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Abstract
Privacy regulations, such as the General Data Protection Regulation (Article 17) and California Consumer Privacy Act, give con-
sumers the right to request the deletion of their personal information. While researchers have begun to examine the implications
of these laws, the effects of different data request options (to provide, keep, or delete information) on consumers’ personal-infor-
mation-sharing behavior have not been thoroughly studied. Drawing on prior work on autonomy, the authors investigate a new
construct, “enactment autonomy.” They demonstrate that data requests can alter perceptions of shared autonomy, influencing
feelings of vulnerability and subsequent information-sharing behavior. Six experimental studies, including one behavioral study and
a within-paper meta-analysis, provide support for the proposed data request effect as well as boundary conditions related to per-
ceived information sensitivity and the presence of a third party.
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The privacy landscape is evolving in response to growing con-
cerns over consumer data privacy, spurred by the increasing
amount of data available online due to digital marketing. New
laws and regulations (e.g., General Data Protection Regulation
[GDPR], California Consumer Privacy Act [CCPA], Virginia
Consumer Data Protection Act, Texas Data Privacy and
Security Act) have emerged, giving consumers options to
control the collection, retention, and deletion of their data.
However, while companies are becoming more thoughtful
about how they manage data—both in terms of how it is
acquired and when it is deleted—little research examines how
companies present data requests to consumers, which may
impact the amount of data to which companies have access.
Understanding consumer reactions to data requests is crucial,
as it provides companies with guidance on how to best
acquire, retain, and delete data per new privacy regulations.
Moreover, understanding consumer reactions to data requeast
options can help businesses (1) maintain access to high-quality
consumer data for marketing insights, (2) ensure compliance
with evolving privacy regulations, and (3) foster consumer
trust and loyalty through transparent practices.

We investigate how three different data requests influence
consumers’ decisions to share personal information. The
“provide” request involves asking consumers to provide infor-
mation (for the first time) and is consistent with how firms
have traditionally collected data (i.e., by asking consumers for
it). The “delete” request involves asking consumers to delete
already-collected information. This request becomes applicable
in situations where the firm already has information from the
consumer and relates to regulations, such as GDPR, that
provide consumers with the right to erasure. The keep request
involves asking consumers’ permission to keep already-
collected information. This data request presents an alternative
approach to implementing deletion that focuses on retention
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rather than disposal (see Web Appendix A for examples). In this
regard, keep and delete requests represent opposite sides of a
decision, similar to select–reject framing or gain–loss framing;
however, unlike these frames, the two requests are entirely
equivalent (with no impoverished vs. enriched option; Shafir
1993) and lack a clear valence associated with the option (i.e.,
it is unclear whether keeping or deleting is the more positive
outcome). Since most prior literature is about disclosure of
information for the first time (Acquisti, John, and
Loewenstein 2012; Brandimarte, Acquisti, and Loewenstein
2013; John, Acquisti, and Loewenstein 2011), for benchmark-
ing comparison, we examine delete and keep requests with
the provide request, allowing managers to gauge changes in
the privacy landscape due to regulations. We expect that data
requests impact the salience of different situational aspects,
impacting consumers’ information-sharing behavior.

To understand how data requests impact information-sharing
behavior, we draw on the concept of autonomy, “consumers’
ability to make and enact decisions on their own, free from
external influences imposed by other agents” (Wertenbroch
et al. 2020, p. 430; emphasis added). Prior literature has gener-
ally examined situations in which the individual who makes the
choice also enacts the decision (e.g., Kim, Chen, and Zhang
2016; Zwebner and Schrift 2020). However, this assumption
may not apply within the context of privacy. For example,
when a firm has a consumer’s data, the firm must execute deci-
sions made by consumers to keep or delete that data. Prior liter-
ature has not considered autonomy as a dyadic or multi-entity
concept, where the entity making decisions (the consumer)
and executing the decisions (the firm) may differ. To better
capture the distinction between these roles (deciding and enact-
ing), we adopt the term “enactment autonomy” to refer to the
consumer’s ability to freely execute a chosen course of action.
Where decision autonomy measures individuals’ perceptions
and feelings regarding the decision with respect to control,
freedom from external influences, and confidence in the
choice, enactment autonomy focuses on individuals’ attention
to how or who carries out the action.

