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Abstract

On social media, teens must manage their interpersonal boundaries
not only with other people, but also with the algorithms embedded
in these platforms. In this context, we engaged seven teens in an
Asynchronous Remote Community (ARC) as part of a multi-year
Youth Advisory Board (YAB) to discuss how they navigate, cope,
and co-design for improved boundary management. Teens had pre-
conceived notions of different platforms and navigated boundaries
based on specific goals; yet, they struggled when platforms lacked
the granular controls needed to meet their needs. Teens enjoyed the
personalization afforded by algorithms, but they felt violated when
algorithms pushed unwanted content. Teens designed features for
enhanced control over their discoverability and for real-time risk
detection to avoid boundary turbulence. We provide design guide-
lines for improved social media boundary management for youth
and pinpoint educational opportunities to enhance teens’ under-
standing and use of social media privacy settings and algorithms.
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1 Introduction

Increased social media usage among teenagers has made them
vulnerable to various online risks ranging from unwanted sex-
ual solicitations and cyberbullying to privacy violations and ex-
posure to risky content [87]. As a result, managing interpersonal
boundaries has become crucial for teens to help define who they
interact with online, how these interactions take place, and when
they need interpersonal boundaries [92]. Interpersonal boundary
management, a concept from privacy research [11], describes how
individuals manage their interactions by adjusting their level of
openness with others. Adolescence represents a distinct develop-
mental phase bridging childhood and adulthood, with a primary
objective of growing toward independence and autonomy, ! where
one of their most important developmental tasks is to acquire pro-
ficiency in managing online interactions to be resilient against
online risks [34, 90]. From a developmental perspective, some level
of risk-taking, autonomy-seeking, and self-regulation is a natural
and necessary part of adolescence [15, 36, 102]. Preventing such
experiences in the name of protecting teens from potential mild
risks may impede their healthy growth toward adulthood, which
teens also perceived as privacy-invasive [90]. Thus, we need a better
understanding of how teens’ interpersonal boundaries are violated,
how they can independently set and manage boundaries, and how
social media platforms can support their boundary management.
In the recent work in the SIGCHI community, including IDC,
researchers have involved teens in co-designing for privacy man-
agement [4, 50, 100] or preventing unwanted contact [13, 14] on
social media. Yet, there remains a need for more studies to explore
teens’ real-world experiences—how they navigate interpersonal

!Developmentally, adolescents are characterized as between the ages of 10 and 19. In
the digital privacy literature in the U.S. context, however, the age range for adolescents
is often described as between the ages of 13 and 17, focusing on the legal implications
of being a minor in the U.S. [24]
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boundaries in their everyday interactions across social media plat-
forms. Moreover, privacy research highlights that managing in-
terpersonal boundaries on social media involves not only people
but also algorithms that shape what content is visible to them
[62, 64]. While boundary management has been explored in the
context of peer disclosure or parental monitoring [47, 91, 96], few
studies have examined how teens understand and regulate these
boundaries with respect to the automated decisions made by social
media algorithms. Our work addresses this gap by investigating
how teens define, experience, and respond to boundary challenges
involving both human and algorithmic actors through the lens of
interpersonal boundary regulation [11, 70], while foregrounding
teens’ voices in co-designing safety features that reflect their needs
for agency. We ask three research questions:

e RQ1: How do teens navigate their interpersonal boundaries
with 1) people and 2) algorithms on social media?

o RQ2: What interpersonal boundary violations occur and how
do teens cope with violations?

e RQ3: How do teens envision re-designing social media to over-
come interpersonal boundary violation challenges?

To explore these questions, we engaged seven teens in an eight-
week Asynchronous Research Community (ARC) on a private Dis-
cord server (February—March 2023). Teens completed online safety
activities at their own pace, beginning with reflections on how
they navigate interpersonal boundaries with people and algorithms
on social media, followed by design tasks where they proposed
their own solutions. We found that teens actively manage these
boundaries while balancing different goals across social contexts
and platforms (RQ1). They encountered boundary violations from
people through unwanted contact or exposure, and from algorithms
due to opaque rule-setting and lack of control (RQ2). In response,
they proposed features such as audience-specific privacy controls
and real-time feedback mechanisms to address algorithmic harms,
offering actionable insights for designing more supportive and
autonomy-preserving online experiences (RQ3). Based on our find-
ings, we suggest design implications that can support teens with
healthy boundary-setting with people and algorithms on social me-
dia. We make the following contributions to the IDC and broader
SIGCHI community:

e We offer an integrated understanding of how teens navi-
gate boundaries with both people and algorithms to support
their online safety on social media, drawing on the lens of
interpersonal boundary management.

o We demonstrate the value of multi-year research with teens
to capture insights into their lived online experience of inter-
personal boundary management and generate design ideas
and artifacts.

o We provide evidence-based educational strategies and design
guidelines to help social media platforms better support
teens’ autonomy and safe boundary management with both
people and algorithms.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: we begin
by reviewing related work on adolescent privacy, boundary man-
agement, and human-algorithm interaction. We then describe our
methodological approach using an Asynchronous Research Com-
munity (ARC) to engage teens in reflective and participatory design
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activities. The findings section presents how teens navigate bound-
ary tensions and the strategies they propose to manage them. We
conclude with a discussion of theoretical implications, design rec-
ommendations, and future directions for supporting youth digital
resilience.

2 Background: Promoting Adolescent Online
Safety through HCI Research

Teens’s online safety encompasses addressing a wide range of risks,
including exposure to harmful content [53, 80], cyberbullying [13],
and interpersonal privacy risks [8, 33, 58]; as online interactions be-
come integral to youth’s digital life, HCI research has increasingly
focused on addressing these diverse risks to enhance adolescent on-
line safety through developing evidence-based interventions (e.g.,
[3, 7, 29, 58, 78, 80]). Early work on adolescent online safety has
emphasized restrictive mediation, such as parental control apps
that parents use to limit their children’s access to social media or
establish rules limiting media consumption [48, 79]. While such
approaches can be effective for young children and early adoles-
cents (e.g., aged 8-12) [26], as adolescents mature, they require
opportunities to develop skills in risk assessment, problem-solving,
and independently managing potential online risks [69, 93, 95]. In
response, adolescent online safety research has shifted toward a
teen-centered approach where teens have more autonomy in mak-
ing their own online safety decisions. For instance, ‘just-in-time’
nudge-based interventions (e.g., subtle cues intended to influence
behavior) have been proposed to support teens at the moment when
they face risks online [2, 3, 58]. Researchers have also explored ways
to work with teens to collect ecologically valid online risk data to
build teen-centric machine-learning (ML) systems (e.g., [10, 68, 74])
to design teen-centered, context-aware interventions to enhance
adolescent online safety.

To empower teens to self-regulate and cope in the face of on-
line risks, researchers have often adopted synchronous research
approaches such as participatory design (PD) to reflect on teens’
online experiences and design teen-centered online safety solutions
(e.g., [6, 13, 22]). To overcome the challenges in such a synchronous
approach, such as conflicting schedules to partake in research, in-
consistent attendance [6], and limited time for teens to articulate
thoughtful responses [31], researchers have increasingly recognized
the value of the Asynchronous Remote Community (ARC). ARC,
an alternative participatory design approach, offers an asynchro-
nous online space for researchers and participants to engage in
research activities at their own pace, providing greater flexibility
and thoughtful contributions [45, 55]. Recently, researchers started
to apply the ARC methods to co-design solutions with teens for
stress management and depression [17], and voice technology [37].
Yet, the potential of applying it to explore teens’ interpersonal
boundary management on social media is under-explored. To fill
this gap, we designed an ARC as an engaging environment for teens
to actively discuss their boundary management on social media.

