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A B S T R A C T : 

In today’s digitally interconnected world, traditional consent-based frameworks for data privacy are increasingly under scrutiny. This paper critically examines the 

limitations of relying on user consent as the primary mechanism for regulating personal data use, highlighting the structural imbalances between data subjects and 

corporate or algorithmic actors. Drawing from a comparative analysis of regulatory frameworks including the EU’s General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), 

the California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), and Nigeria’s Data Protection Act (NDPA) the study explores how existing legal instruments address, and fall short 

of addressing, the complexities of modern data ecosystems. Anchored in privacy calculus theory and power asymmetry models, the paper argues for a shift toward 

systemic approaches to privacy governance. These include privacy-by-design architectures, algorithmic accountability mandates, and collective oversight 

mechanisms that move beyond the limitations of individual consent. By proposing a post-consent paradigm, the study contributes to the ongoing reimagining of 

data privacy as a socio-technical and institutional responsibility, rather than merely a contractual transaction between users and platforms. 
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1. Introduction 

Data regarding individuals’ functions as the central economic resource that fuels technological innovations, generates economic value, and shapes political 

decision-making in the modern digital economy (Zuboff, 2019; Andrejevic, 2020). Every aspect of present-day life depends on data-driven technologies 

which execute targeted advertising alongside algorithmic decision-making processes. The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), along with other 

privacy frameworks of today, focus on user consent as the essential foundation for digital privacy (Voigt & Von dem Bussche, 2017). Scholarly and 

policy debates about consent-based approaches grow stronger because users and data controllers maintain fundamental power disparities and information 

inequality (Nissenbaum, 2010; Solove, 2013). 

 

According to current legal principles, individuals should make logical choices regarding their data when given appropriate information about processing. 

Evidence shows that the majority of users skip reading privacy policies and fail to comprehend them because they are difficult to understand and written 

in complex legal language (Obar & Oeldorf-Hirsch, 2020). Users automatically accept terms without review according to McDonald and Cranor (2008) 

because of design nudges and time restriction factors which affect them. The research demonstrates that acceptance happens in more than 90% of user 

interactions. The practice of informed consent becomes practically useless for the modern user thanks to the increasing obscurity and fragmentation of 

data practices (Barocas & Nissenbaum, 2014). 

 

Moreover, consent-based regimes shift the responsibility of privacy protection from institutions to individuals, reinforcing a market-based view of privacy 

that treats it as a transactional commodity rather than a fundamental right (Cohen, 2012). This logic fails to address systemic data abuses, such as 

secondary data usage, algorithmic profiling, and mass surveillance. In response, scholars and advocates argue for a paradigm shift towards privacy-by-

design, data minimization, algorithmic transparency, and structural accountability as more effective safeguards (Cavoukian, 2010; Wachter et al., 2017). 

This paper critically examines the limitations of consent as a primary mechanism for ensuring data privacy and explores alternative models that foreground 

collective rights, regulatory intervention, and ethical technology design. By interrogating existing legal frameworks, technological practices, and 

normative theories, the study aims to offer a multidimensional account of how data privacy can be reimagined in the digital era. 

1.1. Statement of the Problem 

Despite the rapid evolution of data governance frameworks globally, current approaches to digital privacy remain overwhelmingly reliant on user consent 

as the primary mechanism for regulating data collection and processing. The prevailing "notice and choice" model assumes that individuals, when 

presented with clear information, can make rational decisions to protect their personal information. However, this assumption has proven flawed in both 

theory and practice. 
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Numerous studies have revealed that users rarely read or understand privacy policies due to their excessive length, complexity, and ambiguity (McDonald 

& Cranor, 2008; Obar & Oeldorf-Hirsch, 2020). Consent is often secured through manipulative design practices known as “dark patterns,” leaving users 

with little genuine choice (Gray et al., 2018). Moreover, even informed consent fails to protect users against secondary data usage, algorithmic profiling, 

and cross-platform tracking, especially in the context of artificial intelligence and big data analytics (Barocas & Nissenbaum, 2014). 

The core problem is that the consent-centric model places the burden of privacy protection on individuals, ignoring structural power imbalances, 

information asymmetry, and the inherent opacity of digital systems. As a result, regulatory compliance often becomes performative rather than protective. 

There is a pressing need to critically reassess the effectiveness of consent and to explore systemic alternatives that can more effectively uphold individual 

privacy rights in an increasingly automated and surveillance-driven digital ecosystem. 

1.2. Research Objectives 

This study seeks to address the limitations of the consent-based model of digital privacy and to propose viable alternatives grounded in both legal theory 
and technological practice. The specific objectives are: 

1. To critically evaluate the theoretical and practical limitations of consent-based data privacy frameworks in contemporary digital ecosystems. 

2. To analyze existing regulatory instruments such as the GDPR, CCPA, and others, and assess their reliance on consent in practice. 

3. To examine user behavior and comprehension regarding privacy notices and consent mechanisms. 

4. To investigate systemic approaches to privacy protection, including privacy-by-design, data minimization, and algorithmic accountability. 