We argue that data requests will differentially affect consum-
ers’ perceptions of their enactment autonomy, impacting their
perceived vulnerability and consequent information-sharing.
Specifically, in the provide request, the firm asks consumers
for their data (e.g., “What is your name?”). This request can
only be completed by the consumer. Thus, the consumer
should perceive the highest enactment autonomy in this situa-
tion. In the delete request, the firm already has the consumer’s
data. Thus, although the consumer can decide to delete the
data, either the consumer or the firm can execute this decision.
Therefore, there is shared autonomy between the consumer and
the firm, and consumers should perceive lower enactment
autonomy compared with the provide request. In the keep
request, the firm again has the consumer’s data and the con-
sumer makes the decision, but the firm must execute the
action. While the risk of information exposure is present in all
three requests, feelings of vulnerability arise from the uncer-
tainty that occurs when the consumer feels a loss of control

over their information. Shared autonomy reduces feelings of
control, but this sense of loss is stronger with the keep
request, as control to act lies solely with the firm. Hence, con-
sumers should perceive the least enactment autonomy in the
keep request (H1) (see Table 1 for hypotheses).

Consumer data vulnerability is the “susceptibility to injury or
harm related to consumers’ personal data and information”
(Martin, Borah, and Palmatier 2017, p. 37). A threat to con-
sumer autonomy (driven by enactment autonomy) reduces con-
sumers’ feelings of control, as they cannot act on their
decisions, leading to a state of uncertainty, which in turn
leads to vulnerability (Susser, Roessler, and Nissenbaum
2019). Therefore, we propose that the perceived level of enact-
ment autonomy should impact consumers’ perceived data vul-
nerability. We predict that consumers will feel the most
vulnerable when enactment autonomy is lowest (i.e., for the
keep request) (H2).

People in high-vulnerability states engage in behaviors to alle-
viate their state of vulnerability, such as choosing defensive
coping mechanisms (Hill and Sharma 2020). In this context,
the vulnerability is the loss of control and the risk that the data
may be used in unwanted ways. Consistent with reactance
theory (Brehm 1966), consumers should rebel against the
in-control entity (here, thefirm) to regain their autonomyandalle-
viate their state of vulnerability. The way to do this is to restrict
access to information. This reaction should be most pronounced
for the keep request, which has the lowest enactment autonomy
and, consequently, the highest vulnerability (H3). Thus, the
effect of data requests on consumers’ personal-information-
sharing behavior should be serially mediated by consumers’ per-
ceived enactment autonomy and their data vulnerability (H4).

In addition to loss of enactment autonomy, information
sharing is also affected by how information is used. There are
threats related to the sharing of information based on the type
of information and the user of the information. When the
level of information is highly sensitive or the person receiving
the information is less trustworthy, the impact of different
data requests on consumers’ information-sharing behavior will
be obscured.

Table 1. List of Hypotheses.

List of Hypotheses

H1 Individuals perceive the lowest enactment autonomy in the keep
request compared with the (a) delete and (b) provide requests.

H2 Consumers feel the highest vulnerability when enactment
autonomy is the lowest (i.e., for the keep request).

H3 Consumers share less personal information in the keep request
compared with the (a) delete and (b) provide requests.

H4 The effect of data requests on consumers’ personal information
sharing behavior (H3) is serially mediated by consumers’
perceived enactment autonomy and their data vulnerability.

H5 The presence of a third party negatively impacts consumers’
sharing information in the provide data request, but not the
delete or keep data requests.
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Companies sell/share consumer data with third parties for
various reasons (Eggers et al. 2023; Martin, Borah, and
Palmatier 2017). Access to consumer data with third parties
makes consumers vulnerable (Palmatier and Martin 2019).
Therefore, when consumers become aware that their data
might be shared with third parties, it will highlight an external
threat that is not driven by the data request. This external
threat is most likely to be noticed in the provide requests
where the threat to enactment autonomy is lower. In response
to this threat, consumers consciously share less data to protect
themselves (H5).

Six experimental studies and one within-paper meta-analysis
provide evidence for our hypotheses (see Table 2). Throughout
the studies, we examine hypothetical and actual
personal-information-sharing behaviors (disclosure and dele-
tion) by measuring intentions to share (Studies W1a, W1b, 2,
W2, in-paper meta-analysis [Study 3]) and actual sharing of per-
sonal information (Study 4). See Figure 1 for the conceptual
model.