3 Conceptualizing Interpersonal Boundary
Management through Privacy Research

Interpersonal boundary management, refers to a process by which
a person or group regulates interaction with others by altering
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the degree of openness, as conceptualized by Altman [11], where
individuals open and close their boundaries to achieve a desired
level of privacy and social interaction. Petronio [71] further ex-
pands on Altman’s framework by formulating the communication
privacy management (CPM) theory and proposes that managing pri-
vacy involves boundary coordination around personal information.
Using a metaphor of a “boundary,” CPM presents that boundary
management is a dynamic and rules-based process [84]. CPM expli-
cates that individuals’ decisions on how interpersonal boundaries
are managed follow the rules of “boundary opening” and “bound-
ary closure” [84], depending on the degree of risk associated with
privacy. CPM also uses the concept of “boundary turbulence” to
describe the breakdown of interpersonal boundaries when expec-
tations or rules around privacy (e.g., information disclosure) are
violated [71]. Therefore, individuals re-negotiate their boundaries
with other parties following their experiences with the boundary
turbulence. Our study builds on this by examining teens’ interper-
sonal boundary management on social media, specifically on how
teens (re)negotiate boundaries with others and algorithms.

3.1 Interpersonal Boundary Management in
Teens’ Privacy on Social Media

Foundational work on teens’ privacy on social media described
teens’ boundary management as a dynamic and co-constructed pro-
cess [57]. In a broader sense, interpersonal boundaries help teens
define who they are, who they interact with, how, and when [92],
and these boundaries are influenced by social and technical contexts
such as platform affordances, family, or school environments [39].
Teens manage such boundaries through various strategies, such as
deleting friends, using fake names, deleting content, withholding
information, etc. [30, 42, 56]. These practices reflect teens’ under-
standing of leveraging different platform features (e.g., privacy set-
tings [52]) to selectively share their information online [49, 60, 98],
often vary across different platforms [86]. For instance, Instagram’s
asymmetrical relationships can lead to riskier behaviors, while
Snapchat’s symmetrical model can encourage more careful cura-
tion of friends for teens [99]. Therefore, examining how teenagers
manage their interpersonal boundaries across individual social me-
dia platform is critical.

Research has shown teens’ privacy management practices on
specific social media platforms, particularly revealing unexpected
directions [1, 27, 65, 97]. A notable example is the creation of “Fin-
sta” accounts on Instagram—secondary accounts for teens to share
content they prefer not to associate with their public identity and
family members, allowing for intimate self-expression and identity
exploration [27, 97]. Managing privacy is less critical when teens
coordinate boundaries with peers than when dealing with parental
involvement [96]. Older teens often adopt a “nothing to hide” mind-
set, diminishing the perceived importance of privacy [1]. Despite
existing efforts, how teens make sense of boundary management
across different platforms and how platforms can better support
boundary management remain underexplored. Our study aims to
address this gap by exploring teens’ real-world experiences to in-
form platform designs that support them in managing interpersonal
boundaries with people on social media.
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3.2 Interpersonal Boundary Management in
Teens’ Algorithmic Experience

As social media content consumption becomes the most popular me-
dia activity among children aged four to eighteen [63], researchers
are increasingly examining how algorithms shape teens’ experi-
ences on those platforms. Algorithms can enhance teens’ online
experiences, such as supporting youth’s informal learning [44],
self-expression through content creation and sharing [61, 77], and
engaging contemporary culture and creating online communities
with peers [103]. At the same time, algorithms can pose significant
risks to teens. For instance, YouTube’s and TikTok’s recommen-
dation algorithms often suggest inappropriate content to youth,
such as animal cruelty and violence [41, 53, 67]. These conflict-
ing algorithmic experiences underscore the importance of teens
setting interpersonal boundaries with algorithms related to what
content they engage with; as social media algorithms influence
users’ content feeds, users also shape these algorithms through
their interactions with content [12, 81]. Prior research shows that
adult social media users are aware that algorithms shape the con-
tent they see, so they make sense of how algorithms work [35, 73].
However, it remains unclear how teens make sense of this and
manage their interpersonal boundaries with algorithms.

A few recent studies have explored how young children un-
derstand and manage their interpersonal boundaries with recom-
mendation algorithms [46, 88]. While studies on younger chil-
dren highlight their limited understanding of algorithmic decision-
making [49, 88, 101], research on teenagers suggests they have
more agency in their interactions with algorithmic systems, nav-
igating both their benefits and limitations [19], positioning them
as active navigators of algorithms on social media. These create
opportunities to explore how curated content feeds and algorith-
mic practices shape teens’ interpersonal boundary management
on social media, highlighting the need for further research. For
instance, teens view social media algorithms as accurate reflections
of themselves and are willing to engage with them to shape their
online experience, suggesting that adolescents are aware of and
interact with algorithmic recommendations [59]. In addition, prior
work showed that teens appreciate customized social media experi-
ences and believe that algorithms, such as TikTok’s, have become
sophisticated enough to accurately reflect their interests, indicating
that adolescents are aware of how their interactions affect content
recommendations [25]. Yet, gaps remain in understanding how
teens conceptualize and manage their interpersonal boundaries
with algorithms, particularly in relation to content curation, data
privacy, and risk exposure on social media. This study addresses
these gaps by examining how teens negotiate their algorithmic
boundaries and co-design solutions to regain agency over their
social media experiences.

4 Methods
4.1 Study Overview

We engaged with seven teens in the Asynchronous Research Com-
munity (ARC) as part of a Youth Advisory Board (YAB) program to
understand how they navigate, cope, and co-design for improved
boundary management. YAB is a multi-year participatory research
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effort (May 2022-August 2023) to empower teens by engaging them
in online safety research to learn essential skills and knowledge to
create their own online safety solutions. We conducted the ARC
study towards the end of the YAB program (February 2023-March
2023), where we carried out asynchronous activities with teens
(see Table 3) on Discord for eight weeks to discuss teens’ boundary
management on social media and co-design solutions catering to
their needs and preferences. Before participating in the ARC ac-
tivities, as part of the larger YAB program, teens participated in
two UX workshops (Aug. 2022-Nov. 2022) to learn key UX concepts
including storyboarding, user personas, mind mapping, and using
Figma to create interactive prototypes. We also held a couple of
synchronous meetings with the teens (Oct. 2022-Nov. 2022) via
Zoom where we introduced the concept of ARC methodology and
discussed teens’ interest in online safety topics to discuss in the
ARC before implementing the method. After participating in the
above workshops and synchronous meetings, teens carried out ARC
activities that researchers posted on Discord weekly and biweekly
(February 2023-March 2023). Below we provide the details of our
ARC environment and the activities/prompts for the the ARC study.

