second, a jurisdictional asymmetry, in which applicants’
experiences are shaped by their positioning within transnational
mobility regimes, despite institutional framing of uniform proce-
dural governance. Third, a temporal-relational asymmetry, in which
waiting and delay function as consequential forms of exposure that
are not adequately captured in institutional impact assessments.
Taken together, these findings highlight a limitation in existing
frameworks around ADM in the public sector and motivate an
extension of ADMAPS to account for transnational contexts.
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2 Literature Review

This section examines algorithmic governance as an administrative
and sociotechnical phenomenon, tracing how institutional mecha-
nisms for transparency and accountability are structured, limited in
practice, and subsequently reinterpreted through collective sense-
making. We then situate these dynamics within immigration and
visa processing—contexts that are inherently transnational.

2.1 Public-Sector Algorithmic Governance as
Administrative Experience

Algorithmic decision-making systems have become increasingly
embedded within public-sector governance, where they are used to
allocate resources, assess eligibility, detect risk, and triage applica-
tions across domains such as social services, policing, healthcare,
and immigration [4, 26, 88]. In these contexts, algorithmic systems
do not operate as standalone technical tools but as components of
broader administrative infrastructures, shaping how decisions are
made, how cases are processed, and how individuals are classified
and acted upon [65]. As such, public-sector algorithmic systems are
best understood as sociotechnical arrangements that redistribute
decision-making across bureaucratic procedures, human discretion,
and computational processes [70].

A growing body of work has examined how these systems trans-
form governance by reconfiguring authority, responsibility, and
accountability within administrative institutions [1]. Rather than
eliminating discretion, algorithmic systems often shift it across ac-
tors and stages, embedding decision-making within data pipelines,
classification schemes, and organizational routines [16, 21]. These
shifts can obscure lines of responsibility and complicate oversight,
particularly when decision-making is distributed across multiple
actors [19, 39]. In the public sector, legal mandates, policy instru-
ments, and institutional constraints often seek to formalize fairness,
accountability, and transparency through procedural requirements.
For instance, Canada’s Algorithmic Impact Assessment (AIA) eval-
uates algorithmic systems through a structured questionnaire com-
posed largely of predefined and often binary or scalar prompts [59],
such as whether a system influences access to rights or services,
relies on sensitive personal data, produces legally or materially sig-
nificant outcomes, or incorporates human oversight and recourse
mechanisms. Responses are assigned weighted scores and aggre-
gated into impact levels (I-IV), which in turn determine the scope
of required governance interventions. Encoding assumptions about
risks, these categories shape what aspects of algorithmic systems
become visible or actionable within institutional processes.

Foundational work on classification systems and bureaucratic
infrastructures demonstrates how seemingly neutral processes or-
ganize social life by categorizing individuals, standardizing informa-
tion, and structuring access to resources and rights [12, 14]. Hence,
administrative systems are not only sites of institutional decision-
making but also lived infrastructures that shape how individuals
experience governance in practice [13, 41]. The recent adoption
of algorithmic decision-making in governance produces further
experiences of uncertainty and opacity, particularly for populations
subject to eligibility assessments, risk scoring, or discretionary
review [26, 66, 67].
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While governance frameworks seek to institutionalize account-
ability through structured disclosure [23, 64, 72], less attention has
been paid to how these mechanisms are encountered and inter-
preted by those subject to automated decisions in practice [75, 81].
A key dimension of this experience is temporal [78]: administra-
tive processes are often structured through waiting, delay, and
asynchronous decision-making, which shape how individuals plan,
anticipate, and respond to institutional outcomes. Empirical studies
worldwide have highlighted how these temporal dynamics are fre-
quently intertwined with relational consequences, as administrative
decisions affect not only individuals but also their families, liveli-
hoods, and mobility trajectories [5, 34, 73]. In the Canadian context,
public-sector adoption of algorithmic systems across domains such
as employment services, border management, and immigration
further underscores how automated decision-making has become
embedded within administrative governance [58]. Hence, comput-
ing scholarship needs to examine how algorithmic decision-making
in such high-stakes administrative contexts, where decisions have
significant implications for individuals’ rights, status, and life op-
portunities, is experienced by those subject to them and relate to
formal accountability mechanisms.

2.2 From Institutional Transparency to
Collective Sensemaking Under Opacity

Within policy and technical domains, accountability is often framed
as the ability to trace, justify, and assign responsibility for decisions
and their outcomes [11, 85], while transparency is understood as the
provision of information that enables explanation, documentation,
or disclosure of system properties [7]. Governance instruments
such as AIAs, documentation frameworks, audit mechanisms, and
public reporting infrastructures aim to exercise those principles and
render algorithmic systems more legible to regulators, practitioners,
and affected populations [28, 46, 74].

However, a growing body of scholarship has critically examined
the limits of these approaches, arguing that transparency and ac-
countability are not merely technical properties but sociotechnical
practices shaped by institutional logics, organizational constraints,
and power relations [3, 72, 77]. From this perspective, disclosure
does not straightforwardly translate into understanding. Instead,
it is mediated by decisions about what information is made visi-
ble, how it is structured, and for whom it is intended. As a result,
transparency initiatives often produce forms of legibility that are
oriented toward institutional actors, such as auditors, regulators,
and technical experts, while remaining inaccessible or insufficient
for those directly affected by algorithmic decisions [27, 54]. Docu-
mentation frameworks, reporting templates, and assessment instru-
ments encode assumptions about risk, responsibility, and appropri-
ate forms of evidence, thereby delimiting which aspects of a system
are considered relevant for evaluation and which remain unarticu-
lated [29, 37, 62]. In public-sector contexts, structured disclosure
mechanisms such as Al registers and impact assessments standard-
ize how institutions report on algorithmic systems, often privileging
completeness, consistency, and machine-readability over contex-
tual detail or interpretive openness [36, 79]. Consequently, these
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mechanisms can create an appearance of accountability while leav-
ing significant gaps in how decisions are understood and contested
in practice [31].

These limitations are particularly consequential for individuals
subject to algorithmic decision-making, who must interpret out-
comes without access to the underlying decision logic. In such
contexts, users often engage in collective sensemaking practices
to reconstruct how systems operate [15, 83]. Studies of everyday
interactions with algorithmic systems have shown how individuals
develop “folk theories" of algorithms—informal, experience-based
models that people construct to explain how algorithmic systems
function, make decisions, and respond to user behavior [63, 87].
These folk theories are not necessarily accurate representations
of system logic; rather, they are shaped by partial information,
prior beliefs, and socially shared interpretations [22, 25]. Through
online forums and peer exchanges, individuals draw on others’
experiences, compare outcomes, and iteratively refine these inter-
pretations. Rather than relying on formal documentation, these
practices produce situated, collectively negotiated understandings
that approximate decision criteria through comparison, speculation,
and inference.

Collective sensemaking thus emerges not as a peripheral phe-
nomenon, but as a necessary response to the limits of institutional
transparency [24, 63]. When accountability mechanisms fail to
provide actionable interpretability, affected individuals turn to dis-
tributed forms of knowledge production to make sense of decisions,
anticipate outcomes, and guide action [83, 84]. In this process, algo-
rithmic folk theories function as provisional epistemic frameworks
that bridge the gap between institutional disclosures and lived
experience, enabling individuals to act under conditions of uncer-
tainty despite incomplete or opaque information [3, 15, 22]. These
practices are particularly salient in administrative contexts, where
decisions are consequential yet opaque, requiring individuals to
navigate systems whose evaluative criteria are only partially visible.

2.3 Algorithmic Governance in Immigration
and Visa Processing Systems

Across jurisdictions, algorithmic decision-making has been increas-
ingly adopted in immigration processes, including visa triage, risk
assessment, fraud detection, and eligibility determination [48, 88].
These systems operate in high-stakes contexts where decisions di-
rectly affect individuals’ legal status, mobility, and access to rights
and opportunities [73]. However, scholars have raised concerns
about their bias and discrimination, procedural fairness, and opac-
ity, especially highlighting how applicants may struggle to under-
stand, contest, or seek redress for decisions that shape their life
trajectories [60]. The legal recourse for these applicants becomes
more complicated due to the inherently transnational nature of
immigration governance. Immigration systems evaluate individuals
across national boundaries, incorporating factors such as nation-
ality, travel history, and geopolitical context into decision-making
processes [10]. As a result, identical formal rules may produce
uneven outcomes depending on applicants’ positionality within
global mobility regimes. Since these broader geopolitical and socio-
economic structures are difficult to capture within formal gov-
ernance frameworks [40], these dynamics complicate traditional
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notions of accountability, and algorithmic systems in such contexts
can reinforce existing inequalities [9].

