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Abstract 

Background:  In the UK, the solidaristic character of the NHS makes it one of the most trusted public institutions. In 
recent years, the introduction of data-driven technologies in healthcare has opened up the space for collaborations 
with private digital companies seeking access to patient data. However, these collaborations appear to challenge the 
public’s trust in the.

Main text:  In this paper we explore how the opening of the healthcare sector to private digital companies chal-
lenges the existing social contract and the NHS’s solidaristic character, and impacts on public trust. We start by criti-
cally discussing different examples of partnerships between the NHS and private companies that collect and use data. 
We then analyse the relationship between trust and solidarity, and investigate how this relationship changes in the 
context of digital companies entering the healthcare system. Finally, we show ways for the NHS to maintain public 
trust by putting in place a solidarity grounded partnership model with companies seeking to access patient data. 
Such a model would need to serve collective interests through, for example, securing preferential access to goods 
and services, providing health benefits, and monitoring data access.

Conclusion:  A solidarity grounded partnership model will help establish a social contract or licence that responds to 
the public’s expectations and to principles of a

solidaristic healthcare system.

Keywords:  Solidarity, Solidaristic healthcare system, Public trust, Data sharing, Private companies, Data-driven 
technologies
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Background
The National Health Services (NHS) UK is a solidarity-
based institution, founded on the principles that: (1) all 
should contribute to it according to their means (through 
taxation); (2) all should be offered best care according to 
their needs; and (3) services should be free for all at the 
point of access. These foundational principles have made 
the NHS one of the most trusted institutions in the UK 
[1]. In recent decades, and particularly since the 1990s, 

private companies have been entering the care provi-
sion domain in the UK. Lately, partnerships between the 
public healthcare provider and private companies have 
intensified. Reasons for this closer collaboration between 
the two sectors is the increasing reliance of medicine 
and healthcare on new data-driven technologies, such 
as genomics medicine and artificial intelligence, but also 
the recognition of the financial value of NHS data to the 
international digital market [2]. With an ageing popula-
tion and after years of austerity, the NHS is struggling 
to meet the care needs of the population. Data-based 
technological solutions, such as artificial intelligence 
applications, have been proposed as a way of effectively 
responding to the funding and staffing crisis faced by the 
NHS [3], which has opened the door to private digital 
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companies developing such tools. The government has 
realised that the NHS, as the single largest integrated 
health care provider in the world, is in a unique position 
to attract ‘investments across the health tech and phar-
maceutical sector’ [4]. Since 2018, the two governmental 
industrial strategy deals centred on data-driven technolo-
gies to create and grow new industries in the UK, and on 
collaborations between the life sciences sector and indus-
try, universities and charities to demonstrate the value of 
the NHS as a partner in this new industrial vision [4].

The use of NHS data to drive economic growth rather 
than solely benefiting patients, is challenging the soli-
daristic character of the healthcare system. In 2018, the 
Secretary of State for Health and Social Care pleaded for 
a more tech- and big data-driven NHS, but also acknowl-
edged the importance of building and maintaining pub-
lic trust in the healthcare system [5]. And yet, there is 
increasing concerns regarding the use of patient data, and 
the motivations of private companies partnering with the 
NHS that appear contrary to public interest [6]. In light 
of the changes introduced by the use of data sciences in 
healthcare, some scholars have called for the need of a 
new ‘social contract’ [7] or ‘social licence’ [8] between the 
healthcare system, patients and society as a whole.

In this paper we explore how the opening of the health-
care sector to private digital companies challenge the 
existing social contract and the NHS’s solidaristic char-
acter, and how this impacts on public trust. We start by 
critically discussing different examples of partnerships 
between the NHS and private companies that collect 
and use data. We then analyse the relationship between 
trust and solidarity, and investigate how this relationship 
changes in the context of private companies entering the 
healthcare system. Finally, we propose ways for the NHS 
to maintain its solidaristic character and public trust by 
putting in place solidarity grounded partnerships with 
companies seeking to access patient data.