4.2 Asynchronous Research Community (ARC)

4.2.1 Design of Asynchronous Research Community. We chose “Dis-
cord” 2 as the medium for our ARC. Discord is popular among teens
and supports various media types including pictures, GIFs, videos,
images, etc., through private chats [32]. It also offers security fea-
tures to create private communities, called ’servers’, to organize
activities, making it a prime choice for asynchronous research. For
our study, we first created a private Discord server for our youth
advisory board. Then, we created various channels to 1) facilitate
coordination among the team (e.g. scheduling meetings, getting
updates on tasks, etc.), and 2) carry out research activities (e.g. ARC
activities on social media privacy, discussing research-related top-
ics, etc.) (see Fig 1). We assigned the role “YAB Teen Members” to
the teens, and the role “Teenovate Staff” to researchers, to make
notifying and organizing posts made only for the teens easier on the
server. Finally, following the recommendation from Bhattacharya
et al. [16], we included a #random channel in the server meant for
socializing and posting comments and topics outside of the board’s
regular activities.

4.2.2  Activities Conducted on Asynchronous Research Community.
We first conducted a brainstorming session with teen members
where we introduced the ARC methodology, discussed their con-
siderations for an ARC environment, and developed a list of online
safety topics and activities they were interested in exploring. Based
on teens’ input, we identified that teens were mostly interested in
discussing topics pertaining to interpersonal privacy concerns on
social media platforms. In accordance with our research questions,
we finalized two sets of activities to 1) explore how they manage
their interpersonal boundaries with people, and algorithms, along
with the challenges they face (RQ1 and RQ2), and 2) design for
interpersonal boundary management based on identified problems
(RQ3). Each activity was further divided into prompts with detailed
instructions for the teens to complete the tasks (see Table 3). We

Zhttps://discord.com/

592

Park et al.

Team Coordination Channels

#scheduling Scheduling synchronous meetings

#general Check-ins on research tasks

#random Sharing interests other than research

Research Channels

sl SRSl 6]y D> Discussing online safety-related topics

Carrying out ARC activities on social-
media privacy

#arc-activity

#ux-discussion Exploring recent UX trends

#jcd-activity Discussing Justice-Centered Design

Figure 1: ARC environment on Discord

conducted the activities in our ARC channel via asynchronous
weekly discussions on Discord and synchronous design sessions
on Zoom. For RQ1 and RQ2, we conducted asynchronous activities
using text responses and screenshots to explore teens’ opinions and
perspectives on the safety and privacy features offered by their pre-
ferred social media platforms to manage interpersonal boundaries
with both people and algorithms. For RQ3, we carried out a design
activity on Figma where teens created their own design solutions to
navigate interpersonal boundaries on social media. Asynchronous
follow-up discussions were done in Discord for group feedback and
suggestions on their continuing design work.

4.3 Participant Recruitment and Demographics

To ensure ethical standards, we obtained Institutional Review Board
(IRB) approval from the last author’s institution. All team members
completed CITT human subject research and Protection of Minors
(POM) training. YAB participants were recruited through outreach
campaigns targeting youth-serving organizations, high schools,
and social media. Applicants completed a pre-screening survey to
confirm they were 13-17 years old, fluent in English, had inter-
net access, and could commit time to YAB activities. Researchers
reviewed applications and conducted 15-30 minute interviews to
assess applicants’ motivation, experience with online safety, creativ-
ity, and awareness of online trends. Finalists were selected, notified
via email, and provided instructions to join a private Discord server.
Each participant received a certificate and up to $450 in gift cards
after completing all activities. More details regarding considera-
tions for participant recruitment and data ethics are explained in
Section 8.

We had seven participants between the ages of 15-17, out of
which four identified as male and three as female. Our participants
self-reported as Caucasian (n = 3), East Asian (n = 1), Hispanic (n =
1), African American (n = 1), and South Asian (n = 2). The majority
of the participants reported using technology “almost constantly”
(n = 4), followed by “several times a day” (n = 3), with most of them
using a laptop computer and their phones to go online. Table 2 in the
Appendix shows our teen participants’ demographic information
and technology use.
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4.4 Qualitative Data Analysis Approach

Data was collected through audio/video recordings from the initial
ARC design session and its transcription, researcher observational
notes on participants’ engagement and interaction in the Discord
server, and saved copies of each activity response (texts, screen-
shots, and designs) from the participants. We employed a reflexive
approach to the thematic analysis [20]. We first familiarized our-
selves with the data by reading through the posts and teens’ design
artifacts on Figma. This process included going back to the meeting
recordings, inspecting their corresponding transcripts, and mak-
ing notes of concepts and ideas. Through this initial process, the
first author identified several topics for each research question and
grouped them into themes. Once the initial themes were identified,
the first two authors worked with the last author to conceptually
organize themes that aligned with our research questions and the-
oretical framing. This process was iterative, involving constant
discussion among the researchers. Finally, we reviewed our themes
alongside our dataset to make sure that they actually captured
important meanings within the data and named the themes. Ta-
ble 4 in the Appendix presents the themes along with illustrative
quotations for each research question. Illustrative quotes from the
participants are presented when describing the findings. Each quote
is presented with the Participant ID (T= Participant ID) followed
by their age and gender to ensure privacy and confidentiality.

5 Results

In this section, we present how teens navigate interpersonal bound-
aries with 1) people and 2) algorithms on social media (RQ1), what
interpersonal boundary violations happen and how teens cope with
those violations (RQ2), and how teens re-design social media to
overcome interpersonal boundary violations (RQ3).

5.1 How Teens Navigate Their Interpersonal
Boundaries with 1) People and 2)
Algorithmic on Social Media (RQ1)

5.1.1 How Teens Manage Interpersonal Boundaries with People.

Teens categorized social media platforms based on their
preconceived notions of the platforms to manage interpersonal
boundaries with people. As active social media users, teens in
our study accumulated preconceived notions of the platform and
categorized the platforms based on the level of privacy afforded by
the platforms. For instance, teens conceptualized popular platforms
such as TikTok and Twitter as public platforms that allow users to
share content and socialize publicly while affording limited choices
to stay private. They perceived Instagram or Reddit as a semi-public
platform that supports public content sharing while managing their
privacy on granular levels (e.g., real name vs. anonymous username).
Teens perceived Discord servers or Snapchat chatrooms as private
platforms as they support users to socialize, share content, and
communicate with a controlled and pre-set audience.

Teens made decisions on which platform to engage with people
based on their goals of using social media platforms. We observed
three primary goals: 1) to create and share content, 2) to consume
online content, and 3) to socialize (1-to-1 or 1-to-many). For exam-
ple, some teens like to actively create content as “influencers” and
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seek ways to promote it on public platforms that they considered to
support wide content reach (i.e., public content search on Twitter)
over private platforms, as one teen shared:

“T am an influencer. I mainly use public social media
sites, because I can reach more people. For example, a
message or picture posted on a discord channel will only
receive 30 likes max, but an Instagram post can receive
tens of thousands of likes.” — T1 (16-year-old, male)

Teens who liked to consume content preferred to use public or
semi-public platforms that support the consumption of a variety
of content. Teens who enjoy 1-to-many interaction also tended to
choose public platforms with a large user base and various social
features, whereas teens who like to have 1-to-1 interaction pre-
ferred using private platforms that support direct messaging. While
teens often had multiple goals in choosing social media platforms,
they prioritized certain goals considering platform affordances. For
instance, a teen shared:

“Although I mainly use private social media sites, the
time I do spend on public social media sites is to get
updates on what peers are doing. I wouldn’t consider
Discord the best place for that.” - T2 (16-year-old, male)

In this case, T2 was aware that public platforms support greater
visibility and access to peer updates, while a private platform like
Discord was perceived as affording more intimate interactions.
Thus, platform affordances influenced teens’ choices of platforms
for their specific goals.