In the Canadian immigration system, IRCC has deployed auto-
mated decision-support tools across multiple immigration streams,
including systems for triaging TRV applications. It has used AIA
as a mandatory ex-ante assessment tool [59] and has published
the AIA report, along with the National Research Council (NRC)’s
peer review, through the Government of Canada’s Open Govern-
ment Portal [35, 53]. These are intended to function as disclosure
mechanisms that make algorithmic systems more transparent and
accountable to external audiences. Studies have shown that such im-
pact assessments may rely on predefined categories of risk that do
not fully capture the lived experiences of affected populations, and
that their structured, often closed-ended formats can limit the ex-
tent to which contextual details about system operation and impact
are documented [45, 71]. These critiques suggest that while AIAs
play an important role in institutionalizing accountability practices,
they may not fully reflect how algorithmic systems function in
practice or how their impacts are experienced.

Emerging work in human-computer interaction (HCI) and computer-

supported cooperative work (CSCW) further demonstrates how im-
migration systems are encountered through digital and algorithmic
interfaces that mediate access to information, shape user experience,
and reproduce structural inequalities. Studies of government-issued
platforms, such as the US Citizenship and Immigration Services web-
site, show how interface design, language choices, and navigation
structures can reflect institutional priorities while creating barriers
for diverse immigrant populations, including multilingual users
and those with limited familiarity with bureaucratic systems [18].
These interfaces often serve as critical points of interaction where
migrants must interpret complex legal and procedural informa-
tion under uncertainty, with design choices shaping how rights,
obligations, and possible actions are understood. Williams and
Schoenebeck aptly conceptualized these systems as “digital border
walls" [86], where interactions with online platforms become inte-
gral to the experience of migration governance, shaping not only
access to services but also perceptions of inclusion, exclusion, and
institutional legitimacy.

Algorithmic and data-driven infrastructures further extend these
dynamics by structuring how applications are processed, docu-
ments are evaluated, and responses are generated. For instance,
automation in immigration workflows, such as document classifica-
tion and response-generation systems, illustrates how bureaucratic
processes are increasingly reorganized around machine-readable
categories and templated decision logic, with humans positioned
in supervisory roles [50]. At the same time, empirical studies of
immigration surveillance technologies highlight how migrants ex-
perience these systems as opaque, intrusive, and difficult to inter-
pret, often lacking clear information about how decisions are made
or how technologies function [61]. Together, this body of work
underscores that algorithmic migration governance is not only a
matter of institutional design or policy compliance, but also a lived
experience shaped by interfaces, infrastructures, and asymmetries
in access to knowledge about how systems operate.

Overall, existing scholarship on migration governance has tended
to examine governance frameworks, policy instruments, and sys-
tem design in isolation, focusing on institutional design, interfaces,
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and technological infrastructures. However, there is a lack of re-
search examining how applicants make sense of opaque decision-
making processes, how their interpretations align or diverge from
institutional representations, and how these dynamics unfold in
transnational administrative contexts. This paper addresses this
gap by analyzing IRCC’s AIA and NRC’s peer-review reports on
the TRV triage system, alongside applicant discourse drawn from
online communities.

3 Methods

We adopt a comparative analytic design that treats (1) IRCC’s AIA
reports for its automated TRV triage system, and (2) a Reddit cor-
pus of discussions on Canadian immigration processes as two sites
through which accountability is articulated (as institutional arti-
facts) and interpreted (as applicant discourse). The AIA represents
the government’s formal articulation of risk, mitigation, and ac-
countability regarding automated decision-making for TRV. Reddit
discussions, in contrast, provide downstream accounts of how appli-
cants interpret, reconstruct, and respond to institutional decisions
amid uncertainty, delay, limited transparency, and perceived au-
tomation in IRCC processes. Pairing these sources enables us to
examine how accountability mechanisms articulated in institutional
documentation are translated—and where they break down-in ap-
plicants’ experiences. We analyze these datasets through the lens
of ADMAPS [68], which conceptualizes public-sector algorithmic
governance along three dimensions: bureaucratic processes, human
discretion, and algorithmic decision-making. We use it to examine
how these dimensions are formally articulated within IRCC’s in-
stitutional documentation, i.e., the AIA report. We then analyze
Reddit discussions to identify experiential dimensions that exceed
or complicate this framework. This comparative approach enables
us to identify experiential dimensions underrepresented in existing
assessment instruments and to assess the adequacy of ADMAPS in
transnational contexts.

3.1 Data Collection and Overview

3.1.1  IRCC Algorithmic Impact Assessment. We retrieved the AIA
report titled Advanced Analytics Triage of Overseas Temporary Res-
ident Visa Applications from the Government of Canada’s Open
Government Portal!. The report is structured as a standardized
questionnaire used to evaluate risks associated with automated
decision systems. It contains 65 questions on risks identified within
the project, the system, the algorithm, the automated decision, the
impact of the decision, and the data used, and 41 questions on
steps taken to mitigate risk, including consultations with stake-
holders and de-risking and mitigation measures. The assessment
produces an overall risk score and a mitigation score. Although pro-
cedurally comprehensive, the document relies predominantly on
closed-ended responses. Only nine of the 65 risk-related questions
solicit a long-form explanation. As such, contextual details regard-
ing system implementation, institutional constraints, or affected
populations are limited within the report itself.

!https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/6cba99b1-ea2c-4f8a-b954-3843ecd3a7fo
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3.1.2  Reddit Corpus. Reddit is a large-scale online discussion plat-
form organized into user-created topical communities (“subred-
dits"), where users create posts and threaded comments. To under-
stand applicants’ accounts, we constructed a corpus of Reddit dis-
cussions from Canadian visa and immigration-focused subreddits.
We selected subreddits based on two criteria: (a) substantial mem-
bership size and sustained activity, and (b) primary topical focus on
Canadian immigration or IRCC processes. Table 1 summarizes the
included subreddits and the number of extracted posts. Smaller com-
munities (e.g., r'\CanadaVisa) were included when highly aligned
with overseas visa processes. We collected data on September 23,
2025, using the Python Reddit API Wrapper (PRAW). Deleted posts,
removed comments, and content from banned users were not re-
trievable at the time of extraction and are therefore absent from
the dataset. This limitation may disproportionately affect discus-
sions involving sensitive experiences or contested decisions. We
treat these discussions not as representative public opinion, but as
situated accounts through which applicants collectively interpret
institutional processes and outcomes.

3.2 Data Analysis

3.2.1 Analysis of the IRCC AIA and NRC Peer Review. We con-
ducted a deductive qualitative analysis of the IRCC AIA report and
the NRC peer review of the TRV triage system. Given the predom-
inance of binary responses, our analysis focused on how risk is
framed, operationalized, and bounded within the assessment in-
strument. The first two authors conducted the initial open coding
of the AIA report. Where applicable, we analyzed the binary re-
sponses jointly with their accompanying descriptive fields. This
approach allows us to examine both the presence and absence
of disclosure within the assessment document. We then mapped
these open codes to the three dimensions of the ADMAPS frame-
work [68]. The ADMAPS framework further conceptualizes al-
gorithmic governance as emerging from the interaction of these
elements: human discretion, bureaucratic processes, and algorith-
mic decision-making. Human discretion encompasses professional
expertise, value judgments, and heuristic reasoning exercised by
frontline practitioners; bureaucratic processes capture organiza-
tional conditions such as resources and constraints, administrative
routines and training, and governing laws and policies; and algo-
rithmic decision-making attends to the role of data, the form of
decision support (e.g., predictive or prescriptive), and the degree of
uncertainty embedded in these systems. The codes were revised,
and their mappings were consolidated and finalized through discus-
sions with the two supervising authors. This structured approach
enables us to assess which dimensions are foregrounded and which
are minimized in the assessment instrument.

3.2.2  Analysis of Reddit Discussions. We used a mixed-methods
approach in which computational clustering supported the iden-
tification of recurring discussion patterns, followed by in-depth
qualitative analysis [20] to interpret their meaning in relation to in-
stitutional processes. Such methodological combinations are widely
adopted in social computing research to balance large-scale pattern
detection with interpretive rigor [8, 51].

First, we used BERTopic [32] to identify recurring themes across
Reddit threads. We generated embeddings for the collected Reddit
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posts using the Qwen-3 language model [6]. The resulting 1024-
dimensional embeddings were reduced using UMAP [44] to pre-
serve local semantic structure prior to clustering. We selected HDB-
SCAN to generate clusters due to its robustness to variable clus-
ter densities [43]. We selected the hyperparameters through grid
search, prioritizing topic diversity and minimizing the proportion
of posts classified as noise. Automatically generated topic repre-
sentations were treated as intermediate outputs rather than final
analytic categories.