Methodology
This paper is a theoretical analysis arguing for the adop-
tion of solidarity grounded partnerships to govern data 
sharing between public healthcare systems and com-
mercial or private companies accessing patient data. Our 
analysis focuses on the UK context and draws on bioeth-
ics literature, surveys on public trust in health care and/
or data sharing, prominent case studies that gave rise to 
relevant debates in the UK, and official reports.

Discussion
NHS data mining and public trust
The delivery of a health service in the twenty-first cen-
tury increasingly relies on data. A number of data-driven 
technologies and applications are entering the space of 

healthcare, including genomics medicine and artificial 
intelligence (AI), promising more accurate prediction 
and prevention of disease, improved health outcomes 
and more efficient use of resources [9]. A vast array of 
clinical, genomic, demographic, environmental and 
social data are needed in order to fulfil these prom-
ises aiming to improve the performance and running of 
healthcare systems. Data has always been important for 
healthcare improvement. For a long time, however, only 
certain types of data, for example clinical, health records 
and clinical trial data, were considered to have direct 
health relevance. In recent years, and with the advance-
ment in big data science, a number of seemingly irrele-
vant and unrelated information have become important, 
as they can provide valuable insights into the health and 
health-related behaviour of individuals and populations. 
For example, people’s online behaviour could provide 
important information about the spread of infectious dis-
eases such as flu [10]. This growing utility and relevance 
of different types of data for health, has opened up the 
field of healthcare to types of companies and institutions 
that were not part of the healthcare landscape before, 
and created the conditions for collaboration between the 
public healthcare sector and commercial entities, such as 
digital companies (e.g. Google) and online retailers (e.g. 
Amazon).

One of the major holders of health-related data in the 
UK is the NHS. As the main healthcare provider, the 
NHS keeps a vast number of different types of data, from 
general practitioners’ notes, to clinical test results, to 
genetic and genomic information. These data, protected 
by the principle of confidentiality, traditionally stayed 
within the boundaries of the healthcare system [11, 12]. 
Identifiable patient information has only been used for 
the direct benefit of the patients. Anonymised patient 
data have been used by the NHS to improve care provi-
sion too; for example, hospital episode statistics have 
been collected and analysed by the NHS since 1989 [13]. 
Yet, in recent years, with the recognition of the health but 
also economic value NHS data hold, and with the expan-
sion of the healthcare space to non-traditional stakehold-
ers (e.g. digital companies), new projects and practices 
regarding data collection, use and sharing are emerging.

In 2013, the UK government tried to expand the NHS 
data sharing practice, by introducing a new scheme called 
care.data [14]. This new scheme aimed to bring together 
health and social care data from across the NHS, and 
share them, under strict conditions protecting patient 
privacy, with academic and commercial researchers to 
develop new treatments and improve the performance 
of the healthcare system. Some of the aims of care.data 
were to support patient choice, promote transparency, 
improve outcomes for patients, and also drive economic 
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growth [8]. Within a few months of the announcement 
of the new scheme, however, more than a million of 
patients opted-out of the care.data system, and by 2016, 
the scheme was discontinued [15]. The main reasons that 
led to the collapse of the care.data scheme was the lack 
of communication of the government’s plans and inten-
tions to the general public, and the people’s concern that 
NHS data will be shared with private commercial compa-
nies. In 2016, the Wellcome Trust published a report on 
a study regarding people’s attitudes to health data sharing 
with commercial actors. The study found that whereas 
the vast majority of the population was willing to share 
their data within the NHS and for non-commercial 
research, for many, sharing data with commercial com-
panies solely for private benefit and without clear public 
benefit constituted a ‘red line’ that should not be crossed 
[16]. In their analysis of the care.data case, Carter et  al. 
[8] observe that the scheme ‘failed to adequately secure 
a social licence’ i.e. society’s agreement, because of: (1) 
defects in the warrants of trust provided for care.data, (2) 
the implied rupture in the traditional role, expectations 
and duties of general practitioners, and (3) uncertainty 
about the status of care.data as a public good’. Such a 
social licence, the authors argue, is needed when a public 
and private body’s activities go ‘‘beyond compliance’ with 
legal requirements’ [8].