Teens gradually adapted to negotiating their boundaries
with people on different platforms. Initially feeling socially pres-
sured by peers to join public platforms, teens adapted by negotiating
their interpersonal boundaries with people and gradually becoming
comfortable with using these platforms. Some teens shared that
they chose to be on popular social media platforms (mostly public
platforms) even if those platforms did not support their desired
privacy levels. For instance, a teen said:

“T think its become the norm to have platforms like
Instagram or Snapchat, especially in high school. I feel
like there is also a stereotype behind the moderated apps.
Some of my friends think that the platform Discord is
weird and that it’s for “weird people.” - T6 (15-year-old,
female)

In this case, peer pressure to be on the popular platforms created
a mismatch between what platform teens felt comfortable being on
and what platform they were actually on. This fear of missing out
motivated teens to “just go with whatever their peers are using”
(T6). However, once teens joined public platforms, they learned
how to use the features on those platforms to stay private over
time. They outweighed the benefits of being on public platforms,
such as being connected with a wider audience and consuming new
content, over worrying about privacy concerns, as one teen shared:

“Up until a few months ago, I was still private on ev-
erything but as I've grown and opened up more, I've
been comfortable with sharing my platform publicly.
Through public platforms, I've found people with the
same interests as me, same beliefs as me, and same
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goals as me, so that’s been extremely encouraging to
experience.” -T7 (16-year-old, female)

As such, sometimes, teens decided to be on certain social media
platforms even if they initially did not afford the desired level of
privacy. Yet, teens gradually learned to negotiate their interpersonal
boundaries with people on those platforms by leveraging various
platform features.

5.1.2 How Teens Navigate Boundaries With Social Media Algo-
rithms.

Teens consumers enjoyed personalized content discovery
through algorithms. The first thing that came to teens’ minds
when discussing algorithms on social media was recommendation
algorithms. They showed a good understanding of how algorithms
work by describing them as sets of rules that were learned from
past data to achieve certain goals. All teens, as content consumers,
described positive experiences with recommendation algorithms
that curated content based on their past activities to align with
their interests, perceiving them as effective in organizing topics and
suggesting content based on their past activities on the platforms:

“An algorithm can provide additional benefits with use.
It can provide the user with information based on search
history to save time and overall be effective and efficient.”
-T6 (15-year-old, female)

Teens liked discovering new content that algorithms suggested,
especially those pieces they had not encountered elsewhere. While
teens recognized that discovering new content could make them
come across inappropriate content, many found the excitement of
content discovery outweighed or neutralized this risk, as T3 shared:

“Sometimes I see new content that I never really knew
about and this creates some excitement if I like it. If
don’t like it, then it’s either a neutral or negative reac-
tion but that’s the risk of exploring new things.” -T3
(15-year-old, male)

Overall, teens had a good understanding of how content rec-
ommendation algorithms work. They enjoyed interactions with
content recommendation algorithms that suggest content aligning
with their personal interests.

Teen creators outweigh the benefits over harm in maintain-
ing loose interpersonal boundaries with algorithms for their
content reach. We observe that some teens felt less sensitive or
protective about how their personal data is collected and refer-
enced by recommendation algorithms, particularly those creating
and sharing content on social media as teen creators. These teen
creators prioritized the benefits over concerns about privacy or
exposure to negative interactions. For example, T1 shared:

“Exposure is good for me as a content creator, but it can
come with some drawbacks, such as me getting more
spam and hate comments, since anyone who is popular
have haters. However, exposure is beneficial, since it
allows me to get more influence and followers on the
platform. Overall, I think algorithms on Instagram to
promote a post are more helpful than harmful” — T1
(16-year-old, male)

Park et al.

In this case, T1 valued gaining followers and content reach over
the risks of receiving “spam and hate comments” by loosening in-
terpersonal boundaries with algorithms that actively collect and
reference their personal data to suggest content to them or suggest
their content to others. As such, teen creators shared experiences
of a deliberate calculus of the benefits and drawbacks of loosening
boundaries with recommendation algorithms on popular social
media. Additionally, teen creators believed algorithms tend to pri-
oritize high-quality content, motivating platform users to create
and share better content for visibility. Therefore, they saw that
recommendation algorithms help maintain or enhance the quality
of content creation and consumption on the platforms.

5.2 Interpersonal Boundary Violations and How
Teens Cope with Violations (RQ2)

5.2.1 Boundary Violations by People on Social Media.

Teens perceived losing control of their interpersonal bound-
aries when known or unknown contacts violated their identity
and relationship boundaries. Relationship and identity bound-
aries [66], as core parts of interpersonal boundaries, establish when
users decide with whom to connect and how those connections
are managed over time (i.e., relationship boundary) [11] and the
management of presentation of identities during information ex-
changes (i.e., identity boundary) [66]. Our teens expressed losing
control of both types of boundaries sometimes by unknown and
other times by known contacts. For instance, among teens, one of
the most criticized features on public platforms such as Twitter and
Instagram was the search feature that allowed any user to find teens
by their account names and view their personal data, even if those
accounts were set to private. To cope with such boundary viola-
tions, teens utilized privacy features on the platforms. For instance,
teens employed settings that block strangers or non-followers from
sending direct messages to them, as T2 shared:

“Instagram allows for the usage of “Requests” and lim-
iting if non-followers can message you |[...] I find the
feature particularly useful as an effort to deter potential
privacy breaches before an event even happens.” - T2
(16-year-old, male)

When known contacts like friends or acquaintances mentioned
them without permission, teens leveraged platform features (e.g.,
disabling Tags and Mentions on Instagram) to cope with undesired
intrusions. While teens actively used different platform features
to manage interpersonal boundaries with people, they also found
such features often provided only partial support. For instance, T3
highlighted:

“The problem with normal blocking is if you block some-
one and they find out they might continue to do what-
ever they were doing to you by making another account
or finding another way to contact you” -T3 (15-year-old,
male)

In this case, interpersonal boundary violation occurred when
platform features could not fully protect him from encountering
undesired contacts without consent. Although teens used existing
privacy features on platforms to cope with boundary violations
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with contacts, they still found such features often provided only
partial support over their interpersonal boundary management.

Teens perceived their interpersonal boundaries were violated
when boundary turbulence occurred in their daily content
sharing. Teens frequently encountered privacy turbulence in their
daily content sharing when their private content reached unex-
pected audiences. For example, a teen shared: “If someone posts on
their private account and a friend were to repost it, then a different
audience than the desired one would see the post” (T6, 15-year-old,
female). This was a major challenge for teens because in many
cases, there is personal information associated with content (e.g.,
location, personal connections) that teens would not want to share
with the unintended audience.