Study 1: Data Requests and Perceived
Enactment Autonomy
Study 1 tests H1 using a three-cell (data request: delete, keep,
provide) between-subjects design. A final sample of 206 partic-
ipants from Prolific Academic completed the study (65%≤ 34
years of age; 51.5% female).

Participants viewed a scenario in which they were asked how
likely they were to provide, delete, or keep information on a
social media app (see Web Appendix B for details and mea-
sures). The information included 15 information types varying
from low sensitivity to high sensitivity (e.g., occupation,
social security number), adapted from Markos et al. (2017).
Participants also answered questions about decision autonomy
and enactment autonomy, responded to a manipulation check
measure, and provided demographic information.

Analysis and Results
We included the 88.41% of participants who correctly identified
their condition in the analysis. A z-test of proportions was used
to examine differences in perceived enactment autonomy across
the data requests (H1). Participants were most likely to indicate
that they were responsible for the action (“I provided/kept/
deleted the data on the app”) in the provide request condition
(97.3% of respondents), followed by the delete request condi-
tion (83.6%). Those in the keep request condition were least
likely to report being responsible (33.9%; zcritical= 7.87
for provide vs. keep, p < .001; zcritical= 5.83 for delete vs.
keep, p< .001). Rather, 66.1% indicated that the app was
responsible for the action in the keep request condition.

An ANOVA with data request (delete, keep, provide) as pre-
dictor of decision autonomy revealed a main effect of data
request (F(2, 203)= 13.05, p< .001). Planned comparisons
indicated that perceived decision autonomy was highest in
the delete request (Mdelete= 5.29) compared with the keep
(Mkeep= 4.23; t(130)= 5.98, p < .001) and provide (Mprovide=
4.42; t(145)= 5.29; p < .001) requests, with no difference
between provide and keep requests (t(131)= .52, p= .61). In
contrast to enactment autonomy, which focuses on who
carries out the decision, the focus of the decision autonomy
measure is on whether the decision maker has control over
making the decision and whether any external influence has
impacted the decision. Thus, decision autonomy may have
been higher for the delete request, as control is often associated
with “taking” more than “giving” (Paulhus 1983).

Discussion
Study 1 provides support for H1, showing that data requests
impact consumers’ perceptions of enactment autonomy, with
participants feeling less enactment autonomy in the keep
request compared with the delete and provide requests.
Respondents also report less decision autonomy in the keep
request compared with the delete request. However, overall,
the pattern of results for decision and enactment autonomy sug-
gests that these measures, consistent with our theorization,
assess slightly different aspects of autonomy. Given these dif-
ferences, and because our theory predicts that data requests
change the salience of who carries out the action that is the
focus of the concept of enactment autonomy, we focus on enact-
ment autonomy as a mediator in the remaining studies.

Study 2: Process Evidence
Study 2 tests the full model (H1–H5). It replicates the results of
Studies W1a and W1b (see Web Appendices C and D) and tests
perceived enactment autonomy and consumer data vulnerability
as mediators (H2 and H4). It also tests the moderating role of
presence versus absence of third parties (H5). This study
employed a mixed design: 3 (data request: delete, keep,
provide) × 2 (third party: present, absent) between-subjects;
perceived sensitivity (36 information types) within-subjects.

Table 2. Overview of Studies.

Study Goal

Study 1 Tests the effect of data requests on decision and
enactment autonomy (H1).

Study W1a, W1b Tests the “data request effect”—the relationship
between data request and consumer willingness
to share information (H3). W1b is a replication
of W1a with a different sample population.

Study 2 Tests the complete model (H2, H3, H4, H5),
including the underlying mechanism.

Study W2 Tests the underlying mechanism (H4) by
manipulating vulnerability through the recipient
(preregistered).

Study 3:
Meta-analysis

Meta-analysis of Studies W1a, W1b, 2, W2.

Study 4 Tests the actual sharing behavior in delete and
keep requests for different recipients (H3)
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Four hundred seventy-three participants on Prolific took part in
the study (385 completed). Participants read a similar scenario
to Study 1, with an expanded set of information types requested
(see Web Appendix E for study details and measures). After
providing their willingness to share for each of the 36 different
types of information, participants answered questions about
their enactment autonomy, consumer data vulnerability, and
individual difference measures of autonomy; responded to
manipulation checks; and provided demographic information.