Next, the first two authors manually reviewed, merged, and in-
terpreted clusters to ensure internal coherence and substantive
interpretability. During this phase, we paid particular attention
to identifying clusters that surfaced experiential dimensions not
directly captured in the IRCC AIA reports or readily mappable
onto the three ADMAPS dimensions. Then, we conducted an in-
depth qualitative analysis of posts within those clusters. Following
the grounded-theory approach, first, we generated open codes by
identifying frequent topics, intents, and processes mentioned in
the posts. Examples of open codes included “guessing approval
thresholds," “comparing visa offices,' and “knowing about others’
timelines" These open codes were subsequently grouped into axial
codes by identifying conceptual relationships among them. For
example, open codes such as “guessing approval thresholds" and
“asking how much funds are enough" were merged into the axial
category “inferring hidden decision criteria." Finally, axial codes
were consolidated into higher-level selective codes that captured
broader structural patterns across discussions. For instance, axial
codes related to inferring hidden criteria, nationality-based specu-
lation, and collective information pooling were integrated into the
selective code “epistemic asymmetry," reflecting unequal access to
institutional decision logic. The supervising authors were involved
throughout the coding process, providing analytic feedback and
helping resolve disagreements to ensure interpretive rigor. We con-
ceptualized the unifying pattern in the selective codes as “transna-
tional asymmetry," which, when read alongside the institutional
analysis, informed our identification of epistemic, jurisdictional,
and temporal-relational asymmetries.

4 Results

We structure our results to examine how accountability in auto-
mated visa triage is articulated, translated, and experienced across
institutional and applicant contexts. We first analyze IRCC’s AIA
report and NRC peer review to understand how automation is
framed within bureaucratic and technical governance. We then
examine Reddit discussions as downstream sites of applicant sense-
making, where individuals collectively interpret and respond to
system outcomes. Reading these together reveals systematic asym-
metries between institutional accountability mechanisms and their
experiential uptake. Thus, rather than treating Reddit discussions
as a standalone social computing phenomenon, we analyze them
as downstream sites where applicants collectively interpret and
compensate for institutional opacity.

4.1 Institutional Artifacts Mapped to ADMAPS

We map two institutional artifacts: (1) IRCC’s AIA for the TRV triage
system and (2) the NRC peer review of that system, onto ADMAPS’s
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Table 1: Reddit corpus: Immigration-focused subreddits

Subreddit Followers Posts Discussion Focus

r\immigrationCanada 254k 993 Questions and discussion regarding immigra-
tion to Canada

r\Canadalmmigrant 10k 952 Experiences related to immigration

r\MovingToCanada 7.8k 617 Relocation assistance and advice

r\IRCCDiscussion 1.6k 463 IRCC processes and policy updates

r\CanadaVisa 1.1k 202 PR, work permit, study permit, and visitor visa

discussions

three dimensions: bureaucratic processes, human discretion, and
algorithmic decision-making [68], to examine how institutional
documentation articulates discretion, organizational practice, and
model operation in relation to automated visa triage.

4.1.1  Bureaucratic Processes. The AIA operationalizes bureaucratic
process through a compliance-oriented questionnaire and mitiga-
tion checklist. It assigned an impact level of 2 (Moderate impact)
to IRCC’s advanced analytics triage system for TRV applications.
This level denotes systems with moderate, reversible impacts on
individuals and requires mandatory measures, including peer re-
views, consultation records, quarterly reviews, basic bias testing,
human override, and recourse processes [59]. The AIA report de-
scribes documented processes for bias testing, data quality reso-
lution, Gender-based Analysis (GBA+) analysis [57], audit trails,
change logs, access controls, and override logging in the IRCC TRV
triaging system, while repeatedly noting that many of these ma-
terials are not publicly available. The AIA also mentions internal
and external consultations (including academia, the Office of the
Privacy Commissioner, and immigration lawyers).

The NRC report foregrounds bureaucratic processes through
tooling, documentation, and reproducibility practices. It upholds
other bureaucratic governance practices, such as routinized main-
tenance, performance monitoring, and procedural accountability.
For example, it notes that modeling and deployment occur within
the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software envi-
ronment, which is described as stable but limited in flexibility. It
repeatedly emphasizes documentation and reproducibility, describ-
ing the overall approach as “excellent, simple and clear," and stating
that reproducibility risks are minimized through software choice,
documentation, and variable justification. It also endorses a three-
month retraining cycle for the models and recommends monitoring
retraining parameters. We discuss the procedural accountability of
the IRCC TRV application triage system in the following subsec-
tions.

4.1.2  Human Discretion. The AIA formally retains human discre-
tion in algorithmic decision-making for TRV applications. It states
that the system automates only positive eligibility determinations
and does not refuse applications. All refusals continue to be made
by officers, and officers make the final decision on each application.
Even in cases with automated positive eligibility determinations,
applications are sent to an officer for admissibility screening, and
officers may revisit eligibility if they encounter information that
affects the determination. The AIA also states that officers will

not be aware of the rules used for triage or automated determina-
tions, nor will they receive information about the system’s analysis,
thereby insulating human discretion from direct algorithmic in-
fluence. To locate the procedural accountability, the NRC review
depicts the routing of applications “to the appropriate agents for pro-
cessing" as a discretionary division of labor rather than wholesale
replacement. The NRC peer review primarily evaluates modeling
methodology rather than officer decision practices. However, it
emphasizes organizational risks rooted in human factors (e.g., legal,
public perception, security) alongside performance goals, highlight-
ing that professional judgment and institutional priorities shape
the deployment of automation.

4.1.3  Algorithmic Decision-Making. The AIA characterizes the sys-
tem as sorting applications into tiers based on complexity and
automating certain positive eligibility determinations. It states that
the system uses personal information and draws from multiple data
sources, and it reports that the algorithmic process is not difficult
to interpret or explain. However, the AIA provides limited detail on
what features are used, how complexity tiers are operationalized, or
how routing decisions affect processing outcomes. We see a similar
mismatch in impact assessment. While the triaging system was
assigned an overall “moderate” impact score, the AIA assesses its
impacts on individuals’ rights and freedoms as “little to no impact”
and justifies this by emphasizing triage use, positive-only automa-
tion, and alignment with legislative/regulatory requirements.

The NRC review complements the AIA report by providing con-
crete technical details about the model. It identifies the modeling
technique as a decision tree and explicitly praises it for transparency.
It also explains the training/testing design, class imbalance (refusals
as a relatively small class), under-sampling approaches, and vali-
dation sampling. The report recommended experimentation with
more complex model types (e.g., Random Forest, support vector
machine, neural networks). However, IRCC responses further indi-
cate that decision tree-based models were retained due to explain-
ability trade-offs. This positions interpretability and procedural
accountability as primary design constraints that shape algorithmic
decision-making.

4.2 Reddit Discussions as Structured Applicant
Discourse

Whereas institutional artifacts like the AIA and the NRC review
describe how accountability in automated TRV triage system is
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designed, Reddit discussions reveal how accountability is inter-
preted, reconstructed, and contested in practice. Using BERTopic,
we identified 42 clusters after excluding outliers. Figure 1 shows
the UMAP projection of posts. Manual inspection of these clusters
revealed three of these being directly related to TRV processes: (1)
refusal reasons and application strengthening, (2) processing times
and delays, and (3) eligibility timing and document strategy. The
remaining clusters were centered on other immigration streams
(e.g., spousal sponsorship, permanent residence, citizenship appli-
cations) or on procedural steps (e.g., biometrics) that cut across
multiple visa categories. Because our institutional analysis focuses
on the TRV triage system, we limited subsequent qualitative analy-
sis to clusters uniquely associated with TRV applications. Clusters
addressing broader immigration categories or cross-cutting proce-
dural requirements were therefore excluded to maintain analytic
alignment between institutional artifacts and applicant discourse.
Rather than reflecting random discussion, the clusters related to
TRV correspond to recurring stages of applicant interaction with
the visa system and also organize around recurring uncertainties:
how to present an application, how long processing will take, and
how eligibility rules will be interpreted in specific circumstances.

UMAP of Reddit Posts by Custom Topics.

TRV Cluster 2: Discussions ~ T
on Application Wait Times .+

—K

. N
TRV Cluster 3: Discussions on
Whether or When to apply

| ”, ' P
TRV Cluster 1: Discussing Rejection & “a

Advice on Strengthening Application

Figure 1: UMAP projection of Reddit posts using BERTopic
embeddings. Three TRV-related clusters are highlighted:
Cluster 1 (refusals and strengthening applications), Cluster 2
(processing delays and wait times), and Cluster 3 (eligibility,
timing, and documentation strategy).

4.2.1 Cluster 1: Refusal Reasons and Application Strengthening.
Cluster 1 centers on speculating reasons for refusal and strategies
for strengthening applications. Posts frequently include detailed
financial figures, employment documentation, property ownership
descriptions, and family ties. These discussions are structured to
evaluate sufficiency with respect to funds, family and social ties,
and documentation. Applicants describe rejection letters citing
generic grounds such as insufficient ties or inadequate financial
resources, and then attempt to determine which specific elements
were deficient. For example, a user quoted texts from the received
rejection letter their friend received:

One friend had to apply for a transit visa for Canada.
On the reasons why it says: “I am not satisfied that you
will leave Canada at the end of your stay as required
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by paragraph 179(b) of the IRPRZ. ... T am refusing
your application because you have not established
that you will leave Canada, based on the following
factors: your assets and financial situation are insuf-
ficient to support the stated purpose of travel" We
are only passing through [two Canadian cities] to [a
Japanese city], with about 4 hours of layover. He re-
ported having C$1500 for the stay in Canada. Is this
not enough? Obviously, he has more money for the
entire trip, but the application asked about the transit.