To cope with such boundary turbulence, teens actively used pri-
vacy features that help control content visibility across audience
groups. For instance, some teens used Instagram’s “Close Friends”
feature to ensure only a select group can view their personal stories.
Other teens employed settings that only allowed their followers to
mention them in posts, preventing strangers from interacting with
their content without permission. These features helped teens bal-
ance their desire to be public and the need to maintain interpersonal
boundaries with different audiences. Meanwhile, teens who were
open to sharing content more broadly expressed frustration with
platforms’ social features such as “tagged" on public platforms (i.e.,
Instagram) as these features conflicted with the privacy features to
manage boundaries with unexpected audiences by showing their
social connections and location information by default. T1 shared:

“The biggest fail when it comes to social media privacy
features is probably the "tagged" feature on Instagram
because when you look at someone’s profile, you can
see who tagged them on which post, which seriously
invades privacy because can reveal private relationships
and detail about someone’s location.” - T1 (16-year-old,
male)

As such, teens used platform features to maintain desired avoid
boundary turbulence while actively sharing content with different
audience groups. Yet, similar to boundary violation by contacts,
teens felt that platforms failed to fully support their interpersonal
boundary management when boundary turbulence occurred in
their content sharing.

5.2.2  Boundary Violation by Social Media Algorithms.

Teens lost control over rule-setting in interpersonal bound-
aries with algorithms. Teens felt unable to establish clear rules
about how algorithms collect and reference their input/data to sug-
gest content. Some teens shared that a single accidental click could
lead to a surge of unwanted content recommendations. Teens felt
that this is because algorithms prioritized “profit" from user en-
gagement over users’ well-being. For example, T1 perceived that
even though some platforms are aware of potentially risky content
recommended by algorithms to teens, they do nothing to address
the issue, as he shared:

“Minors on Instagram should not be able to view explicit
content, but Instagram does not care and the algorithm
usually encourages that type of content if it gets good
engagement.” — T1 (16-year-old, male)
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Even when teens tried to manage content suggested by algo-
rithms through feedback features such as “Not-Interested,’ they
often found these mechanisms ineffective, feeling their efforts to
set rules with algorithms were ignored. For those unfamiliar with
such features, the lack of control was even more pronounced; they
coped this by either waiting for unwanted content to disappear or
uninstall the apps altogether to reclaim their personal agency. One
teen shared:

“There’s been risky content in my feeds before. I noticed
it more on Snapchat which is why I got rid of it. I never
interacted with content like it before but I've seen it and
I couldn’t seem to get it to go away so I got rid of the
app.” -T3 (15-year-old, male)

T3 here felt his attempts to set rules for how algorithms shape his
content preferences were disregarded by algorithms on Snapchat,
resulting in boundary turbulence. After such failed attempts, the
teen chose to terminate interpersonal relationships with algorithms
by uninstalling the app.

Teens experienced negative outcomes of boundary turbu-
lence with algorithms. Teens experienced violations of their inter-
personal boundaries as boundary turbulence occurred: the lack of
clear rule-setting between teens and algorithms resulted in harmful
outcomes. For example, a teen explained that clicking on a post
about a model could trigger a stream of body image-related content,
exacerbating mental health issues such as body dysmorphia:

“For example, if someone were to look at a model and
have past negative feelings for themselves, they may
develop body dysmorphia. But since they did click on a
post, a social media may misunderstand and think the
user is interested in that said post. It may recommend
more posts of that model and others which will further
feed into the mental health of the user.” -T6 (15-year-
old, female)

The above example showed how boundary turbulence happened
between co-owners of information (teens and platforms), leading to
not only privacy breaches but also negative mental health impacts.
While teens were aware that their data and online activities were
constantly collected and analyzed by recommendation algorithms,
they felt powerless against the consequences of these. For example,
some teens shared they experienced a “filter bubble," as one teen
said: “Of course, other limitations exist, such as the filter bubble
that it creates where you are only recommended what you want, but
ultimately that is the goal of all of these recommendation algorithms”
(T2, 16-year-old, male). Other teens were particularly concerned
that the negative impact of this boundary turbulence could worsen
if the content pushed by algorithms was risky, as T5 shared:

“If you click on a post that promotes negativity, the
algorithm might think you are interested in it, and con-
tinue to give you similar posts to it.” -T5 (17-year-old,
female)

Some teens referred to this situation as falling down a “rabbit
hole," recalling how they were exposed to and internalized un-
healthy beliefs during their early teenage due to persistent bound-
ary turbulence by recommendation algorithms. They described
ending up on the “bad side of the internet" (T4, 17-year-old, male)
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at younger ages, where they adopted the beliefs that they now
recognize as harmful.

5.3 Teens Re-designing Social Media to
Overcome Interpersonal Boundary
Violations (RQ3)

5.3.1 Design for Control Over the Cycle of Interpersonal Boundary

Management with People.

Teens designed “invisibility” features that give them con-
trol over discoverability and relationship boundary. One of
the biggest challenges was relationship boundary violation, where
teens were followed or requested to be connected by strangers
on public platforms through a public search. Therefore, teens sug-
gested design ideas to manage social connections more privately on
those platforms. For instance, some teens liked the fact that social
connections are formed by invitation only on some private plat-
forms, so they envisioned repurposing the same features for public
platforms by removing public search features and implementing
invitation-based mechanisms (e.g., inviting connections through a
link or QR code), as a teen shared:

“They could share their account through methods such
as a link or a QR code. This allows people to stay private
and interact with content, making this a mix of a private
and public social media platform.” -T3 (15-year-old,
male)

Moreover, to manage teens’ identity boundaries, teens suggested
features that support control over discoverability. These include
completely hiding account information to make their user accounts
anonymous or removing search features (e.g., search by account
name) on public platforms so that strangers cannot reach out to
them. Similarly, on private platforms such as Discord, teens feared
that blocking or reporting features would not work for severe situa-
tions where strangers keep trying to connect with them. Therefore,
they envisioned enhanced privacy features that make them com-
pletely invisible:

“Present in both Discord and Instagram is the ability to
hide that you are currently using the platform. This is
especially useful in situations in which any teen is at an
at-risk situation that requires a more complicated ap-
proach than simply blocking.” - T2 (16-year-old, male)

However, teens also recognized that such solutions could entail
additional challenges for users on public platforms. For instance,
some teens valued features that supported content curation on
their feed based on previous interactions and connections (e.g.,
influencers), which may be lost with “invisibility.” Therefore, the
reasonable middle ground teens suggested was the option to opt
in/out of the public search. By having such options, teens envi-
sioned having an agency to decide whether they need a personal-
ized safety net to manage interpersonal boundaries with people on
social media.

Teens designed features to granularly control content visi-
bility among different audiences to manage their interpersonal
boundaries. To control content visibility shared with known or
unknown contacts, either expectedly or unexpectedly, teens wanted
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Figure 2: New app designed by teens to help them keep track
of who viewed their accounts on public platforms

to first have full transparency by getting informed about who the
audiences were so that they could reactively manage their inter-
personal boundaries with them. For instance, one teen designed a
new app that can be used along with social media apps (Figure 2).
With this separate app, the teen wanted to keep track of who has
viewed their account or content across the social media platforms
so that they can further use privacy features on those platforms to
block or filter unwanted connections for interpersonal boundary
management. With transparency provided by this new app, teens
envisioned that they could be aware of and cope with extreme
boundary violations, such as being stalked by strangers or hacked
by malicious users, as T7 shared:

"Any time someone sees your profile, it will keep track of
who, when, and if they tried to hack into your account.
That way you are able to keep track of your accounts and
know who to block, or even create a different account
safe from that hacker." - T7 (16-year-old, female)

Second, to avoid boundary turbulence in their content sharing,
teens designed features to manage sharing at an audience level. For
instance, one teen designed a feature to allow users to categorize
their connections into multiple groups, and then selectively share
content within different groups or allow different levels of interac-
tivity (Figure 3). With this design idea, teens can avoid the hassle
of creating two different accounts (e.g., one public and one private
account) for different groups of audiences on one platform:

“My design was to alleviate the issues of having a pri-
vate Instagram by being able to create more "private”
follower groups with full customizability, even being
able to edit the ring color around your story indicator.”
-T2 (16-year-old, male).