Analysis and Results
We included the 81.40% of participants who correctly identified
their condition in the analysis. Participants in the keep request
condition reported significantly less enactment autonomy
(Mkeep= 3.45, SE= .14) than those in the delete request
(Mdelete= 5.09, SE= .14, p < .001) and the provide request
(Mprovide= 5.50, SE= .13, p < .001) conditions, supporting H1.
Moreover, data vulnerability was rated significantly higher in
the keep request condition (Mkeep= 5.73, SE= .10) than in the
delete request (Mdelete= 5.35, SE= .09, p< .001) and the
provide request (Mprovide= 5.37, SE= .08, p < .001) conditions,
supporting H2. In addition, the willingness to share
information was significantly less in the keep request condition
(Mkeep= 2.26, SE= .03) than in the delete request (Mdelete=
3.19, SE= .12, p< .001) and the provide request (Mprovide=
3.17, SE= .11, p < .001) conditions, supporting H3.

A serial mediation analysis (SPSS Process Model 6; Hayes
2017; 5,000 resamples) with data request as the independent
variable, enactment autonomy as the first mediator, consumer
data vulnerability as the second mediator, consumers’ willing-
ness to share information as the outcome variable, and individ-
ual differences in autonomy as a covariate revealed a significant
mediation effect (indirect index: delete= .05, SE = .02, 95% CI:
[.006, .093]; provide= .06, SE = .03, 95% CI: [.007, .111]). The
data request has a significant effect on enactment autonomy.

Both the delete (1.62) and the provide (1.99) requests have
higher enactment autonomy than the keep request (ps < .001)
(supporting H1). Enactment autonomy has a negative (−.08)
and significant (p= .03) effect on consumer data vulnerability,
consistent with H2 and our argument that when enactment
autonomy is low, consumers experience high data vulnerability.
The effect of consumer data vulnerability on consumers’ will-
ingness to share is also negative (−.36) and significant (p <
.001), suggesting that as consumers experience high data vul-
nerability, they share less information (supporting H4).

In testing the path fromdata request towillingness to share (H3),
we examined the presence of a third party as a moderator (H5). A
repeated-measure ANOVA using 3 (data request: delete, keep,
provide)× 2 (third party: absent, present) as between-subjects
factors and×3 (sensitivity: low,medium,high) as awithin-subjects
factor revealed a significant interaction effect of data requests and
third party in the provide request condition (F(2, 379)= 7.61, p<
.001). Planned contrasts showed that for the provide request, will-
ingness to share was significantly lower in the presence of a third
party (Mprovide_TP_Present= 2.76) than when a third party was
absent (Mprovide_TP_Absent= 3.58, p< .001). The same effect was
not observed in the delete (Mdelete_TP_Present= 3.41;
Mdelete_TP_Absent= 3.00; p= .08) and the keep (Mkeep_TP_Present=
2.17;Mkeep_TP_Absent= 2.34; p= .49) requests. Because consumers
who are asked to provide information feel low threat to their enact-
ment autonomy, they notice the threat of a data breachmade salient
by the presence of the third party, leading to a decrease in willing-
ness to share information. Because threat and consequent vulnera-
bility are higher in the delete andkeep requests, the additional threat
made salient by the third party has less effect, and no effect of the
third party is observed in those conditions.

Discussion
Study 2 provides support for the full hypothesized model (H1–
H4). Data requests differentially impact consumers’ enactment
autonomy, which affects their perceived data vulnerability,

Figure 1. Conceptual Model.
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leading to differences in their willingness to share information.
Consumers who receive a keep request have the lowest enact-
ment autonomy, feel the most vulnerable, and protect against
this vulnerability by sharing the least information. In the
delete and provide requests, enactment autonomy is less threat-
ened (compared with the keep request), so consumers are in a
less vulnerable state, leading them to share personal information
more freely. The presence of a third party negatively impacts
consumers’ willingness to share information only in the
provide request (as they have some control), but not in the
delete or keep requests.

Study W2 (see Web Appendix F), a preregistered study, pro-
vides additional support for the role of vulnerability. When the
recipient of the data was not made salient or was perceived as
nonthreatening, the data request effect was obscured. A within-
paper meta-analysis synthesizes the findings across Studies
W1a, W1b, 2, and W2.