Rather than outright disputing the legitimacy of refusal, posts
often seek interpretive clarification. Users respond with heuris-
tic advice: demonstrate property ownership, provide employment
leave letters, avoid signaling future immigration intent, and ensure
documentation aligns with the declared duration of stay. The con-
versational pattern resembles peer-led case review, where commu-
nity members approximate institutional evaluation criteria through
comparative anecdotes.

4.2.2  Cluster 2: Processing Delays and Temporal Monitoring. Clus-
ter 2 is structured around uncertainty in waiting and processing.
Posts frequently reference official IRCC processing times and con-
trast them with personal timelines. Let’s consider the following
conversation snippet:

P1: The processing time has increased from around
210 days to over 390 days. So, I don’t think I'll be
hearing back from them anytime soon.

P2: The processing time is the average of all applica-
tions processed, so I assume it should be half the wait
time for normal visa applications.

P3: The processing time has increased to 400 days, so
I don’t expect to hear back for another 3 months.

P4: T just received it last week. It took 270 days to
obtain it.

These exchanges reveal a pattern of collective temporal moni-
toring. Here, the official IRCC estimate of processing times serves
as a benchmark rather than a reliable predictor. Users refer to the
publicly posted processing time and translate it into individualized
forecasts. A key rationale to reinterpret the institutional metric
is that it represents an average across all cases and may not ap-
ply uniformly. In this process, actual timelines serve as peer-based
counterexamples that recalibrate others’ expectations. Thus, rather
than treating the official estimate as determinative, participants
collectively triangulate expected outcomes through comparison,
reinterpretation, and peer testimony. As institutional averages are
re-contextualized through experiential data shared within the com-
munity, processing delays are simultaneously reframed as more
than mere administrative inconvenience. Reddit posts regarding
TRV applications often reference weddings, parental visits, aca-
demic programs, employment transitions, and travel plans. Con-
sider the following conversation snippets from various threads:

P5: I'm planning to apply for a second permit from
outside Canada since I received a time-sensitive job
offer.

2IRPR = Immigration and Refugee Protection Regulations
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P6:Tapplied for my parents’ and brother’s visitor visas
back in January, hoping they could come stay with
me for 2-3 months over the summer. Unfortunately,
their applications were refused. ... A few months later,
I reapplied this time just for my parents since I found
out I was pregnant, and the reason for their visit was
no longer tourism, but their presence and support. ...
This happened around the time of the political ten-
sions, when IRCC was apparently rejecting most vis-
itor visas unless it was for humanitarian reasons. ...
My due date is in November, so I really need their
support, but 'm worried another refusal could affect
future chances. My question is: Should I apply for
their super visa® now, or wait until next year?

Applicants’ accounts show that TRV decisions are experienced
not as discrete administrative outcomes but as temporally unfolding
constraints that shape employment timelines and intimate family
arrangements. As individuals navigate time-sensitive job offers or
seek parental support during pregnancy, waiting and uncertainty
become relationally embedded, structuring decisions across work,
care, and mobility. Hence, waiting becomes a structuring condition
that shapes life decisions beyond the application itself. For those
affected by an unfavorable decision, the “little to no" or “moder-
ate" impact assessment of IRCC’s TRV triage in the institutional
accountability artifacts does not feel relatable.

4.2.3  Cluster 3: Eligibility, Timing, and Application Strategy. Cluster
3 focuses on determining whether and when to apply, especially in
complex status situations. Posts frequently involve overlapping per-
mit types (e.g., study permit, post-graduation work permit (PGWP),
visitor visa) and concerns about document validity. For example,
users often asked whether holding a visa from another country
might influence processing speed:

What nationality are you? Do you think having a US
visa will expedite things?

Here, the application strategy itself is treated as a decision vari-
able. Applicants deliberate over family composition, passport type,
visa history, and intended travel duration. The system is experi-
enced not only as a set of eligibility rules but as an evaluative
apparatus sensitive to contextual signals. A user describes their
personal situation as follows:

I'am an Afghan living in Kuwait. I previously traveled
to a couple of countries for tourism. My recent trips
were to the UK and Turkey. I am considering applying
for a TRV to Canada. ... I am married and have kids.
Should we all apply together, or should I apply on my
own? How much bank balance should I show?

Across clusters, applicants rarely describe directly interacting
with the inner algorithms or components of algorithmic systems,
which were prioritized in the AIA report and NRC review. Instead,
they describe interacting with institutional outcomes, refusals, de-
lays, and routing decisions, whose internal logic remains partially
opaque. While the AIA and NRC reviews emphasize interpretability
and procedural accountability in system design and organizational

3Super visa is a multi-entry TRV option available for parents and grandparents of
Canadian citizens or permanent residents.
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oversight, these qualities do not translate into interpretability or
transparency for the applicant experience. For applicants, the sys-
tem does not appear as a documented decision tree with audit
trails and retraining cycles, but as a sequence of outcomes whose
evaluative criteria and temporal dynamics remain unclear.

4.3 Emergent Asymmetries Between
Institutional Design and Applicant
Experience

Juxtaposing institutional artifacts with applicant discourse reveals
not simply differences in perspective, but systematic failures in how
accountability mechanisms translate across contexts. The AIA and
the NRC review frame automation in TRV application processing
as interpretable, procedurally governed, and bounded in impact
through retained discretion in algorithm-supported and human-
in-the-loop decision making, documented procedural safeguards,
the interpretability of modeling techniques, and bounded-impact
classifications. In contrast, applicants encounter a system whose
evaluative logic, spatial positioning, and temporal consequences
remain uncertain and uneven, especially around evaluative crite-
ria, spatial positioning, and temporal exposure. These differences
do not indicate that the system lacks documentation or oversight.
Rather, they reveal asymmetries in the prioritization of interpretabil-
ity aspects and impact factors across institutional and applicant
positions. We identify three interrelated asymmetries: epistemic,
jurisdictional, and temporal-relational.

4.3.1 Epistemic Asymmetry: Unequal Access to Decision Logic. Un-
der ADMAPS, algorithmic decision-making is evaluated with re-
spect to model choice, explainability, validation, and reproducibility.
While the NRC review and AIA report explicitly praise the TRV
triage system for its transparency, interpretability, audit trails, and
documentation, interpretability does not manifest as an accessible
understanding of evaluative criteria in applicant discourse. Instead,
applicants attempt to reconstruct thresholds retrospectively. In
Cluster 1, users debate whether a certain amount of bank balance
is “enough,’ whether property ownership sufficiently demonstrates
ties to their home countries, and how documentation aligns with the
IRPR guidelines. While the ATA explicitly references bias testing in
relation to gender (e.g., through GBA+), it does not substantially ad-
dress how other demographic and socioeconomic attributes, such as
nationality and financial solvency, may structure decision-making.
In contrast, discussions in Cluster 3 frequently center on whether
nationality, prior visa history, or family composition influence ap-
proval outcomes. This divergence indicates that applicants perceive
demographic positioning as central to fairness and accountability
in TRV applications, even where such dimensions are not fore-
grounded in institutional documentation.

The institutionally validated transparency indicators and initia-
tives, such as model choice, documentation, and retraining, do not
eliminate uncertainty at the point of application. In the absence
of access to the system’s decision logic, applicants lack the inter-
pretive resources needed to make sense of outcomes—a form of
hermeneutical disadvantage. As a result, they approximate evalu-
ative criteria through peer testimony and anecdotal comparison,
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collectively reconstructing a logic that remains opaque within for-
mal documentation. We describe this gap as an epistemic asymmetry:
interpretability is secured at the level of institutional governance,
and applicants construct parallel interpretive practices through
peer exchange, yet the system’s authoritative evaluative logic re-
mains structurally out of reach for those who are subject to its
decisions. This indicates that existing transparency and explain-
ability mechanisms operate primarily at the level of institutional
auditability, rather than supporting meaningful interpretability for
affected individuals.

4.3.2  Jurisdictional Asymmetry: Spatial Positioning and Sovereign
Exposure. The AIA and NRC documents treat the system as an
institutional mechanism applied consistently within regulatory
boundaries. However, applicant discussions reveal sensitivity to
geographic and nationality-based positioning. For example, in Clus-
ter 3, users ask whether holding a US visa might “expedite things,’
whether passport type or applying from certain visa centers in-
fluences processing, and whether applying together or separately
alters evaluation. These deliberations reflect an awareness that
identical formal rules may produce different outcomes depending
on national origin, visa history, or country of application, due to
factors such as the volume of TRV applications in that category.