Last, teens suggested privacy features that allow users to de-
couple personal information from content (Figure 4). The idea was
to address the loopholes reported in Section 5.2.2, where teens
found that existing social features like "tagged" reveal personal
information in their content when teens’ known contacts interact
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with the content. Thus, teens designed a feature that allows them to
set their posts public while they can set their personal information
(e.g., user name, age, or location) and interaction information (e.g.,
comments, tags, mentions) as private. Teens envisioned this design
can not only help maintain their interpersonal boundaries but also
boost content reach by getting likes from wider audiences since
they do not need to worry about unexpected audiences.

5.3.2  Design for Interpersonal Boundary Management with Algo-
rithms.

Teens designed interactive feedback loops with algorithmic
training for desired content recommendation. Feedback loops
refer to interactive mechanisms, where algorithms allow teens’
input to shape the training of recommendation algorithms, and this
eventually affects how content is recommended or curated [12, 81].
While teens had clearly indicated whether they liked or disliked
certain content pushed by algorithms through existing features like
"Not interested" on Instagram or YouTube, they observed those
feedback features never worked for them. Therefore, they designed
feedback features with settings beyond interest or disinterest. For
example, T3 shared:

“So potentially it would look like a list of said topics
ranking what the algorithm would think you’d like most
to what they think you’d like less. Within this list you
would ideally be able to take out and or add certain
topics and arrange their placement. This allows for a
more personalized algorithm that can both satisfy users
as well as provide safety.” - T3 (15-year-old, male)
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Here, T3 proposed an interactive feedback mechanism, similar to
a “card sorting" approach, that supports teens with the flexibility to
add, remove, or sort topics of content according to their preferences.
The rationale behind this design was rooted in teens’ positive ex-
periences with recommendation algorithms, such as discovering
new and personalized content they might not have otherwise en-
countered. Moreover, teens understood that algorithms are a black
box. Hence, they did not expect to fully understand the algorithms’
decision-making process. Rather, teens expected that with the inter-
active feedback feature (i.e., topic ranking feature), they would be
able to understand algorithmic decisions and further adjust them
to meet their needs and preferences.

Meanwhile, some teens shared concerns over the unintended
consequences of such interactive feedback features, so they asked
for other stakeholders to provide feedback. For example, one teen
recognized the abusive use of content flagging features that ma-
licious users intentionally flag safe content as "risky" to harass
teen creators, and “it can be used as a negative tool to target certain
creators” (T2, 16-year-old, male).

To mitigate this, T2 proposed that human moderators can help
review flagged content and/or users before reducing its content
from recommendation or removing or banning content.

Teens designed real-time risk detection algorithms that
proactively filter risky content. The major motivation for such a
design idea was that teens perceived reactive approaches such as
reporting or blocking risky content as ineffective since those were
only possible after teens have already encountered risky content,
as shared by one teen:
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“I would want to prevent them [fake news and misin-
formation] from being like spread like go on trending,
maybe through like filter or something. I may spread
that like unknowingly, just spread of like false informa-
tion without like knowing or like fact-checking it.” - T6
(15-year-old, female)

When designing real-time risk detection algorithms, some teens
designed algorithms that can trigger contextualized nudges ex-
plaining risks in granularity. For instance, instead of having binary
“fake” or “true” labels for misinformation detection, they wanted to
have gray areas highlighted through labels (e.g., possibly mislead-
ing, controversial) to inform teens about the potential risk of the
flagged content so that they can re-think or fact-check before they
unintentionally share misinformation on social media:

“Put guidelines and nudges for content that is identified
as potentially harmful, perhaps putting a “controversial”
or “possible misleading” flag to content that is majorly
flagged by the community.” - T2 (16-year-old, male)

When designing risk detection algorithms, we observed that con-
trary to recommendation algorithms, teens were willing to let the
risk detection algorithms step into their interpersonal boundaries
if they could help keep teens safe from online risk.

For instance, teens shared that they were okay with the algorithm
using their account activities, such as the number of posts, com-
ments, likes, and followers, to identify suspicious accounts and ban
those accounts. One teen explicitly mentioned that tracking users’
log data would not violate their online privacy as they perceived
that digital trace data is being collected and used by algorithms,
not by “people"” monitoring their online activities.

“When I say past social media usage I mean accounts
you’ve followed, content you’ve liked, etc. Since it’s done
by an algorithm instead of a human I don’t really think
it negatively impacts people’s privacy but I can see how
some would argue it does.” - T3 (15-year-old, male)

The underlying assumption for opening boundaries with risk
detection algorithms was the trust in algorithmic decisions, where
teens perceived that algorithms are less prone to making errors than
human moderators. In addition, teens perceived that sharing their
personal data with risk detection algorithms could help algorithms
work better in risk mitigation. Hence, most teens were willing to let
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algorithms step into their interpersonal boundaries by collecting
and analyzing their online activities to keep them safer on social
media platforms.

6 Discussion

Drawing on the framework of interpersonal boundary management
[11, 71], we explored how teens navigate interpersonal boundary
management with people and algorithms and how they propose re-
designs to overcome boundary violations on social media platforms,
as summarized in Table 1. Below, we discuss our key findings and
suggest educational and design opportunities to support safe and
autonomous online experiences for teens.

6.1 Teens’ Online Privacy as Interpersonal
Boundaries on Social Media

Contextualizing Altman’s definition of privacy as an “interpersonal
event” [11] on social media through teens’ experiences, we found
that teens actively categorize platforms and select certain platforms
to use based on their primary goals (e.g., content creation vs. so-
cializing). Teens are well aware of the risks and benefits associated
with different platforms, hence, teens employ varied features on
the platforms to strike a balance between meeting their goals and
mitigating risks. Our findings showed that teens often experience
boundary turbulence in their content-sharing practices on public
platforms (e.g., Instagram) as they try to balance between social
connectivity through content and full control over personal infor-
mation associated with the content. Our findings suggest the need
to support teens with opportunities to develop skills in risk as-
sessment, problem-solving, and independently managing potential
online risks [69, 93, 95].

Moreover, we found that some teens choose to be discoverable on
popular social media platforms due to peer pressure, even though
the level of privacy supported by those platforms does not match
their desire. Prior work well documented how average adult users
cope with boundary violations (e.g., [23, 89, 94]). We extend this
line of work by discovering teens’ coping mechanisms, including
using privacy features on different platforms, segmenting audience
groups, and proposing designs to reduce their discoverability. All
these demonstrate teens’ digital skills and increasing independence
as they mature into adulthood [95]. Once again, our findings suggest
the need for strength-based design practices that can empower teens
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Table 1: Mapping of teens’ interpersonal boundary violations and their design suggestions

Interpersonal Boundary Violations (RQ2)

Teen’s Design Suggestions (RQ3)

Relationship and identity boundaries as core parts of in-
terpersonal boundaries were violated by unknown and known
contacts (Section 5.2.1)

Teens designed features that give them control over the discov-
erability for their identity and relationship boundaries
(Section 5.3.1)

Teens perceived their interpersonal boundaries were violated
when boundary turbulence occurred in their daily content
sharing (Section 5.2.1)

Teens designed features to granularly control content visibil-
ity among different audience (Section 5.3.1)

Teens’ loss of control over rule-setting in interpersonal bound-
aries with algorithms (Section 5.2.2)

Teens designed interactive feedback loops with algorithmic
training for desired content recommendation (Section 5.3.2)

Teens experience negative outcomes of boundary turbu-
lence with algorithms (Section 5.2.2)

Teens designed real-time risk detection algorithms that proac-
tively filter risky content (Section 5.3.2)

to manage online risks in meaningful ways, rather than trying to
protect them by restricting technology use. As such, our work
contributes to the recent shift in adolescent online safety research
that supports teens’ autonomy and independence.