Around the same time of the care.data scheme, the 
UK Government announced another initiative aim-
ing at collecting patient data to support individualised 
care, medical innovation and economic development. In 
2013, Genomics England, a company owned by the UK 
Department of Health, was set up to oversee the 100,000 
Genomes Project, a UK Government initiative [17]. The 
aim of this initiative was to sequence 100,000 genomes, 
and to use the data generated for medical and scientific 
research. The original focus of the project was on rare 
diseases, infectious diseases, and some types of cancer. 
After meeting its primary target of 100,000 genomes, in 
2018, the project expanded its remit, aiming to sequence 
five million genomes over the following five years. As the 
success of the project heavily relied on patients’ willing-
ness to donate their data, the Chief Executive of Genom-
ics England acknowledged that ‘building trust in this 
exciting and revolutionary area of medical science is 
absolutely essential to its success’ [18]. The project set 
up an independent ethics committee and endeavoured 
right from the beginning for greater transparency, public 
involvement and also technological solutions to address 
data security concerns as a way of ensuring public trust. 
In 2019, Genomics England published a report on public 
views on the use and sharing of genomic data [19]. Whilst 
survey participants expressed their support of the over-
all initiative, once again, one of their main concerns was 

the involvement of private companies and the sharing of 
data with private institutions that did not seem to share 
the solidaristic ethos of the NHS. Participants seemed 
to trust the NHS to use their data for the common good, 
but their trust did not extend to include other actors that 
might be given access to their information. The report 
recommended that public trust can only be built and 
maintained if the NHS keeps embodying its core values 
of reciprocity, altruism, and solidarity.

Despite the failure of care.data, and people’s concerns 
about the increasing access private companies are given 
to patient information, the government continued with 
its plans to extract value from NHS data. In 2016, the 
NHS agreed a deal with DeepMind, an AI company, to 
access sensitive data of more than one million patients. 
DeepMind was later acquired by Google, and in 2019, 
five NHS Trusts (legal entities providing hospital ser-
vices, community services and/or other aspects of patient 
care) agreed data access contracts with Google Health 
[20]. In 2019, there was a similar deal with Amazon 
where the technological company was given free access 
to NHS patient data in order to develop the Amazon 
Alexa health device that can offer health advice to its cus-
tomers [21]. Subsequently, the government that signed 
the contract has been heavily criticised, among others by 
privacy organisations, for lacking transparency and pri-
oritising commercial interest [22].

The public’s concern with and apprehension regarding 
the sharing of their health data with bodies outside the 
NHS, and particularly with commercial entities is well 
documented [6, 16, 18]. However, the digital revolution 
that the UK Government is envisaging and promoting for 
cutting-edge healthcare depends on the public’s co-oper-
ation and continuing trust in the NHS and other relevant 
institutions [5]. Yet, in the emerging healthcare landscape 
that involves collaborators that do not seem to share the 
solidaristic core values of the NHS, maintaining public 
trust appears increasingly challenging.

Solidarity and public trust in the healthcare system
Solidarity is the founding principle of publicly funded 
healthcare systems, and has occupied an important place 
in the development of healthcare policies in Europe, since 
the late nineteenth century [23]. In public healthcare sys-
tems, access to services and care is organised by the gov-
ernment and funded through either mandatory payments 
of an insurance premium (e.g. in Germany, France and 
Belgium) or taxation (e.g. in the UK and Canada). As ter 
Meulen argues, individuals accept state enforced solidar-
ity for two reasons: on the one hand out of ‘self-interest’ 
and on the other hand out of ‘a feeling of responsibility 
[…] togetherness and commitment to the common good’ 
[24]. It is this collective sense of social cohesion and 
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interdependence what distinguishes publically funded 
from private healthcare systems [25].