5. To propose a multidimensional framework for data privacy that shifts focus from individual consent to structural and technological safeguards. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Theoretical Foundations of Consent in Data Privacy 

 

The "notice and choice" paradigm has long been the cornerstone of data privacy frameworks, positing that individuals, when adequately informed, can 

make rational decisions regarding their personal data. This model is deeply rooted in liberal individualism, emphasizing autonomy and informed consent 

as mechanisms for privacy protection (Solove, 2013). However, scholars like Nissenbaum (2010) have critiqued this approach, arguing that it fails to 

account for the contextual nature of privacy and the complexities of information flows in digital environments. 

 

2.2 Empirical Evidence on Consent Effectiveness 

 

Empirical studies have consistently demonstrated the limitations of consent mechanisms in practice. McDonald and Cranor (2008) found that the average 

user would need approximately 244 hours annually to read all privacy policies encountered online, rendering informed consent impractical. Obar and 

Oeldorf-Hirsch (2020) further revealed that users often accept terms without reading them, primarily due to the length and complexity of policies. 

Additionally, Utz et al. (2019) highlighted that design choices in consent interfaces, such as the use of "dark patterns," can significantly influence user 

decisions, often leading to consent that is neither fully informed nor voluntary. 

 

2.3 Regulatory Frameworks and Their Limitations 

 

The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) in the European Union has attempted to strengthen consent requirements by stipulating that consent 

must be "freely given, specific, informed, and unambiguous" (GDPR, Article 7). Despite these provisions, challenges persist in ensuring genuine user 

control over personal data. The Information Commissioner's Office (ICO) notes that consent should not be used as a default legal basis for processing 

and must meet stringent criteria to be valid (ICO, 2020). Moreover, the mismanagement of user consent data can lead to significant privacy breaches and 

erode trust in digital platforms (IAPP, 2023). 

 

4.4 Alternative Approaches: Privacy by Design and Data Minimization 

 

In response to the shortcomings of consent-based models, alternative frameworks have been proposed. "Privacy by Design" advocates for integrating 

privacy considerations into the development of technologies from the outset, rather than as an afterthought (Cavoukian, 2010). This approach emphasizes 

proactive measures, such as data minimization and user-centric default settings, to protect privacy. The European Union Agency for Cybersecurity 

(ENISA) supports this model, highlighting the importance of embedding privacy into system architectures and organizational practices (ENISA, 2014). 

 

4.5 Emerging Paradigms: Dynamic Consent and User Empowerment 

 

Recent developments have introduced the concept of "dynamic consent," which allows individuals to manage their consent preferences over time and 
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across different contexts (Kaye et al., 2015). This model aims to enhance user autonomy and adapt to the evolving nature of digital interactions. However, 

implementing dynamic consent poses technical and logistical challenges, including the need for robust infrastructure and user-friendly interfaces. 

 

 

 

Fig. 1 – Data Consent Framework 

3. Methodology 

This study employs a qualitative methodology grounded in interpretivist epistemology to critically examine the limitations of consent-based data privacy 

models and explore alternative frameworks suitable for the digital era. A multi-method approach was adopted, combining systematic literature analysis, 

comparative legal review, and expert interviews to ensure a robust and triangulated perspective. 

 

The research began with a systematic review of peer-reviewed articles, regulatory documents, and policy reports published between 2010 and 2024. 

Sources were selected from academic databases such as Scopus, IEEE Xplore, SpringerLink, and Web of Science. The review focused on themes 

including informed consent, privacy-by-design, algorithmic profiling, dark patterns, and emerging regulatory trends. This phase established the theoretical 

foundation and highlighted key criticisms of consent-driven data governance. 

 

Subsequently, a comparative analysis was conducted on three major regulatory frameworks: the EU’s General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), the 

California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), and other regulations. These were chosen for their geographic diversity and relevance to global privacy 

discourse. The analysis evaluated their reliance on consent, enforcement mechanisms, and provisions for systemic privacy protection. 

 

To enrich the findings, semi-structured interviews were conducted with ten domain experts, including privacy regulators, legal scholars, and cybersecurity 

professionals. Participants were selected via purposive sampling, and interviews explored perceptions of consent efficacy and practical alternatives. Data 

were thematically analyzed to identify recurring insights and divergences. 

 

All research procedures adhered to ethical standards, including informed consent, voluntary participation, and anonymity. This approach ensures a 

comprehensive, context-aware examination of evolving data privacy paradigms beyond traditional consent. 

4. Findings and Discussion 

The findings of this study reveal a growing disillusionment with consent as the cornerstone of data privacy regulation. Through triangulation of scholarly 

literature, comparative policy analysis, and expert interviews, three dominant themes emerged: the illusion of informed consent, regulatory inadequacies, 

and the urgent need for structural alternatives. 

4.1 The Illusion of Informed Consent 

A recurring theme across interviews and literature is that consent in digital contexts is rarely informed or voluntary. Users are often faced with complex, 

opaque privacy policies, frequently written in legal jargon that discourages comprehension. As Solove (2013) and Nissenbaum (2010) assert, the 

contextual complexity of modern data flows makes meaningful consent nearly impossible. Interviewees described current consent models as “symbolic 

rituals” that function more to absolve data controllers of liability than to empower users. This aligns with critiques that consent operates under conditions 

of asymmetric information, where individuals cannot accurately assess data risks or consequences. 