Institutionally, algorithmic triage is framed as routing applica-
tions by complexity. Experientially, applicants interpret routing
and waiting as shaped by geopolitical positioning. While docu-
mentation emphasizes uniformity and procedural alignment with
legislative criteria, applicants perceive exposure to the system as
uneven across national contexts. We describe this as jurisdictional
asymmetry: applicants encounter the system from varied jurisdic-
tional positions that shape their vulnerability to delay, scrutiny, or
routing—differences not foregrounded in institutional documenta-
tion. As a result, accountability mechanisms grounded in uniform
regulatory assumptions fail to account for uneven exposure across
transnational populations.

4.3.3 Temporal-Relational Asymmetry: Waiting as Distributed Con-
sequence. The TRV triage system is characterized as efficiency-
enhancing and assistive, with positive eligibility automation in-
tended to streamline processing. Although the AIA categorizes
impacts on rights and freedoms as “little to no impact” and frames
refusals as reversible, Reddit discussions demonstrate that waiting
time functions as a central experiential consequence, revealing a
divergence between institutional impact classification and lived
temporal exposure. For example, as posts in Cluster 2 reference wed-
dings, parental visits, care needs during pregnancy, academic enroll-
ment, employment transitions, and family reunification, we found
that Reddit users often discussed how the temporal uncertainty of
the TRV application processing extends beyond the application it-
self, shaping relational and life-planning decisions. We describe this
as temporal-relational asymmetry: although institutional impact
assessments classify effects as moderate and reversible, applicants
experience prolonged temporal exposure as consequential, deeply
entangled with relational commitments, and unevenly borne across
individuals. This suggests that current impact assessments sys-
tematically under-theorize time as a site of harm, particularly in
contexts where administrative delays are socially and relationally
consequential.
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Taken together, these asymmetries reveal a limitation in the
ADMAPS framework: while it captures accountability within insti-
tutional boundaries, it does not account for how those mechanisms
are translated, experienced, and redistributed across transnational
contexts. We therefore extend ADMAPS to incorporate this dimen-
sion, foregrounding how accountability is not only designed, but
differentially encountered by the populations subject to it.

5 Discussion

In this section, we first show how accountability is collectively
reconstructed under conditions of opacity, then examine how ad-
ministrative assessments overlook temporal-relational burdens,
and finally extend these insights to transnational contexts, where
accountability is mediated by applicants’ uneven positioning across
borders.

5.1 Accountability as Collective Reconstruction
Under Opacity

Our analysis highlights structural limitations of the AIA as a trans-
parency mechanism. The predominance of binary (yes/no) ques-
tions constrains the extent to which institutions can provide de-
tailed, contextualized explanations of system behavior. As a result,
many claims regarding fairness, bias mitigation, and procedural
safeguards remain internally asserted but externally unverifiable.
We found how accountability can be actively reconstructed through
collective sensemaking practices among applicants when it is lim-
ited by institutional mechanisms.

While accountability recommendations often emphasize docu-
mentation and auditability as key mechanisms for enabling over-
sight and fairness [11, 23, 46], applicants interacting with the TRV
system do not encounter algorithmic decision-making as docu-
mented models or audit trails, but as opaque outcomes-refusals,
delays, and routing decisions—whose underlying logic, often rely-
ing on institutional jargon, remains inaccessible. Thus, the AIA
report and the NRC peer review about the IRCC’s TRV triage sys-
tem function more as institutional reporting than as mechanisms
for enabling meaningful public understanding. In response, they
engage in collective sensemaking practices, using platforms such
as Reddit to reconstruct evaluative criteria through peer compari-
son, anecdotal evidence, and heuristic reasoning. These discussions
frequently center on common questions (e.g., evidence of financial
adequacy) in the TRV application and speculate how the responses
to those questions and their representation influence outcomes.

These practices reflect attempts to approximate decision logic,
develop situated interpretations and explanations, and lead to var-
ious folk theories that guide future applicants in preparing their
TRV applications. As institutional artifacts aimed at accountability
and transparency lack interpretability for general applicants, this
increases their reliance on collective sensemaking through online
platforms. Applicants with more common or typical cases benefit
from shared community knowledge, whereas those with atypical
or complex circumstances are less likely to receive useful guid-
ance, resulting in unequal knowledge sharing within the applicant
population. Moreover, while these discussions can inform appli-
cants’ preparation strategies, they also introduce new dynamics
into the system. In the absence of interpretable transparency and
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accountability measures, attempts to align with perceived decision
criteria may encourage strategic presentation or misrepresentation
of information, increasing the verification burden on IRCC adjudi-
cators and, in turn, contributing to additional scrutiny and delays
for future applicants.

5.2 Administrative Assessment based on
Temporal-Relational Exposure

Public-sector algorithmic systems in administrative infrastructures
are often justified through efficiency, standardization, and proce-
dural safeguards [66, 68]. Within this framing, systems such as
IRCC’s automated triage are evaluated in terms of their ability to
improve processing efficiency, manage application volumes, and
preserve human discretion. While it is characterized as a system
with a moderate impact based on the internal assessment score, our
findings complicate this view by showing that these systems and
their impacts are experienced not merely as administrative tools,
but as temporally and relationally distributed processes whose
consequences extend beyond institutional boundaries. Particularly,
processing time emerges not merely as a technical metric but as a
structuring condition shaping applicants’ life decisions, events, and
opportunities. While the AIA characterizes the triage system as hav-
ing “moderate" or even minimal impact on individuals’ rights and
freedoms, applicants experience prolonged waiting and uncertainty
as consequential and deeply embedded in their temporal-relational
contexts. This reveals how institutional impact classifications fail
to account for how time itself functions as a distributed burden.

Furthermore, the efficiency gains associated with automated
triage are not evenly distributed. Because the system prioritizes
“routine" applications for streamlined processing and automated
positive determinations, those already positioned as low-risk bene-
fit most from reduced wait times. In contrast, applications requiring
additional verification or deemed more complex continue to experi-
ence longer delays. As a result, efficiency operates asymmetrically:
it accelerates already straightforward cases while offering limited
relief for those facing the greatest uncertainty and stakes. This find-
ing extends prior work by showing that administrative efficiency,
when mediated through algorithmic triage, can reproduce uneven
experiential outcomes. The institutional impact assessment arti-
facts also do not outline what steps need to be taken to uniformly
improve service.

5.3 Transnational Asymmetry in Accountability
Across Borders

Algorithmic systems in migration and border governance have been
widely critiqued for their implications on mobility, surveillance, and
differential access to rights [2, 10, 40]. Applicants frequently specu-
late about whether uneven geopolitical factors, such as nationality,
country of application, or prior travel history, influence processing
outcomes. These concerns point to a broader jurisdictional asym-
metry, in which individuals encounter the same formal system from
uneven positions within global mobility regimes. Although insti-
tutional documentation emphasizes procedural consistency and
standardized criteria [71], applicants perceive their exposure to the
system as differentiated—shaped by application volumes, geopolit-
ical relationships, and the perceived risk associated with specific
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regions. This asymmetry is further reflected in disparities in pro-
cessing times across countries. While such differences may stem
from variations in application complexity, verification procedures,
or policy mandates, they are experienced by applicants as uneven
access to mobility and opportunity. Importantly, these experiential
disparities remain largely backgrounded in institutional accounts,
which foreground standardization and alignment with regulatory
criteria.

Taken together, these findings suggest that existing frameworks
for evaluating algorithmic governance-such as ADMAPS-are lim-
ited in their ability to account for how systems operate across
jurisdictional boundaries. While they effectively capture institu-
tional dimensions such as bureaucratic processes, human discretion,
and model design, they do not fully address how these systems are
experienced by individuals situated outside the governing state.
This limitation points to the need for conceptual frameworks that
incorporate transnational dimensions of algorithmic governance,
particularly in domains such as immigration, where decisions are
inherently cross-border and unevenly distributed.

While the ADMAPS framework effectively captures institutional
dimensions of automated governance within organizational bound-
aries [33, 52, 68], our study demonstrates that when extended to
transnational domains such as visa adjudication, these dimensions
do not fully account for how systems are experienced by individuals
positioned outside the governing state. In such contexts, institu-
tional safeguards within a country do not translate uniformly into
meaningful accountability for affected populations in others. In-
stead, they generate uneven experiential effects across borders,
revealing a gap between institutional articulation and lived experi-
ence.

