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1 Introduction

Drawing on our research into the analysis of platform policies and behaviour-related documents on online harms,
Large Language Model (LLM)-supported user reporting, and emerging literature on the use of LLMs for privacy
policy comprehension, this position paper explores the potential use of LLMs in supporting user consent and
control. We argue that LLMs could help users make sense of privacy policies and link that understanding directly
to consent and privacy settings. However, we emphasise that such systems must be governed by explicit safeguards
and design principles that promote user sense-making without steering outcomes, obscuring accountability, or
further displacing interpretive burdens onto users.

2 Drawing Parallels Between the Notice and Consent Model and User Reporting

The prevailing “notice and consent” framework has been widely criticised. Privacy policies are rarely read and
frequently misunderstood due to legalistic language, high reading levels, and the impractical amount of time
required to engage with policies across services. Research has found that even when read, policies often fail to
clearly communicate how data will be used or may misrepresent data protection practices. Furthermore, beyond
policy texts, consent interfaces have been critiqued for shaping and constraining user choice, rather than enabling
meaningful control. Design choices such as “manipulative patterns” can push users towards data-sharing and
require substantial motivation from users to re-configure. As a result, consent mechanisms often place unrealistic
cognitive and interpretative demands on users through privacy self-management.

In a related vein, our work on characterisation, enforcement actions, and safeguarding against harms in
platform policies and behaviour-related documents [4, 5] has surfaced similar issues. These documents rely on
ambiguous language, contain internal inconsistencies, and shift responsibility for safety onto users. And then,
user reporting requires users to interpret these policies and translate complex, relational, or evolving experiences
into rigid, predefined categories. Across both user reporting and consent, we see a shared friction: policies remain
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ambiguous while interfaces demand decisive categorisation, at the expense of contextual sensitivity and reflection,
placing the burden of interpretation on users while platforms retain discretion over enforcement and outcomes.

Recent work explores the use of LLMs to support interpretation of privacy policies, arguing they can extract,
annotate, and surface relevant policy information [2], and reconcile policy comprehensiveness with user compre-
hensibility [6]. However, this work largely focuses on the “notice” component of the notice-and-consent model,
stopping short of examining how LLMs might support users in acting on that understanding through control
mechanisms.

Insights from our work on LLM-supported user reporting offer a productive extension. In this context, we
have argued for reframing reporting tools as sense-making and support scaffolds rather than purely classificatory
systems [1, 5]. Through co-design workshops with Instagram users reporting ambiguous harassment, we devel-
oped user-centred design principles for LLM-supported reporting that balance contextual sensitivity with user
burden, validation with the risk of false reporting, and personalised guidance with user agency [1]. We argue that
LLMs should scaffold reflection and surface relevant considerations without overriding user judgement, aligning
with proposals for “thinking assistants” [7] that support deliberation rather than dictate outcomes. Crucially,
this work goes beyond standalone guidance by embedding reflective support directly within reporting flows,
allowing users to move fluidly between interpretation, reflection, and action while retaining control over what
is ultimately reported. Applied to consent and control, this perspective suggests that LLMs could similarly be
used to support users in making sense of privacy policies in situ, while directly linking that understanding to
consent mechanisms and privacy settings. Rather than treating comprehension and consent as separate steps,
LLM-supported systems could integrate sense-making and action within a single flow.

3 Design Implications

Drawing on prior work, alongside emerging research on LLMs for privacy policy comprehension, we propose a
set of design implications for the use of LLMs in consent and control mechanisms.

The LLM acting as an interpretive scaffold rather than offering categorical judgment: LLM-assisted
consent and control mechanisms could function as interpretive scaffolds without leading users to consent through
manipulative patterns. Our co-design workshops highlighted that participants valued systems that operated
as “thinking assistants”, helping them reflect on their experiences and surface relevant considerations, without
enforcing categorical judgements. Translating this insight for consent and control, LLMs might support users
in understanding how particular data practices relate to their concerns and circumstances without presenting
recommendations as definitive, or taking actions to control settings.

Personalisation without overriding user judgement: Aligning with critiques of opaque personalisation, our
participants required such adaptability be designed with transparency and consent in mind. Similarly, in consent
systems, personalised explanations or prompts should adapt to user needs without overriding user judgement or
narrowing perceived options. Thus, personalisation should reduce interpretive and cognitive labour, without
pre-empting decision-making. Furthermore, users may differ in their privacy expectations and vulnerabilities, for
example, between adults and minors, and may require different protections and tailoring.

Shared accountability through human-AI collaboration: Our prior work discussed how platforms often
shift responsibility onto individuals in behaviour-related documents [4]. To avoid reproducing this dynamic, LLM-
supported tools should be embedded within governance structures that maintain visible human accountability,
with handover to human support when required, acting in human-AI collaboration.

Seamless but transparent links between sense-making and action: In our reporting work, participants
sought transparency and seamless integration between reporting, outcomes, and support. In consent context,
LLM-supported sense-making should be directly, and transparently, linked with control mechanisms, allowing
users to move between learning, reflection, and action. Thus retaining user control, and empowering them to
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configure their own privacy controls with the appropriate knowledge. This supports well-reported work that
argues for the integration of “notice” with usable tools for “consent”.

Integrating aftercare, feedback, and ongoing support: Finally, our co-design findings emphasise the
importance of aftercare and ongoing support following reporting of harms. This is relevant to consent in two
respects. Firstly, privacy concerns are often surfaced when harms occur and users seeking to re-configure their
consent and understand the use of their data may be doing so in the context of the emotional distress caused by
privacy violations. Thus, emotional support may also be relevant in this context. Secondly, understanding privacy
as “situational”, with context-dependent views of privacy emerging in relation to experience, we might consider
how what one consents to may change over time. Therefore, LLM-supported systems could provide follow-up
information, reminders, or opportunities to revisit decisions — without engaging in manipulative patterns that
cause consent fatigue. This would position consent as an ongoing and supported process, rather than a one-off
decision, reflective of arguments for “dynamic consent” [3].

4 Conclusion and Future Directions

This position paper has argued that LLMs have the potential to reshape engagement with consent and control
through transforming static notice and consent interfaces into situated sense-making activities embedded within
the context of use. Instead of asking users to read and interpret dense policies and translate their concerns into
predefined settings, LLM-supported systems can help users reflect, surface relevant policy implications and relate
specific data practices to their lived realities — all in language they can comprehend. Furthermore, integrating
interpretation of policy with action within a single flow lowers cognitive and interpretive burdens, as users can
informedly move directly from sense-making to consent. However, it is important to acknowledge that the same
affordances that enable such adaptive support can also introduce risks around nudging or displaced accountability.
To ensure that such LLM-supported consent and control mechanisms empower, rather than manipulate users,
we argue for safeguards that ensure LLMs scaffold user sense-making without steering outcomes, preserve user
agency, share accountability between humans and Al and link interpretation, action, and ongoing support in
transparent and revisable ways. Of course, the discussion presented here is based predominantly on our empirical
findings from co-design workshops with users in the context of reporting. Consequently, future work should
look to understand user needs in the consent and control context specifically.
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