Study 3: Meta-Analysis—Testing the
Robustness of the Results Across Studies
To test the overall validity of H3 and the magnitude of the
sharing between the provide and delete requests, we performed
a within-paper meta-analysis (McShane and Böckenholt 2017)
on the four studies (Studies W1a, W1b, 2, and W2) that
included a continuous dependent variable, willingness to
share. The meta-analysis provides a weighted average of the
willingness to share variable for the provide, keep, and delete
data requests across four studies. By including all results from
studies that measured this dependent variable, we can generalize
the results across different experimental contexts.

Table 3 shows the results of the within-paper meta-analysis.
In the overall sample, consumers were significantly less
willing to share information in the keep request condition
(Mkeep= 2.22, SE = .054) than in the delete request (Mdelete=
2.73, SE = .053, p< .001) and provide request (Mprovide=
2.89, SE = .047, p < .001) conditions. Consumers’ willingness
to share information was higher in the provide request condition
than in the delete request condition (p= .03); therefore, provide
> delete > keep, as theorized. (For full meta-analysis results, see
Web Appendix G.)

Study 4: Testing Actual Sharing Behavior
Study 4 examined the impact of requests (delete vs. keep) on
actual sharing behavior (see Web Appendix H for full
details). Seventy undergraduate students at a public U.S. univer-
sity completed both stages of the study. In the first stage, stu-
dents provided answers to 23 questions that ranged in
sensitivity; in the second stage, participants chose to keep or
delete that information, depending on the condition.
Participants also indicated their willingness to share this infor-
mation with different recipients (e.g., school administrators,
parents).

Analysis and Results
A chi-square test revealed that sharing was significantly higher
(ps < .001) in the delete request condition compared with the
keep request condition when the recipient was the school’s
administration (χ2= 19.55), school’s brand partners (χ2=
17.38), participant’s parents (χ2= 37.84), participant’s profes-
sor (χ2= 28.13), or participant’s classmates (χ2= 33.31). The
effect of the data request was not significant when the recipient
was a health care professional (χ2= .39, p= .531) or an aca-
demic researcher (χ2= .72, p= .397) (for full results, see
Table 4).

Discussion
Study 4 provides additional evidence supporting the data
request effect in a setting with high ecological validity.
Results further supported our theory that data requests differen-
tially affect consumers’ enactment autonomy and that the risks
associated with sharing information with recipients (which
differ from trust) increase the salience of feelings of vulnerabil-
ity, causing differences in the extent of information sharing.
Even though individuals likely trust their parents and health
care providers, the extent of information sharing varies by the
data request condition. Sharing sensitive information with
parents, professors, classmates, school administration, and
school brand partners has associated risks.

General Discussion
This research offers insight into how various data requests
impact consumers’ information-sharing behaviors. Whether a
request is operationalized as keep or delete impacts perceived
enactment autonomy, leading to feelings of vulnerability and
a desire to regain control, resulting in differences in
information-sharing behavior. Specifically, consumers share
the least information in response to a keep request compared
with a delete request or the traditional provide request.
However, the salience of the recipient and how they might
use the collected data is an important moderator (Study W2).
The effect of data request types is most pronounced when
sharing consumers’ information with recipients is perceived as
risky (e.g., social risk) (Study 4).

While prior research studies autonomy as a single-person
concept, this research introduces the concept of enactment
autonomy, expanding autonomy to include situations, such as
the privacy context, in which the person making the decision
may not be the one enacting it. As GDPR Article 17 states,
“The data subject shall have the right to obtain from the control-
ler the erasure of personal data concerning him or her without
undue delay and the controller shall have the obligation to
erase personal data without undue delay.”1 The consumer
makes the decision to delete but is dependent on the

1 https://gdpr-info.eu/art-17-gdpr/ (accessed April 29, 2026).
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organization to complete the deletion. This situation also applies
to contexts such as managing data for children under 13 (Fox
and Hoy 2019), interdependent data infringements from
digital contacts (Kamleitner and Mitchell 2019), and technology
to assist aging consumers (Nunan and Di Domenico 2019).
Further, increasingly consumers will be reliant on AI systems
to provide data sharing options that affect privacy outcomes
(Walker and Milne 2024). Our research suggests that under-
standing who is making decisions and who is enacting them
is important, as the salience of these roles can create threats to
autonomy that impact consumer behavior.