Our findings suggest that while teens are aware of the existing
features on social media platforms for interpersonal boundary man-
agement, these features often fall short. Especially, teens proposed
designs to manage the audience in granularity (almost “microman-
age" in their language) for full customization of audience-specific
interactions, ranging from who can reply to their posts to the color
theme of each group. By extending the recent effort in the IDC
[14, 50, 100] and broader SIGHCI communities [4, 5, 9, 13, 45] that
involve teens in co-designing safety solutions, our study shows two
unintended consequences of the solutions. First, while teens in our
study challenged the default discoverability features on social me-
dia platforms and suggested changes that allow them to disappear
from public searches, they considered that such an “invisibility" fea-
ture could be misused by perpetrators or stalkers wishing to cause
harm by being invisible to victims. Second, our teens designed an
app to keep track of their account information across social media
platforms to block or filter unwanted connections. Yet, such apps
can pose serious privacy risks if not managed securely. Therefore,
education on critical thinking about the unintended consequences
should be provided to empower teens with a comprehensive under-
standing of online safety solutions.

6.2 Teens’ Boundary Management with Social
Media Algorithms

Our findings show that boundary turbulence occurs when social me-
dia algorithms, acting as co-owners of information [71], disregard
teens’ preferences and input, suggesting content in an undesired
way. As content consumers, teens preferred to close interpersonal
boundaries with recommendation algorithms to avoid filter bub-
bles and excessive content suggestions. They expressed interest
in interactive tools—like a “card sorting” feature—to reorganize
their feeds based on preferred content, contrasting with the cur-
rent automated rankings. In contrast, as content creators, teens
were more willing to accept algorithmic boundary turbulence in
exchange for increased visibility and reach. While their design ideas
reflected a strong desire for personalization and control, this level
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of autonomy may inadvertently reinforce filter bubbles, especially
if teens prioritize familiar topics. To balance personalization with
exposure to diverse content, platforms could prompt teens to select
interests across a range of categories by default. Future co-design
research can explore how to navigate this tension and identify
support features that best serve teens’ evolving needs.

Interestingly, teens demonstrated more openness in sharing gran-
ular data with online risk detection algorithms to prevent boundary
turbulence. Building on recent efforts in teen-focused risk detection
(e.g., [68, 75, 83]), our study is among the first to show that teens
are willing to loosen boundaries with these systems to avoid harms
from recommendation algorithms—such as exposure to explicit or
inappropriate content. Teens expressed a strong need for proactive
risk detection tools, especially on popular platforms with wider
audiences, where undetected risks could spread quickly and affect
their broader networks. While existing features like Instagram’s
generic sensitivity filters provide basic safeguards, teens called for
systems that address more subjective and nuanced risks [5]. Their
design ideas included flexible and open-ended risk labels that go
beyond current filters to reduce false positives and better reflect
the ambiguous nature of online harm.

Additionally, our findings demonstrated that while teens have a
certain level of trust in Al-based systems, they still believe that these
systems can work best in combination with collective effort (e.g.,
other stakeholders like human moderators on social media). While
prior work has called for collective online safety efforts [3, 7], we
build upon this idea for collective algorithmic decision-making to
ensure fairness and safety through moderators, teens, and platform
involvement. Finally, teens may benefit from educational efforts
related to regaining control of their boundaries in terms of time
spent online (e.g., unintended “rabbit holes”).While filter bubbles
are mostly studied in the context of adult users [51, 76], our results
showed that teens were not only aware of the phenomenon but
also reflected on their experiences at younger ages. One way to
support teens to avoid “rabbit holes” is through the intentional and
planned use of social media platforms (e.g., to watch a certain video
on a certain topic during planned time) [28, 54] as self-reflective
approaches have been shown to reinforce teens’ agency in their
technology use [28] and help them in making goal-directed choices
as planned [43]. Therefore, social media platforms could promote
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educational content on how to set screen time to help teens rene-
gotiate their boundaries with social media algorithms.

6.3 Theoretical Implications for Interpersonal
Boundary Management on Social Media

Our study extends theories of interpersonal boundary manage-
ment [11] and communication privacy management (CPM) [70] by
applying them to teens’ boundary negotiation within social media
environments. A key novelty of our work lies in demonstrating
how teens manage boundaries not only in dyadic peer interactions
but across complex, networked platforms shaped by shifting norms
and evolving affordances. Unlike prior work focused on parental
or peer influence [47, 91, 96], we show how teens strategically
regulate boundaries across public, semi-public, and private spaces
using tools such as “Close Friends” to manage audience visibility.
We also document their lived experiences of boundary turbulence,
such as unintended tagging or content exposure, and highlight how
they proactively anticipate such violations by designing layered
boundary strategies, moving beyond ad hoc solutions such as “Fin-
stas” [27, 97]. These practices position teens as active agents who
manage co-ownership of personal information across platforms,
extending CPM’s conceptualization of boundary turbulence [71].

In addition to interactions with human contacts, our findings ex-
pand the theories of interpersonal boundary management [11] and
communication privacy management [70] by exploring algorithms
as opaque, non-human co-owners of personal information. Our
work sheds light on teens’ understanding of social media algorithms
as commercial entities to maximize engagement and monetization,
amplifying boundary turbulence when they lose control over how
their data is collected, interpreted, and used for content curation.
We showed that this asymmetry challenges a foundational assump-
tion in interpersonal boundary management with algorithms: that
boundary rules are co-negotiated [57]. Instead, our findings call for
the need to address how social media platforms’ business models
(re)shape boundary management, often undermining teens’ efforts
to set or enforce their privacy preferences.

Finally, we argue for an interdisciplinary approach to understand-
ing interpersonal boundary management in the age of algorithms.
Teens’ experiences, particularly those involving algorithmic ampli-
fication of harm, underscore the importance of situating boundary
work within broader sociotechnical, economic, and political sys-
tems [21, 72, 85]. Future research could examine how commercial
incentives shape algorithmic decisions that affect teens’ boundaries
and how legal or regulatory frameworks contribute to these dynam-
ics. Such interdisciplinary efforts can help design more transparent
and equitable systems that empower teens as emerging digital citi-
zens navigating increasingly complex online environments.