To address this limitation, we propose an extension of ADMAPS
by introducing a fourth dimension-transnational asymmetry-thereby
transforming it into Algorithmic Decision-Making for Administra-
tive Transnational Systems (ADMATS) (see Figure 2). This added
dimension captures how accountability is differentially produced
and experienced across borders, foregrounding the structural con-
ditions under which individuals encounter algorithmic decision-
making systems. Empirically, transnational asymmetry comprises
three interrelated components:

Bureaucratic Processes

Resources and constraints ﬁ?@%
Administration and training
Laws and policies

Human Discretion
Professional expertise
Value judgments
Heuristic decision-making

Algorithmic Decision-Making Transnational Asymmetry
Relevant data @ Epistemic asymmetry
Types of decision support Jurisdictional asymmetry

Degree of uncertainty Temporal-relational asymmetry

Figure 2: A Framework for Algorithmic Decision-Making
in Administrative Transnational System (ADMATS). The di-
mensions of the Algorithmic Decision-Making Adapted for
the Public Sector (ADMAPS) framework are shown in black
and white. The additional dimension introduced in ADMATS
is highlighted in turquoise.
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e Epistemic asymmetry: Institutional interpretability—such as
documented decision rules, audit trails, and validation procedures—
does not equate to accessible procedural transparency or account-
ability for applicants. Despite being familiar with different ter-
minologies, norms, and contexts, they often lack insight into
evaluative criteria described and explained differently.

o Jurisdictional asymmetry: Although algorithmic triage is framed
as uniformly applied, applicants experience differentiated expo-
sure shaped by their geopolitical positioning, regional classifica-
tion, and perceived risk profiles.

o Temporal-relational asymmetry: Institutional impact cate-
gorizations do not capture how applicants experience the con-
sequences of decisions in relation to their temporal constraints
(e.g., urgency, delays) and relational dependencies (e.g., family,
employment, migration trajectories).

ADMATS does not replace ADMAPS; rather, it extends it by
incorporating transnational dimensions into the evaluation of ad-
ministrative algorithmic systems operating across borders. Under
ADMAPS alone, systems such as TRV triage may appear proce-
durally accountable, discretion-preserving, and technically inter-
pretable. ADMATS demonstrates that these properties can coexist
with asymmetries in interpretive access, jurisdictional vulnerability,
and temporal burden. By incorporating transnational asymmetry
as a fourth dimension, ADMATS enables a more comprehensive
analysis of how administrative algorithmic systems interface with
conditions under which those decisions are understood, contested,
and lived by individuals situated across uneven global contexts.

6 Conclusion

Our findings show that existing governance instruments for public-
sector Al such as the AIA, fall short not because of their absence,
but because accountability is unevenly interrogated and under-
stood across bureaucratic and experiential contexts. Addressing
this requires moving beyond compliance-oriented reporting toward
mechanisms that are interpretable and actionable for those affected.
Governance instruments and impact evaluations must incorporate
the lived experiences of applicants, particularly those in intersec-
tional institutional jurisdictions, to surface epistemic and structural
asymmetries that current processes overlook. Public institutions’
claims about fairness and impact must be both accurate and per-
ceived as meaningful by the publics they govern. Taken together,
these shifts reframe algorithmic accountability as not only a matter
of institutional structure and procedure, but of how accountability
is contextually experienced and distributed.

References

[1] Saar Alon-Barkat and Madalina Busuioc. 2024. Public administration meets arti-
ficial intelligence: Towards a meaningful behavioral research agenda on algorith-
mic decision-making in government. Journal of Behavioral Public Administration
7 (2024).

[2] Louise Amoore. 2006. Biometric borders: Governing mobilities in the war on
terror. Political geography 25, 3 (2006), 336-351.

[3] Mike Ananny and Kate Crawford. 2018. Seeing without knowing: Limitations
of the transparency ideal and its application to algorithmic accountability. new
media & society 20, 3 (2018), 973-989.

[4] Julia Angwin, Jeff Larson, Surya Mattu, and Lauren Kirchner. 2016. Machine
Bias: There’s software used across the country to predict future criminals. And
it’s biased against blacks. (2016). https://www.propublica.org/article/machine-
bias-risk-assessments-in-criminal-sentencing

[5]
[6]

4

[

[10

(11]

[12

[13

=
&

[15

[16

[17

[18

(19]

[21]

[22

[23]

[24]

[25

[26]

[27

(28]

™
20,

[30

[31

COMPASS ’26, July 27-31, 2026, Virtual Event

Javier Auyero. 2020. Patients of the state: The politics of waiting in Argentina.
Duke University Press.

Jinze Bai, Shuai Bai, Yunfei Chu, Zeyu Cui, Kai Dang, Xiaodong Deng, Yang Fan,
Wenbin Ge, Yu Han, Fei Huang, et al. 2023. Qwen technical report. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2309.16609 (2023).

Nagadivya Balasubramaniam, Marjo Kauppinen, Antti Rannisto, Kari Hiekkanen,
and Sari Kujala. 2023. Transparency and explainability of Al systems: From
ethical guidelines to requirements. Information and Software Technology 159
(2023), 107197.

Eric PS Baumer, David Mimno, Shion Guha, Emily Quan, and Geri K Gay. 2017.
Comparing grounded theory and topic modeling: Extreme divergence or unlikely
convergence? Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology
68, 6 (2017), 1397-1410.

Daniéle Bélanger and Gabriel Bergevin-Estable. 2025. Revisiting ‘who gets in’:
borders and migration management in the era of automation and Al in Canada.
AI & SOCIETY (2025), 1-14.

Didier Bigo. 2002. Security and immigration: Toward a critique of the govern-
mentality of unease. Alternatives 27, 1_suppl (2002), 63-92.

Reuben Binns. 2018. Algorithmic accountability and public reason. Philosophy &
technology 31, 4 (2018), 543-556.

Geoffrey C. Bowker and Susan Leigh Star. 1999. Sorting Things Out: Classification
and Its Consequences. The MIT Press. doi:10.7551/mitpress/6352.001.0001
Evelyn Z Brodkin. 2011. Policy work: Street-level organizations under new
managerialism. Journal of public administration research and theory 21, suppl_2
(2011), i253-i277.

Taina Bucher. 2018. If... then: Algorithmic power and politics. Oxford University
Press.

Taina Bucher. 2019. The algorithmic imaginary: Exploring the ordinary affects
of Facebook algorithms. In The social power of algorithms. Routledge, 30-44.
Madalina Busuioc. 2021. Accountable artificial intelligence: Holding algorithms
to account. Public administration review 81, 5 (2021), 825-836.

Nicolas Chartier-Edwards, Marek Blottiere, and Jonathan Roberge. 2025. Al
statecraft heating-up: the automation of governance through Canada’s Chinook
case study. AI & SOCIETY 40, 2 (2025), 765-774.

Jianfen Chen, Shyam Pandey, and Sweta Baniya. 2025. Navigating immigration
as an alien: A critical interface analysis of the US citizenship and immigration
services website. IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication (2025).
Jennifer Cobbe, Michael Veale, and Jatinder Singh. 2023. Understanding account-
ability in algorithmic supply chains. In Proceedings of the 2023 ACM Conference
on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency. 1186-1197.

Juliet M Corbin and Anselm Strauss. 1990. Grounded theory research: Procedures,
canons, and evaluative criteria. Qualitative sociology 13, 1 (1990), 3-21.

Karl de Fine Licht and Jenny de Fine Licht. 2020. Artificial intelligence, trans-
parency, and public decision-making: Why explanations are key when trying to
produce perceived legitimacy. AI & society 35, 4 (2020), 917-926.

Michael Ann DeVito, Darren Gergle, and Jeremy Birnholtz. 2017. " Algorithms
ruin everything" # RIPTwitter, Folk Theories, and Resistance to Algorithmic
Change in Social Media. In Proceedings of the 2017 CHI conference on human
factors in computing systems. 3163-3174.

Nicholas Diakopoulos. 2016. Accountability in algorithmic decision making.
Commun. ACM 59, 2 (2016), 56—62.

Malin Eiband, Hanna Schneider, Mark Bilandzic, Julian Fazekas-Con, Mareike
Haug, and Heinrich Hussmann. 2018. Bringing transparency design into practice.
In Proceedings of the 23rd international conference on intelligent user interfaces.
211-223.

Motahhare Eslami, Karrie Karahalios, Christian Sandvig, Kristen Vaccaro, Aimee
Rickman, Kevin Hamilton, and Alex Kirlik. 2016. First I" like" it, then I hide it:
Folk Theories of Social Feeds. In Proceedings of the 2016 cHI conference on human
factors in computing systems. 2371-2382.

V. Eubanks. 2018. Automating Inequality: How High-Tech Tools Profile, Police,
and Punish the Poor. St. Martin’s Press. https://books.google.ca/books?id=
pn4pDWAAQBA]

Florian Eyert and Paola Lopez. 2023. Rethinking transparency as a commu-
nicative constellation. In Proceedings of the 2023 ACM Conference on Fairness,
Accountability, and Transparency. 444-454.

Heike Felzmann, Eduard Fosch Villaronga, Christoph Lutz, and Aurelia Tamo-
Larrieux. 2019. Transparency you can trust: Transparency requirements for
artificial intelligence between legal norms and contextual concerns. Big Data &
Society 6, 1 (2019), 2053951719860542.

Timnit Gebru, Jamie Morgenstern, Briana Vecchione, Jennifer Wortman Vaughan,
Hanna Wallach, Hal Daumé Iii, and Kate Crawford. 2021. Datasheets for datasets.
Commun. ACM 64, 12 (2021), 86—-92.

Ellen P Goodman and Julia Trehu. 2022. Algorithmic auditing: Chasing Al
accountability. Santa Clara High Tech. LJ 39 (2022), 289.

