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Can we use consent to protect privacy?

Arianna Schuler Scott, Professor Michael Goldsmith, Dr Helena Webb and Dr Harriet Teare

Cybersecurity is where consent and
privacy come together. Developed to

Research aim 1

Observe and evaluate an existing
implementation of dynamic consent.

Research aim 2

Empirically strengthen dynamic consent’s
justification for engagement.
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support. | show that feedback increases
research participation in an online study,
and provide a model for researchers to use.
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The website should signpost
key information.
Email reminders should highlight
participant contributions.
Tasks should describe how data is used.
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Dynamic consent
practices: online,
editable consent
options and a forum.
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- Engagement = interest + knowledge + active participation.

Researchers prioritised

- Researchers have a duty to protect data: engagement, A\
reporting that they AY]
“l think you've got to... ensure that not just anybody can access had learned

that data” P11. valuable lessons from

“I'm giving you the authority to use what | give you... keep it participants.

safe” P14.

- Data-use should be confidential, private and legally compliant:

Interviews showed a
distinct lack of
participant engagement

“Nothing is going to ever be totally secure but | would put my
trust in them to share my data securely and appropriately”, P13.
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- Many were interested in the study because their condition with the study. I then
isolated them, but they did not expect to engage with the study . asked, in focus groups, na
W st it what they wanted to
It’s just an email, isn’t it?”, Po2. know about the study. \ F'. AD l
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Intervention study (analysis ongoing)

Graph showing the effect of -
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retention rather than the drop Researcher
m2014 ®W2015 ®W2016 ®™2017 W2018 ®W2019 m2020 ~off we would expect to see.
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