Although solidarity has never been a widely used 
notion in the political and social discourse in the UK 
[26], the NHS’s founding principles of universality, equity, 
comprehensiveness, quality, free services, and public 
funding [27], have laid the ground for a healthcare sys-
tem that distributes resources and free care based on 
need rather than ability to pay. In this way, the NHS as 
a public institution is demonstrating its commitment to 
the common good, and is promoting a sense of mutual 
responsibility, which are central to the concept of solidar-
ity [28]. Solidarity has two meanings; one descriptive and 
one normative. First, and this goes back to Durkheim, 
solidarity describes the social bond that ties individuals 
together through acknowledgement of reciprocity and 
interdependence [29]. Second, this bond or feeling of 
social cohesion implies that members of a group have a 
set of normative expectations of what they owe to each 
other, that is how to behave in a solidaristic way [30]. 
What distinguishes solidarity from other related con-
cepts such as justice or altruism, is its relational aspects 
that makes individuals identify with each other and ‘stand 
up for/with/as’ to promote joint interests [31].

The expectation of solidarity and the lived experi-
ence of it can promote public trust in social institutions. 
According to Uslaner, trusting societies are the ones that 
share resources equally amongst their members [32]. 
Similarly, Rothstein and Stolle argue that solidaristic 
welfare programmes that do not differentiate between 
individuals (e.g. selective welfare programmes) but are 
universal in coverage contribute to the development and 
establishment of trust between society members [33]. 
Thus, public trust is built on the reasonable belief that 
public institutions will serve the common good and rep-
resent collective interests [34]. This is supported by a col-
lective feeling of commonality and mutuality reinforced 
by institutional structures and public policies.

One example of the relationship between public trust 
and solidarity is the NHS. Since its foundation, and 
despite a general decrease of trust in public institutions 
among Britons [1], the NHS has been, and still is, one of 
the most appreciated and respected public institutions 
in the UK [35, 36].Years of underfunding, which led to 
a decrease and underperformance of its services, have 
fuelled concerns amongst the population of whether the 
NHS can be maintained in its current form [37]. A survey 
of 2017 showed that a large majority of the population 
(around 90%) are concerned about the NHS maintaining 
its foundational principles such as that the NHS should 
be free at the point of delivery, provide a comprehensive 
service available to everyone, and be primarily funded 
through taxation [37, 38]. More than half of the survey 

respondents indicated that they are willing to support 
the NHS and its ability to provide good quality care for 
all through solidaristic measures such as increased taxa-
tion [38]. This shows that it is not only the reliance on the 
NHS’s skills and ability to provide good care that drives 
public trust, but also its solidaristic character as an indi-
cation of the NHS’s moral attitude of good will towards 
those in need of care [39].

Despite the wide support among the population for 
a healthcare system that is committed to the common 
good and promotes mutual responsibility, for example, 
through taxation, the UK governments since 2010 have 
sought to resolve the NHS funding problem mainly 
through partnerships with commercial entities such as 
those seeking access to patient data. These partnerships 
with profit-oriented collaborators appear to contradict 
the solidaristic character of the NHS that is based on 
accepting mutual responsibility, recognising the impor-
tance of the community, and on developing feelings of 
togetherness. People’s concern and discontent regarding 
these developments are expressed in the form of mistrust 
towards the government and its new profit-driven part-
ners. As described above, these partnerships often lack 
transparency and a ‘social licence’ to operate outside of 
the ‘societal seal of approval’. As Carter et al. put it, public 
trust and a social licence can only be gained when ‘rea-
sonable citizens can […] recognise [an activity, such as 
data sharing] as defensible on the grounds that it reflects 
common social values and goals’ [8]. Yet these values 
and goals are put into question by the new partnerships 
between the NHS and commercial bodies. The question 
arises then as to if, and if so how, the NHS can maintain 
its solidaristic character and hence, public trust regarding 
data sharing, when more and more commercial interests 
enter the public healthcare sector.