As compliance with privacy regulations becomes increas-
ingly important, firms and policymakers are finding new and
efficient ways to operationalize the controls imposed on con-
sumers by these regulations. The right to delete has been one
of the most controversial controls among many others and
requires further research on its practical implications. We con-
tribute to the literature by identifying the psychological
process by which giving consumers the right to delete data in
response to different data requests could impact their
information-sharing behavior. Our research suggests that
empowering consumers with more enactment autonomy can
backfire in this context, leading consumers to share more infor-
mation with firms, contrary to the intentions of privacy regula-
tions such as GDPR and CCPA. This finding is similar to the
control paradox that Brandimarte, Acquisti, and Loewenstein
(2013) identify, where increased control (related to decision
autonomy) leads to less favorable privacy decisions. Our
research extends this idea, showing that data requests, due to
their impact on enactment autonomy, can also have unintended
consequences. Practically, our research identifies deletion as a
viable option for managers to provide consumers with control
and comply with privacy regulations. Our research indicates
that the amount of data provided by consumers varies by data
request. Respondents provided 27.8% of the requested data in
the provide request compared with 16.1% and 24.7% of the
data in the keep and delete requests, respectively. However,
the delete request did not necessarily result in significant
levels of data loss. In fact, the delete request resulted in 54%
more data shared than in the keep request. The delete request
had 11% less data shared than in the provide request. While pre-
vious research has examined the implications of GDPR’s
required opt-in (Aridor, Che, and Salz 2020; D’Assergio et al.
2025), the impact of delete options has not been thoroughly
investigated yet. Managers should use data requests strategi-
cally. As we have shown, the delete request can paradoxically

yield more data than the keep request, while also possibly build-
ing trust. Managers may consider building interactive dash-
boards to empower consumers to toggle between “delete” and
“keep” options. This will empower consumers, reduce their vul-
nerability, and encourage them to share data selectively.
Building trust can be an asset. Thus, transparent controls can
signal respect to consumers and lead to long-term loyalty.
Data requests could be used differently across segments. In
high-risk domains (e.g., health, finance), using delete requests
will empower consumers without losing trust. In lower-risk
domains (e.g., shopping), focusing on data acquisition may be
sufficient, while including delete and keep request options to
provide consumers with personalization and convenience.

Another request that provides consumers with personalization
and convenience is the request to allow/disallow cookies. While
cookies afford consumers convenience, the agreement to allow
cookies, which collect data on where, what, and when the con-
sumer interacts with webpages, gives the marketer permission
to keep and use data. Perceptions of decision and enactment
autonomy may vary with how this request is made, and future
research could study the implications of this request. Further,
the presence of cookies may increase situations in which the con-
sumer is unaware of the data companies have about them, high-
lighting the importance of personal data management.

The specifics of the data requests also make a difference. We
investigated requests for specific types of information with
varying levels of sensitivity. We suggest that managers using
data requests also have a dashboard that accounts for specific
types of information and their associated sensitivities. Also,
we found that information about who will gain access to the
information also needs to be conveyed during the data request
process.

The implications for policymakers suggest that regulations
should account for how data requests influence disclosure. If
legislation strives for more data minimalization, the keep
request may be the best for this purpose. Policy should also
examine whether requests could be manipulated with specific
language. Thus, a clear definition of delete, keep, and provide
requests for consumers’ data across the marketplace could
reduce consumer confusion and strengthen protection.
Limitations and future research are discussed in Table 5.

In summary, our research suggests that managers can treat
data request operationalizations as part of their customer expe-
rience and trust strategies and look beyond merely complying
with legal requirements. Furthermore, our research indicates
that data requests to keep, delete, and provide information are

Table 3. Single-Paper Meta-Analysis Results (Willingness to Share as a Function of Data Requests).

Willingness To Share Overall Mean Provide Delete Keep

N 1,665 654 514 497
Total sample 2.64 2.89 (.047) 2.73 (.053) 2.22 (.054)
Low sensitivity 3.70 4.07 (.062) 3.79 (.070) 3.10 (.071)
High sensitivity 1.67 1.81 (.045) 1.76 (.050) 1.39 (.051)

Notes: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
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not neutral and that they actively influence consumer
information-sharing. Crafted legislation should account for the
psychological mechanisms outlined in this article, such as
enactment autonomy.
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