Samuel Groesch, Alena Birrer, Natascha Just, and Florian Saurwein. 2025. Big
data, small answers: How the DSA Transparency Database falls short of its
regulatory objectives. Telecommunications Policy (2025), 103088.


https://www.propublica.org/article/machine-bias-risk-assessments-in-criminal-sentencing
https://www.propublica.org/article/machine-bias-risk-assessments-in-criminal-sentencing
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/6352.001.0001
https://books.google.ca/books?id=pn4pDwAAQBAJ
https://books.google.ca/books?id=pn4pDwAAQBAJ

COMPASS ’26, July 27-31, 2026, Virtual Event

[32] Maarten Grootendorst. 2022. BERTopic: Neural topic modeling with a class-based
TF-IDF procedure. arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.05794 (2022).

[33] M Haataja, L van de Fliert, and P Rautio. 2020. Public AI Registers: Realising
Al transparency and civic participation in government use of ALl. Whitepaper
Version 1 (2020).

[34] Ghassan Hage et al. 2009. Waiting out the crisis: On stuckedness and govern-
mentality. Anthropological theory 5, 1 (2009), 463-475.

[35] Refugees and Citizenship Canada Immigration. 2025. Algorithmic Impact As-
sessment - Advanced Analytics Triage of Overseas Temporary Resident Visa
Applications - Open Government Portal. https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/
6cba99b1-ea2c-4f8a-b954-3843ecd3a7f0

[36] Rishabh Kaushal, Jacob Van De Kerkhof, Catalina Goanta, Gerasimos Spanakis,
and Adriana Iamnitchi. 2024. Automated transparency: A legal and empirical
analysis of the digital services act transparency database. In Proceedings of the
2024 ACM Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency. 1121-1132.

[37] Rob Kitchin and Gavin McArdle. 2016. What makes Big Data, Big Data? Exploring
the ontological characteristics of 26 datasets. Big data & society 3, 1 (2016),
2053951716631130.

[38] Joshua A Kroll. 2021. Outlining traceability: A principle for operationalizing
accountability in computing systems. In Proceedings of the 2021 ACM Conference
on fairness, accountability, and transparency. 758-771.

[39] Maciej Kuziemski and Gianluca Misuraca. 2020. AI governance in the public
sector: Three tales from the frontiers of automated decision-making in democratic
settings. Telecommunications policy 44, 6 (2020), 101976.

[40] Koen Leurs and Kevin Smets. 2018. Five questions for digital migration studies:

Learning from digital connectivity and forced migration in (to) Europe. Social

media+ society 4, 1 (2018), 2056305118764425.

Michael Lipsky. 2010. Street-level bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the individual in

public service. Russell sage foundation.

[42] Jessica Mach. 2026. Lack of clarity on how immigration offi-
cials use automated tools leads lawyers to launch monitoring org.
https://www.canadianlawyermag.com/practice-areas/immigration/lack-
of-clarity-on-how-immigration- officials- use-automated- tools-leads-lawyers-
to-launch-monitoring-org/393784. [Accessed: March 18, 2026].

[43] Leland McInnes, John Healy, Steve Astels, et al. 2017. HDBSCAN: Hierarchical
density-based clustering. J. Open Source Softw. 2, 11 (2017), 205.

[44] Leland McInnes, John Healy, and James Melville. 2018. UMAP: Uniform man-
ifold approximation and projection for dimension reduction. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1802.03426 (2018).

[45] Jacob Metcalf, Emanuel Moss, Elizabeth Anne Watkins, Ranjit Singh, and
Madeleine Clare Elish. 2021. Algorithmic impact assessments and accountability:
The co-construction of impacts. In Proceedings of the 2021 ACM conference on
fairness, accountability, and transparency. 735-746.

[46] Margaret Mitchell, Simone Wu, Andrew Zaldivar, Parker Barnes, Lucy Vasserman,

Ben Hutchinson, Elena Spitzer, Inioluwa Deborah Raji, and Timnit Gebru. 2019.

Model cards for model reporting. In Proceedings of the conference on fairness,

accountability, and transparency. 220-229.

Mareike M6hlmannn, Carolina Alves de Lima Salge, and Marco Marabelli. 2023.

Algorithm sensemaking: how platform workers make sense of algorithmic man-

agement. Journal of the Association for Information Systems 24, 1 (2023), 35-64.

[48] Petra Molnar and Lex Gill. 2018. Bots at the Gate: A Human Rights Analysis
of Automated Decision-Making in Canada’s Immigration and Refugee System.
Technical Report Research Report No. 114. The Citizen Lab and International
Human Rights Program, Faculty of Law, University of Toronto, Toronto.

[49] Erina Seh-Young Moon, Devansh Saxena, Dipto Das, and Shion Guha. 2025. The

Datafication of Care in Public Homelessness Services. In Proceedings of the 2025

CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 1-16.

Sourav Mukherjee, Tim Oates, Vince DiMascio, Huguens Jean, Rob Ares, David

Widmark, and Jaclyn Harder. 2020. Immigration document classification and

automated response generation. In 2020 International Conference on Data Mining

Workshops (ICDMW). IEEE, 782-789.

Michael Muller, Shion Guha, Eric PS Baumer, David Mimno, and N Sadat Shami.

2016. Machine learning and grounded theory method: convergence, divergence,

and combination. In Proceedings of the 2016 ACM international conference on

supporting group Work. 3-8.

[52] Maya Murad. 2021. Beyond the" Black Box": Enabling Meaningful Transparency of
Algorithmic Decision-Making Systems through Public Registers. Ph. D. Dissertation.
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

[53] National Research Council Canada. 2025. Peer Review for Advanced
Analytics Triage of Overseas Temporary Resident Visa Applica-
tions. https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/6cba99b1-ea2c-4f8a-b954-
3843ecd3a7f0/resource/3ad57506-42ea-4916-8e5f-d06ea01e449b

[54] Chris Norval, Kristin Cornelius, Jennifer Cobbe, and Jatinder Singh. 2022. Dis-
closure by Design: Designing information disclosures to support meaningful
transparency and accountability. In Proceedings of the 2022 ACM Conference on
Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency. 679-690.

[55] Government of Canada. 2021. Directive on Automated Decision-Making. https:
//www.tbs-sct.canada.ca/pol/doc-eng.aspx?id=32592. [Accessed: March 15, 2026].

(41

[47

[50

(51

Dipto Das, Matthew Tamura, Syed Ishtiaque Ahmed, and Shion Guha

Government of Canada. 2022. CIMM — Chinook Development and Imple-
mentation in Decision-Making. https://www.canada.ca/en/immigration-
refugees- citizenship/corporate/transparency/committees/cimm-feb-15-17-
2022/chinook-development-implementation-decision-making.html. [Accessed:
March 18, 2026].

Government of Canada. 2025. Gender-based Analysis Plus (GBA Plus).
https://www.canada.ca/en/women-gender-equality/gender-based-analysis-
plus.html. [Accessed: March 1, 2026].

Government of Canada. 2025. Government of Canada Al Register (Minimum
Viable Product) - GC AI Register (MVP). https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/
fcbc0200-79ba-4fa4-94a6-00e32faceadb/resource/369f6f34-148a-42ed-b581-
8c164e941a89. [Accessed: December 16, 2025].

Government of Canada. 2026. Algorithmic Impact Assessment tool. https://www.
canada.ca/en/government/system/digital- government/digital- government-
innovations/responsible-use-ai/algorithmic-impact-assessment.html. [Accessed:
March 1, 2026].

Mayowa Oluwasanmi. 2021. Algorithms & the Border: The Human Rights Impli-
cations of Automated Decision Systems in Canadian Immigration. Federalism-E
22,1 (2021), 87-98.

Kentrell Owens, Yael Eiger, Basia Radka, Tadayoshi Kohno, and Franziska Roesner.
2025. Understanding experiences with compulsory immigration surveillance in
the US. In Proceedings of the 2025 ACM Conference on Fairness, Accountability,
and Transparency. 887-899.

Lindsay Poirier. 2021. Reading datasets: Strategies for interpreting the politics of
data signification. Big Data & Society 8, 2 (2021), 20539517211029322.

Emilee Rader, Kelley Cotter, and Janghee Cho. 2018. Explanations as mechanisms
for supporting algorithmic transparency. In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI conference
on human factors in computing systems. 1-13.

Inioluwa Deborah Raji, Andrew Smart, Rebecca N White, Margaret Mitchell,
Timnit Gebru, Ben Hutchinson, Jamila Smith-Loud, Daniel Theron, and Parker
Barnes. 2020. Closing the Al accountability gap: Defining an end-to-end frame-
work for internal algorithmic auditing. In Proceedings of the 2020 conference on
fairness, accountability, and transparency. 33-44.

[65] Joanna Redden. 2018. Democratic governance in an age of datafication: Lessons

from mapping government discourses and practices. Big Data & Society 5, 2
(2018), 2053951718809145.