Maintaining solidarity and public trust in a cash‑strapped 
NHS
It appears that in order for people to maintain their 
trust in the NHS and agree to their data to be used for 
purposes beyond direct health benefit including (aca-
demic and commercial) research and economic benefit, 
the NHS needs to uphold its solidaristic character. As 
outlined above, this seems increasingly challenging in a 
cash-strapped healthcare system, with more and more 
private companies entering the field, diluting its public 
character. Should partnerships with commercial entities 
be avoided altogether? Considering the potential of data-
driven technologies to improve and personalise patient 
care and the fundamental role private companies play in 
developing such technologies, this would seem, at least at 
this stage, unreasonable. Is it possible, then, for both the 
NHS and private digital companies that seek access to its 
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data (e.g. Google, Amazon) to build trustworthy partner-
ships, and if so how? And, what would the social contract 
or licence1 that is the ‘common set of principles and val-
ues that bind together’ [7] the NHS and society look like 
in this new context?

As a minimum criterion, partnerships between the 
NHS and the private sector will need to be arranged in 
a way that preserve public trust and maintain the health-
care system’s solidaristic character [40]. This means that 
these partnerships will need to reflect in their structure, 
organisation and stated aims the basic principles of uni-
versality, equality and quality. The introduction of laws 
and regulations can go some way to convince people that 
their interests are protected. However, as Shapiro notes, 
trust often appears to have a paradoxically reverse rela-
tionship to laws and regulations; the more fidelity assur-
ances one seeks through laws and regulations, the less 
trustworthy these assurances appear [41]. The pursuit of 
collective interests and the common good seems crucial 
to the establishment and preservation of trust [34] that 
needs to sit alongside strict regulations as offered by e.g. 
the EU General Data Protection Regulation [42] or the 
Big Data Task Force of European Medicines Agencies 
and the Heads of Medicines Agencies [43]. Yet, regula-
tions, unless strictly and consistently enforced, can be 
neglected or overlooked by individual actors. As Carter 
et al. observe, trust in data use does not depend on, for 
example, the ‘formal architecture of research regulation, 
or on rational assessment of the detail of information 
sheets or other documents aimed at gaining ‘informed 
consent’’ [8]. Rather, trust in the use of their data by com-
mercial companies developing new tools relies ‘heavily 
on its status as a socially valuable enterprise conducted in 
the service of the public good’.

However, a selfless commitment to the public good 
might appear to be at odds with the interests of profit-
oriented private companies partnering with the NHS. Is 
it, therefore, reasonable to suggest that these partner-
ships could be founded on public benefit rather than 
shareholders’ profit? Governance arrangements that 
place the common good at the core of the partnership 
could offer an acceptable approach to this. When design-
ing and negotiating partnerships and collaborations with 
private and commercial companies, NHS officials and 
the government should build these on norms of solidar-
ity and public benefit and also take note of the various 

suggestions included in the published reports on public 
views and expectations regarding the use of patient data, 
and also where its ‘red lines’ lie. This would provide them 
not only with a useful insight but also a roadmap to draft 
arrangements that foster the social contract or licence 
with the public, convince them of their commitment to 
solidaristic principles and maintain trust. Following these 
recommendations, the NHS could: (1) require preferen-
tial access to goods and services developed using its data 
[6]; (2) require that data are used only to improve health 
and healthcare and not to serve the interests of private 
insurance companies or other commercial interests [18, 
44]; (3) conflicts of interests partners might have are pub-
licly declared, managed and resolved; (4) use a monitored 
data-visiting model of access similar to the one developed 
by Genomics England, rather than a data-sharing model 
where the data leaves the NHS custodianship. The NHS 
national data opt-out policy argues that giving patients 
more say and active control over their own data could 
preserve public trust in the healthcare system [45]. Not-
withstanding the importance of allowing individuals the 
option to express their own preferences and values that 
an opt-out system presents, placing too much emphasis 
on the responsibility of the individual to take active con-
trol over their data seems at odds with the basic charac-
teristics of solidarity and public trust. Firstly, requiring 
patients to take individual responsibility for the use of 
their data implies a relationship of mistrust rather than 
trust. Requiring individual to protect their own interests 
could be perceived as the system’s inability or reluctance 
to fulfil its role of acting in the public’s best interest. Sec-
ondly, by relying on people to take control of their own 
data, the system might end up undermining the public 
good it is tasked with serving. Rather, it becomes a man-
ager of individual preferences, thus losing its solidaristic 
characteristics of universality and equality. Thirdly, by 
inviting people to think and act as individuals protecting 
their own interests, the feelings of mutuality and com-
monality, foundational for solidarity, get weakened and 
the bond between society members might be lost [25].

