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Figure 1: In this position paper, we explore embodied privacy consent as a probe for examining the limits of individual
decision-making, surfacing tensions between explicit, delegated, and hybrid control models for privacy permissions.

Abstract
Consent mechanisms today predominantly rely on notice-and-
choice approaches, placing the burden of privacy decision-making
on the individual. These approaches are often front-loaded and de-
tached from the moments when the data is required, leaving users
to perform repetitive consent tasks with limited understanding of
consequences. This position paper explores embodied privacy con-
sent as a design probe to examine when, how, and whether active
decision-making may be required. Drawing on an initial explo-
ration of an embodied consent mechanism in Virtual Reality (VR),
in which users enact consent through embodied action, we reflect
on how such interactions make the act of consent experiential, al-
lowing us to examine when active consent supports autonomy and
when it becomes too burdensome or impractical. We argue that the
embodied privacy consent probe can serve as a lens for surfacing
tensions between explicit user control, delegated decision-making,
and emerging hybrid models. We conclude by outlining potential
consequences and future research directions for rethinking privacy
decision-making in sensor-rich environments.
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1 Introduction
The most common approach to gathering consent for data collec-
tion in digital systems today remains notice-and-choice [12]. In
practice, however, this model has been shown to be of poor usabil-
ity: consent is often front-loaded, reduced to binary choices, and
shaped by manipulative, deceptive patterns [6]. Important infor-
mation is frequently buried in lengthy legal texts [7], leaving users
with a limited understanding of the impact of their privacy deci-
sions [9, 13]. Moreover, current consent mechanisms do not scale
well, leading many users to give up managing data permissions for
the growing number of apps, services, and devices [11].

These challenges become particularly pronounced in emerging
immersive technologies. Head-mounted display (HMD)-based envi-
ronments, such as Extended and Virtual Reality (XR/VR), enable
immersive experiences through always-on sensors and increas-
ingly fine-grained data collection, including body movement, eye
tracking, telemetry, and spatial context. Such data can support in-
ferences about users’ well-being, literacy, vision impairments, and
even cognitive or affective states [4], while movement data alone
can be used to uniquely identify users [5]. At the same time, users
often have limited awareness of the granularity of these sensing
capabilities and the inferences that can be drawn from them [2].
As smart systems with continuous sensing become widespread,
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privacy decision-making is no longer limited to discrete moments
of disclosure but becomes entangled with ongoing, contextual, em-
bodied interaction [3, 8].

This shift motivates the need to rethink how consent and con-
trol should be designed and when active privacy decision-making
remains feasible and meaningful. While we ground this paper in
immersive environments, embodied consent may also serve as a
probe in other sensor-rich contexts characterised by continuous
behavioural data collection, such as wearables, smart homes, social
robots, and diverse AI-driven sensing systems.

2 Embodied Privacy Consent as a Probe
We define embodied privacy consent as a consent interaction per-
formed through embodied action in context, often situated at the
moment when data collection becomes relevant within an expe-
rience. We propose the use of embodied privacy consent as a de-
sign probe to examine broader questions of consent and control in
sensor-rich systems.

In recent work, Paneva et al. explored embodied consent mecha-
nisms situated in VR [10]. One example is the Privacy Post interface
(see Figure 1), in which the user prints the privacy notice, acknowl-
edges it by stamping the virtual document and then exercises con-
sent by submitting it through an in-world pneumatic tube. This
approach draws from reflective interaction design, where moments
of interruption or effort can encourage active deliberation. In this
vein, Distler et al. introduced the concept of security-enhancing
friction: deliberate moments of negative UX in security-critical
situations intended to reduce risk-taking behaviour without com-
promising the overall UX [1].

As a probe, embodied privacy consent can help investigate sev-
eral tensions that shape the current landscape of consent and con-
trol. First, it foregrounds the contextual threshold of being informed.
When consent is enacted at the moment data becomes relevant, we
can examine what information users actually need in situ to un-
derstand the stakes of disclosure. Second, while embodied consent
mechanisms surface the burden of repeated active decision-making,
they can also reveal moments of friction that may be valuable in
slowing down disclosure when the stakes are high.

Research Directions and Consequences. Treating embodied pri-
vacy consent as a probe shifts the discussion from optimising con-
sent interfaces for efficiency towards the broader question of when
individual consent remains meaningful or sustainable. Future work
could examine how embodied consent functions across different
data sensitivities and interaction workflows, including when fric-
tion supports reflection versus when it becomes burdensome, and
when delegation (e.g., to trusted agents or institutional safeguards)
or distributed models of control may be required. More broadly,
embodied consent probes can help explore how different interac-
tion modalities reshape what counts as consent or refusal when
privacy decisions are enacted through ongoing interaction rather
than discrete agreements. Future studies could deploy embodied
consent probes to systematically vary timing, frequency, and data
sensitivity to map thresholds at which explicit consent supports
autonomy versus when delegation or default minimisation becomes
preferable.

3 Conclusion
In this position paper, we introduced embodied privacy consent as
a situated consent interaction enacted through embodied action,
and argued for its value as a design probe for rethinking privacy
decision-making. We suggest that making consent experiential
and contextual can help surface the limits of notice-and-choice
approaches that rely on routine, case-by-case user decisions. As
immersive and AI-enabled systems increasingly rely on continuous
behavioural sensing, such probes could support the exploration of
alternative futures of consent and control, including delegated and
hybrid models that move beyond front-loaded decision-making.
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