4.2 Regulatory Fragmentation and Gaps 

The comparative legal analysis highlights significant inconsistencies in the protection of digital privacy across jurisdictions. While the GDPR represents 

a relatively robust framework with accountability and data minimization principles, it still heavily relies on consent mechanisms. The CCPA, despite its 



International Journal of Research Publication and Reviews, Vol (6), Issue (5), May (2025), Page – 2462-2466                     2465 

 

consumer-centric orientation, lacks strong enforcement provisions and data minimization rules. Nigeria’s NDPA is a positive development in the African 

context, yet remains under-resourced, and enforcement mechanisms are still maturing. Experts emphasized that over-reliance on consent allows 

companies to technically comply with the regulation while continuing harmful data practices. Moreover, none of these frameworks sufficiently addresses 

algorithmic profiling, dark patterns, or data brokerage. 

4.3 Toward Structural Alternatives 

The findings suggest growing support for structural reforms that shift responsibility from individuals to institutions. Experts advocated for privacy by 

design, mandatory algorithmic transparency, and data fiduciary models as viable solutions. These approaches embed privacy protection into system 

architecture and governance structures rather than relying on user decisions. Some respondents also supported purpose limitation, data localization, and 

sector-specific bans (e.g., on biometric data trading) as necessary steps. The literature supports these claims, noting that institutional mechanisms can 

provide more consistent, enforceable protections, especially in an environment dominated by platform monopolies and surveillance-driven business 

models (Zuboff, 2019). 

4.4 Reconceptualizing Privacy as a Collective Good 

A final insight is the need to reconceptualize privacy not only as an individual right but also as a collective societal good. The externalities of data misuse, 

such as algorithmic discrimination, misinformation, and digital exclusion, affect communities, not just individuals. As a result, respondents called for 

broader public engagement and democratic oversight in data governance. This echoes recent literature emphasizing digital sovereignty, community-based 

data stewardship, and platform accountability as emerging paradigms in privacy discourse. 

In summary, the findings affirm that the consent-based model is increasingly inadequate in addressing the complexities of data exploitation in the digital 

era. The discussion supports a shift toward systemic, collective, and enforceable frameworks that move beyond consent and prioritize ethical design, 

regulatory coherence, and institutional accountability. 

5. Conclusion and Recommendations 

5.1 Conclusion 

This study has critically examined the limitations of consent-based data privacy models in the context of evolving digital ecosystems. Drawing upon 

theoretical insights, comparative legal analysis, and expert perspectives, the research has demonstrated that consent, as currently implemented, often 

serves as a symbolic gesture rather than a meaningful safeguard. The proliferation of dark patterns, algorithmic opacity, and data commodification has 

rendered traditional privacy frameworks increasingly ineffective. 

Despite regulatory efforts such as the GDPR, CCPA, and Nigeria’s NDPA, this study finds that existing laws remain overly reliant on user consent while 

neglecting the structural and systemic nature of contemporary data practices. Moreover, individual-centric approaches fail to account for the collective 

harms of data misuse, including social profiling, digital discrimination, and erosion of democratic processes. 

In light of these challenges, the study advocates for a paradigm shift in privacy governance—one that emphasizes institutional responsibility, design-

based safeguards, and collective rights. Privacy in the digital era cannot be reduced to checkbox agreements; it must be reconceptualized as a public good, 

embedded into technological and legal infrastructures. 

5.2 Recommendations 

1. Adopt Privacy by Design as a Regulatory Norm 

Regulatory frameworks should mandate privacy-by-design principles across sectors, requiring organizations to integrate privacy protections 

into the architecture of systems from the outset. 

2. Establish Data Fiduciary Obligations 

Laws should require data handlers to act as fiduciaries, bound by duties of care, loyalty, and transparency toward data subjects, especially in 

sensitive domains like health, finance, and biometrics. 

3. Enhance Algorithmic Transparency and Accountability 

Introduce binding regulations that compel companies to disclose the logic, impact, and oversight mechanisms of algorithmic decision-

making systems, particularly those affecting civil rights and social equity. 

4. Regulate and Limit Dark Patterns 

Enforce strict prohibitions on deceptive user interface designs that coerce consent or obscure privacy choices, and impose penalties for 

violations. 
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5. Foster Collective and Community-Based Data Governance 

Support frameworks that recognize the social dimension of data, such as community consent models, public interest data trusts, and 

participatory oversight bodies. 

6. Invest in Public Awareness and Digital Literacy 

Governments and civil society must prioritize education on data rights, consent implications, and platform accountability to empower users 

and foster informed public discourse. 

7. Strengthen Global Regulatory Harmonization 

Encourage international cooperation to align data protection standards, ensuring cross-border data flows are subject to consistent and 

enforceable privacy safeguards. 

These recommendations reflect the urgent need to move beyond legacy frameworks of consent and toward a more robust, equitable, and resilient model 

of data privacy suited to the realities of the digital age. 
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