If the NHS is to remain the most supported and trusted 
institution in the UK, using data-driven technologies to 
provide more accurate prediction and prevention of dis-
ease, improve health outcomes and more efficient use of 
resources, it will need to retain its foundational princi-
ple of serving the public good, and promote the beliefs 
of mutuality and commonality in society. Only if it can 
prove its continuous solidaristic character, the NHS will 
succeed in maintaining public trust and in negotiating a 
new social contract or licence.

1  Both terms describe a set of values and norms defining responsibilities and 
rights that are im-/explicitly ‘agreed upon’ in a society. Whereas the social 
licence focuses more on procedural agreements, the term social contract 
refers to the ‘broader context of social arrangements, practices and institu-
tions’ (7.Lucassen A, Montgomery J, Parker M. Chapter  16. Ethics and the 
social contract for genomics in the NHS. Annual Report of the Chief Medical 
Officer 2016: Department of Health; 2017.).



Page 6 of 7Horn and Kerasidou ﻿BMC Med Ethics          (2020) 21:110 

Conclusion
People trusts solidaristic institutions that openly pre-
serve collective interests, and promote collective well-
being. In the UK, the solidaristic character of the NHS 
makes it one of the most trusted public institutions. 
In recent years, however, public trust has been chal-
lenged due to private companies collaborating with 
the NHS and been given access to its patient data. 
Despite the potential benefits of data-driven health-
care (e.g. more accurate prediction and prevention of 
disease, improved health outcomes and more efficient 
use of resources), partnerships with profit-oriented 
companies do not necessarily chime with the NHS’s 
foundational principles of universality and equity. Con-
sequently, trust in the NHS is put to the test.

In order to, nevertheless, maintain public trust without 
forgoing the potential benefits of data-driven healthcare 
technologies, the NHS needs to put in place solidarity 
grounded partnerships with companies seeking to access 
patient data. Such partnerships would need to serve col-
lective interests through, for example, securing pref-
erential access to goods and services, providing health 
benefits, and monitoring data access. This approach will 
help establish a social contract or licence that responds 
to expectations and principles of a solidaristic healthcare 
system. As the current health minister rightly observed, 
unless the NHS maintains public trust, the vision of a 
data-driven healthcare will not be realisable.

Although our analysis focuses on the UK context, it 
contributes to the wider bioethics discussion regarding 
the governance of data sharing between public health-
care systems and commercial companies.
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NHS:  National Health Service.

Authors’ contributions
Both author have equally contributed to the conception, writing, reviewing 
and editing of this paper.

Funding
The authors are based at the Ethox Centre and the Wellcome Centre for Eth-
ics and Humanities which are both supported by a Wellcome Centre Grant 
(203132/Z/16/Z). AK holds a Nuffield Department of Population Health Senior 
Fellowship to fund her project entitled ‘Population health and AI: efficiency, 
accuracy and trust’.

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable. This is a literature-based manuscript. No data was collected.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Received: 18 February 2020   Accepted: 26 October 2020

References
	1.	 2018 Edelman Trust Barometer. 2018 21.01.2020.
	2.	 NHS patient data ‘worth £5 billion’ to private companies. Consultancy.uk; 

2019.
	3.	 Kerasidou A. Empathy, compassion and trust balancing artificial intel-

ligence in health care. Bulletin for the World Health Organization. 2020.
	4.	 HM Government. Industrial Strategy Life Sciences Sector Deal 2. 2018.
	5.	 GOV.UK. My vision for a more tech-driven NHS. Secretary of State for 

Health and Social Care Matt Hancock’s speech at NHS Expo 2018. 2018 
05.02.2020.