Joanna Redden, Jessica Brand, Ina Sander, Harry Warne, A Grant, and D White.
2022. Automating public services: Learning from cancelled systems. Cardiff, UK:
Data Justice Lab, Cardiff University 30 (2022).

Joanna Redden, Lina Dencik, and Harry Warne. 2020. Datafied child welfare
services: unpacking politics, economics and power. Policy Studies 41, 5 (2020),
507-526.

Devansh Saxena, Karla Badillo-Urquiola, Pamela J Wisniewski, and Shion Guha.
2021. A framework of high-stakes algorithmic decision-making for the public
sector developed through a case study of child-welfare. Proceedings of the ACM
on Human-Computer Interaction 5, CSCW2 (2021), 1-41.

Devansh Saxena and Shion Guha. 2024. Algorithmic harms in child welfare:
Uncertainties in practice, organization, and street-level decision-making. ACM
Journal on Responsible Computing 1, 1 (2024), 1-32.

Devansh Saxena, Erina Seh-Young Moon, Aryan Chaurasia, Yixin Guan, and Shion
Guha. 2023. Rethinking" Risk" in Algorithmic Systems Through A Computational
Narrative Analysis of Casenotes in Child-Welfare. In Proceedings of the 2023 CHI
conference on human factors in computing systems. 1-19.

Andrew D Selbst. 2021. An institutional view of algorithmic impact assessments.
Harv. JL & Tech. 35 (2021), 117.

Andrew D Selbst, Danah Boyd, Sorelle A Friedler, Suresh Venkatasubramanian,
and Janet Vertesi. 2019. Fairness and abstraction in sociotechnical systems. In
Proceedings of the conference on fairness, accountability, and transparency. 59-68.
Nando Sigona. 2012. ‘T have too much baggage’: the impacts of legal status on
the social worlds of irregular migrants. Social Anthropology/Anthropologie Sociale
20, 1 (2012), 50-65.

Kacper Sokol and Peter Flach. 2020. Explainability fact sheets: A framework
for systematic assessment of explainable approaches. In Proceedings of the 2020
conference on fairness, accountability, and transparency. 56—67.

Christopher Starke, Janine Baleis, Birte Keller, and Frank Marcinkowski. 2022.
Fairness perceptions of algorithmic decision-making: A systematic review of the
empirical literature. Big Data & Society 9, 2 (2022), 20539517221115189.

Robert M. Steinman and Naomi-Edith Barandereka. 2023. Chi-
nook: Immigration Canada’s new tool for immigration applications.
https://www.mccarthy.ca/en/insights/blogs/spotlight-can-asia/chinook-
immigration-canadas- new- tool-immigration-applications. [Accessed: March 18,
2026).

Lucy Suchman. 2002. Located accountabilities in technology production. Scandi-
navian journal of information systems 14, 2 (2002), 7.

Daniel Susser. 2022. Decision time: Normative dimensions of algorithmic speed.
In Proceedings of the 2022 ACM conference on fairness, accountability, and trans-
parency. 1410-1420.


https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/6cba99b1-ea2c-4f8a-b954-3843ecd3a7f0
https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/6cba99b1-ea2c-4f8a-b954-3843ecd3a7f0
https://www.canadianlawyermag.com/practice-areas/immigration/lack-of-clarity-on-how-immigration-officials-use-automated-tools-leads-lawyers-to-launch-monitoring-org/393784
https://www.canadianlawyermag.com/practice-areas/immigration/lack-of-clarity-on-how-immigration-officials-use-automated-tools-leads-lawyers-to-launch-monitoring-org/393784
https://www.canadianlawyermag.com/practice-areas/immigration/lack-of-clarity-on-how-immigration-officials-use-automated-tools-leads-lawyers-to-launch-monitoring-org/393784
https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/6cba99b1-ea2c-4f8a-b954-3843ecd3a7f0/resource/3ad57506-42ea-4916-8e5f-d06ea01e449b
https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/6cba99b1-ea2c-4f8a-b954-3843ecd3a7f0/resource/3ad57506-42ea-4916-8e5f-d06ea01e449b
https://www.tbs-sct.canada.ca/pol/doc-eng.aspx?id=32592
https://www.tbs-sct.canada.ca/pol/doc-eng.aspx?id=32592
https://www.canada.ca/en/immigration-refugees-citizenship/corporate/transparency/committees/cimm-feb-15-17-2022/chinook-development-implementation-decision-making.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/immigration-refugees-citizenship/corporate/transparency/committees/cimm-feb-15-17-2022/chinook-development-implementation-decision-making.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/immigration-refugees-citizenship/corporate/transparency/committees/cimm-feb-15-17-2022/chinook-development-implementation-decision-making.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/women-gender-equality/gender-based-analysis-plus.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/women-gender-equality/gender-based-analysis-plus.html
https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/fcbc0200-79ba-4fa4-94a6-00e32facea6b/resource/369f6f34-148a-42ed-b581-8c164e941a89
https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/fcbc0200-79ba-4fa4-94a6-00e32facea6b/resource/369f6f34-148a-42ed-b581-8c164e941a89
https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/fcbc0200-79ba-4fa4-94a6-00e32facea6b/resource/369f6f34-148a-42ed-b581-8c164e941a89
https://www.canada.ca/en/government/system/digital-government/digital-government-innovations/responsible-use-ai/algorithmic-impact-assessment.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/government/system/digital-government/digital-government-innovations/responsible-use-ai/algorithmic-impact-assessment.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/government/system/digital-government/digital-government-innovations/responsible-use-ai/algorithmic-impact-assessment.html
https://www.mccarthy.ca/en/insights/blogs/spotlight-can-asia/chinook-immigration-canadas-new-tool-immigration-applications
https://www.mccarthy.ca/en/insights/blogs/spotlight-can-asia/chinook-immigration-canadas-new-tool-immigration-applications

Asymmetries in Institutional Accountability and Collective Sensemaking

[79] Amaury Trujillo, Tiziano Fagni, and Stefano Cresci. 2025. The DSA Transparency
Database: Auditing self-reported moderation actions by social media. Proceedings
of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 9, 2 (2025), 1-28.

[80] Sandra Wachter, Brent Mittelstadt, and Chris Russell. 2017. Counterfactual
explanations without opening the black box: Automated decisions and the GDPR.
Harv. JL & Tech. 31 (2017), 841.

[81] Ruotong Wang, F Maxwell Harper, and Haiyi Zhu. 2020. Factors influencing
perceived fairness in algorithmic decision-making: Algorithm outcomes, devel-
opment procedures, and individual differences. In Proceedings of the 2020 CHI
conference on human factors in computing systems. 1-14.

[82] Elizabeth Anne Watkins, Emanuel Moss, Jacob Metcalf, Ranjit Singh, and
Madeleine Clare Elish. 2021. Governing algorithmic systems with impact assess-
ments: Six observations. In Proceedings of the 2021 AAAI/ACM Conference on Al
Ethics, and Society. 1010-1022.

COMPASS °26, July 27-31, 2026, Virtual Event

[83] Karl E Weick, Kathleen M Sutcliffe, and David Obstfeld. 2005. Organizing and

the process of sensemaking. Organization science 16, 4 (2005), 409-421.

Etienne Wenger et al. 1998. Communities of practice: Learning as a social system.
Systems thinker 9, 5 (1998), 2-3.

Maranke Wieringa. 2020. What to account for when accounting for algorithms:
a systematic literature review on algorithmic accountability. In Proceedings of the
2020 conference on fairness, accountability, and transparency. 1-18.

Kayah Williams and Sarita Schoenebeck. 2025. African Immigrants User Expe-
rience with USCIS. gov: A Critical Analysis of a Government-Issued Website
Related to Immigration. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction
9,7 (2025), 1-30.

Brita Ytre-Arne and Hallvard Moe. 2021. Folk theories of algorithms: Understand-
ing digital irritation. Media, Culture & Society 43, 5 (2021), 807-824.

Mike Zajko. 2023. Automated Government Benefits and Welfare Surveillance.
Surveillance & Society 21, 3 (Sept. 2023), 246-258. d0i:10.24908/ss.v21i3.16107


https://doi.org/10.24908/ss.v21i3.16107

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Literature Review
	2.1 Public-Sector Algorithmic Governance as Administrative Experience
	2.2 From Institutional Transparency to Collective Sensemaking Under Opacity
	2.3 Algorithmic Governance in Immigration and Visa Processing Systems

	3 Methods
	3.1 Data Collection and Overview
	3.2 Data Analysis

	4 Results
	4.1 Institutional Artifacts Mapped to ADMAPS
	4.2 Reddit Discussions as Structured Applicant Discourse
	4.3 Emergent Asymmetries Between Institutional Design and Applicant Experience

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Accountability as Collective Reconstruction Under Opacity
	5.2 Administrative Assessment based on Temporal–Relational Exposure
	5.3 Transnational Asymmetry in Accountability Across Borders

	6 Conclusion
	References