	6.	 Chico V, Hunn A, Taylor M. Public views on sharing anonymised patient-
level data where there is a mixed public and private benefit. NHS Health 
Research Authority, University of Sheffield School of Law; 2019.

	7.	 Lucassen A, Montgomery J, Parker M. Chapter 16. Ethics and the social 
contract for genomics in the NHS. Annual Report of the Chief Medical 
Officer 2016: Department of Health; 2017.

	8.	 Carter P, Laurie GT, Dixon-Woods M. The social licence for research: why 
care.data ran into trouble. J Med Ethics. 2015;41(5):404–9. 

	9.	 Department of Health and Social Care. The future of healthcare: our 
vision for digital, data and technology in health and care. Policy paper. 
2018 17.10.2018.

	10.	 Yang S, Santillana M, Kou SC. Accurate estimation of influenza epi-
demics using Google search data via ARGO. Proc Natl Acad Sci. 
2015;112(47):14473–8. 

	11.	 Corporate Information Governance. Confidentiality Policy. 2019.
	12.	 Department of Health and Social Care. Confidentiality: NHS Code of 

Practice. Guidance. 2003.
	13.	 NHS Digital. Hospital Episode Statistics (HES). https​://digit​al.nhs.uk/data-

and-infor​matio​n/data-tools​-and-servi​ces/data-servi​ces/hospi​tal-episo​
de-stati​stics​.

	14.	 NHS England sets out the next steps of public awareness about care.
data [Internet]. NHS England. 2013 [cited 05.02.2020]. https​://www.engla​
nd.nhs.uk/2013/10/care-data/.

	15.	 Temperton J. NHS care.data scheme closed after years of controversy. 
Wired.

	16.	 Ipsos MORI. Public attitudes to commercial access to health data. 2016.
	17.	 Genomics England. Department of Health and Social Care. https​://www.

genom​icsen​gland​.co.uk.
	18.	 Genomics England. A major new dialogue has found the public are 

enthusiastic and optimistic about the potential for genomic medicine 
but have clear red lines on use of data. 2019.

	19.	 Ipsos MORI. A public dialogue on genomic medicine: time for a new 
social contract? Final report. 2019.

	20.	 Vaughan A. Google is taking over DeepMind’s NHS contracts—should we 
be worried? New Scientist. 2019.

	21.	 Mahase E. Government hands Amazon free access to NHS information. 
BMJ. 2019;367:l6901. 

	22.	 Privacy International. Alexa, what is hidden behind your contract with the 
NHS? Privacy International. 2019.

	23.	 Busse R, Blümel M, Knieps F, Bärnighausen T. Statutory health insurance in 
Germany: a health system shaped by 135 years of solidarity, self-govern-
ance, and competition. The Lancet. 2017;390(10097):882–97. 

	24.	 ter Meulen R. Solidarity, justice, and recognition of the other. Theor Med 
Bioeth. 2016;37(6):517–29. 

	25.	 Kerasidou A, Horn R. Empathy in healthcare: The limits and scope of 
empathy in public and private systems. Marketisation, Ethics and Health-
care: Routledge; 2018. p. 163–73.

	26.	 Stjernø S. Solidarity in Europe: The history of an idea. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press; 2009. 

	27.	 Delamothe T. Universality, equity, and quality of care. BMJ. 
2008;336(7656):1278–81. 

	28.	 Gorsky M. The British National Health Service 1948–2008: a review of the 
historiography. Soc History Med. 2008;21(3):437–60. 

	29.	 Durkheim É. Durkheim: the division of labour in society. New York City: 
Macmillan International Higher Education; 2013. 

https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-services/hospital-episode-statistics
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-services/hospital-episode-statistics
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-services/data-services/hospital-episode-statistics
https://www.england.nhs.uk/2013/10/care-data/
https://www.england.nhs.uk/2013/10/care-data/
https://www.genomicsengland.co.uk
https://www.genomicsengland.co.uk


Page 7 of 7Horn and Kerasidou ﻿BMC Med Ethics          (2020) 21:110 	

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

	30.	 Jaeggi R. Solidarity and indifference Solidarity in health and social care in 
Europe. Berlin: Springer; 2001. p. 287–308. 

	31.	 Dawson A, Jennings B. The place of solidarity in public health ethics. 
Public Health Rev. 2012;34(1):1–15. 

	32.	 Uslaner EM. Trust, democracy and governance: can government policies 
influence generalised trust? In: Hooghe M, Stolle D, editors. Generating 
social capital: civil society and institutions in comparative perspective. 
New York: Palgrave MacMillan; 2003. p. 171–90. 

	33.	 Rothstein B, Stolle D. Social capital, impartiality and the welfare state: an 
institutional approach. In: Hooghe M, Stolle D, editors. Generating social 
capital: civil society and institutions in comparative perspective. New 
York: Palgrave Macmillan; 2003. p. 191–209. 

	34.	 Putnam RD, Leonardi R, Nanetti RY. Making democracy work: civic tradi-
tions in modern Italy. Princeton: Princeton University Press; 1994. 

	35.	 Robertson R, Appleby J, Evans H. Public satisfaction with the NHS and 
social care in 2017: results and trends from the British Social Attitudes 
survey. Nuffield Trust, London. 2018. https​://www.nuffi​eldtr​ustor​guk/files​
/2018-02/nut-kf-bsa-2018-web.pdf. Accessed 12 Jul 2019.

	36.	 2019 Edelmann Trust Barometer. 2019.
	37.	 Evans H, Wellings D. What does the public think of the NHS? The King’s 

Fund website. 2017. www.kings​fundo​rguk/publi​catio​ns/what-does-publi​
cthin​k-about​-nhs. Accessed 13 June 2018.

	38.	 Evans H. Does the public see tax rises as the answer to NHS funding pres-
sures? King’s Fund; 2018.

	39.	 Kerasidou A. Trusting institutions in the context of global health research 
collaborations. In: Laurie GT, Mitra A, editors. Cambridge Handbook of 
Health Research Regulation: Cambridge University Press [forthcoming].

	40.	 Prainsack B, Buyx A. Thinking ethical and regulatory frameworks in medi-
cine from the perspective of solidarity on both sides of the Atlantic. Theor 
Med Bioeth. 2016;37(6):489–501. 

	41.	 Shapiro SP. The social control of impersonal trust. Am J Sociol. 
1987;93(3):623–58. 

	42.	 Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of the European Parliament and of the Council 
of 27 April 2016 on the protection of natural persons with regard to the 
processing of personal data and on the free movement of such data, and 
repealing Directive 95/46/EC (General Data Protection Regulation).

	43.	 Big Data Task Force of the Heads of Medicines Agencies and European 
Medicines Agencies (2019).

	44.	 Mathers N, Sullivan R, Dhillon A, Rafi I, Bell A. The use of NHS patient data: 
report by the National Data Guardian for health and care. Br J Gen Pract; 
2017;67(655):56–57.

	45.	 NHS Digital. National data opt-out operational policy guidance docu-
ment. 2019.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://www.nuffieldtrustorguk/files/2018-02/nut-kf-bsa-2018-web.pdf
https://www.nuffieldtrustorguk/files/2018-02/nut-kf-bsa-2018-web.pdf
http://www.kingsfundorguk/publications/what-does-publicthink-about-nhs
http://www.kingsfundorguk/publications/what-does-publicthink-about-nhs

	Sharing whilst caring: solidarity and public trust in a data-driven healthcare system
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Main text: 
	Conclusion: 

	Background
	Methodology
	Discussion
	NHS data mining and public trust
	Solidarity and public trust in the healthcare system
	Maintaining solidarity and public trust in a cash-strapped NHS

	Conclusion
	References