6.4 Design Implications

Based on our findings, we provide guidelines for designing social
media platforms to promote safer interpersonal boundary manage-
ment for teens.

e Balancing visibility with privacy protection: Social me-
dia platforms can offer flexible options for (in)visibility fea-
tures to manage the broad searchability of their identity and
information. This will allow teens to benefit from public
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presence while protecting their personal information by de-
coupling it from content, particularly on public platforms
that afford wide content reach (e.g., Twitter, TikTok).

e Customizing content and privacy for different audi-
ences: Teens require greater granularity in controlling con-
tent visibility among different audience groups on the same
platform rather than creating Finsta accounts [27, 97]. There-
fore, platforms can offer customizable privacy features that
allow teens to adjust visibility based on relational contexts.
This could particularly benefit teen content creators who
strive to reach a wider audience with their public content
while maintaining interpersonal boundaries.

¢ Providing interactive feedback for algorithms for tai-
lored content recommendations: Teens expressed a strong
preference for interactive feedback mechanisms that allow
them to shape their recommendation feeds dynamically,
aligning with recent studies advocating for user-driven al-
gorithmic transparency [38, 82]. Social media platforms can
provide teens with interactive ways to share feedback to al-
gorithms based on their content preferences, e.g., features to
manage ranking topics of content by interest. Setting a min-
imum number of different topics to include in their content
preference list can help teens consume diverse content.

e Collective efforts between platforms, moderators, and
teens for verifying risk detection: Unlike previous re-
search that highlights concerns over Al moderation’s poten-
tial biases [18, 40], our teens are open to Al involvement in
detecting risky content, provided that such systems incorpo-
rate a verification process with human moderators and peer
networks. This suggests an opportunity to design hybrid
moderation systems where Al and human feedback coalesce
to enhance safety without undermining user autonomy:.

¢ Intentional boundary setting for content consump-
tion: Building on prior work on intentional social media
use [28, 43], platforms can implement features that help
teens set intended screentime before they consume social
media content. This could help reduce unintentional engage-
ment with “rabbit holes” and excessive use. Content curation
algorithms could also be leveraged to deliver educational
content on online safety and addictive consumption patterns
to raise awareness, particularly on media-heavy platforms
such as TikTok and Instagram.

6.5 Limitations and Future Research

We acknowledge potential biases that may have shaped the data and
findings. Participants in our study were recruited through youth-
serving organizations and an application process that included
interviews to assess motivation, experience, and creativity. As such,
our sample may reflect a group of highly engaged, articulate, and
digitally literate teens who are already motivated to reflect on on-
line safety and contribute to design processes. In addition, their
exposure to UX concepts through workshops may have further
influenced their ability to conceptualize and communicate nuanced
design ideas. While this enriched the quality of their co-design
ideas, it may not fully represent the broader population of teens
with varying levels of interest, digital access, or socio-technical
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awareness. Additionally, participants self-selected into our study
and were compensated for their time, which may introduce partic-
ipation biases. Future research should explore broader and more
diverse teen populations, including those less digitally inclined or
from underrepresented communities, to better understand varied
experiences with boundary management on social media.

Reflecting on our use of the Asynchronous Research Community
(ARC) method, we conducted a follow-up interview study with teen
participants to better understand their experiences and critically
examine our methodological approach (forthcoming publication).
Teens appreciated the flexibility of the ARC format, which allowed
them to complete activities at their own pace and on their own
time. They noted that the asynchronous environment gave them
space to read prompts carefully, understand the tasks, reach out
to researchers with questions, and respond thoughtfully—making
them feel more confident in their contributions. However, we also
encountered challenges in sustaining consistent engagement over
the eight-week period. Despite these limitations, the ARC approach
offered several methodological strengths. The asynchronous format
supported flexibility and reflection that would have been difficult to
achieve in synchronous settings. It also allowed us to build rapport
with a small group of teens, track their progress over time, and
encourage active participation, enabling us to capture rich insights
into their boundary management practices and co-design ideas.
Our findings suggest that ARC is a promising method for engaging
youth in online safety and participatory design research.

7 Conclusion

In this study, we explored how teens manage interpersonal bound-
aries with both people and algorithms on social media. Using an
Asynchronous Research Community (ARC), we engaged teens in re-
flecting on their experiences and co-designing solutions to support
safer, more autonomous online interactions. Our findings extend
theories of interpersonal boundary management and communi-
cation privacy management by illustrating how teens navigate
boundary coordination not only with peers but also with algorith-
mic systems driven by social media platforms. We also demonstrate
the value of ARC in capturing teens’ nuanced perspectives over
time and supporting meaningful participation. By centering teens’
voices, we provide actionable insights for designing social media
features that align with youth values and agency. Future work
should build on these insights to examine how boundary practices
evolve within the broader sociotechnical and economic structures
of digital platforms.

8 Selection and Participation of Children

Our participants were recruited through outreach to youth-serving
organizations, high schools across the U.S., and social media posts.
Interested teens completed a pre-screening survey confirming they
were 13-17 years old, fluent in English, had internet access via
a smartphone or computer, and could commit time to our study.
Selected applicants were invited to a 15-30 minute interview where
researchers assessed their motivation, experience with online risks,
creative problem-solving skills, and awareness of current social
media safety trends. Finalists were notified via email, provided with
instructions for creating a Discord account, and asked to confirm
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their contact and payment details. Participants received a certifi-
cate and up to $450 in gift cards for completing all YAB and ARC
activities. All study procedures were approved by the Institutional
Review Board (IRB) at the last author’s institution. All team mem-
bers completed CITI human subjects and Protection of Minors
(POM) training. YAB participant information was not made public
and was only accessible to trained researchers listed on the IRB
protocol. To protect privacy, we removed all identifiable data and
paraphrased participant quotes.
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A Participant Information

IDC ’25, June 23-26, 2025, Reykjavik, Iceland

Table 2: Participants’ demographic information and technology use

Participant Gender Age Race/Ethnicity Technology Usage  Device Usage

ID

T1 Male 16 East Asian Several times a day Smartphone, Tablet, Laptop

T2 Male 16 White/Caucasian, Several times a day Smartphone, Desktop
Latino/Hispanic

T3 Male 15 White/Caucasian ~ Almost constantly Smartphone, Tablet, Laptop

T4 Male 17 White/Caucasian ~ Almost constantly Smartphone, Laptop, Desktop

T5 Female 17 South Asian Almost constantly Smartphone, Laptop

T6 Female 15 South Asian Almost constantly Smartphone, Tablet, Laptop, Desktop

T7 Female 16 Black/African- Several times a day Smartphone, Tablet, Laptop
American
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B ARC Activities and Prompts
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Table 3: The ARC activities and prompts to explore research questions

Research questions 1 & 2

Activities

Prompts

Interpersonal boundary
management with people: What
social media platforms do you use
and why? How do you manage
your privacy on these platforms?
What features of social media
platforms do you use and why?

Scoping the topic and
defining the problem-space
through text responses and
screenshots (weeks 1-2)

ARC Prompt 1l.a: Based on our previous conversations, it
seems like you all consider there is a differentiation between
"public" and "private" platforms, and you all tend to move to-
wards more private social media platforms to socialize (e.g.,
Discord, Reddit, YikYak, etc.), instead of public social media
(e.g., Instagram, Snapchat, etc.). Is this observation correct, why
or why not?

ARC Prompt 1.b: Screenshot and share some of the different
privacy features that you like and use OR dislike and don’t
use on different social media platforms. Explain why they are
useful/not useful in protecting your online safety.

ARC Prompt 1.c: Describe one of the biggest “failures,” if any,
when it comes to social media privacy features (on either more
public or more public platforms). Explain why this problem
could negatively impact your online safety.

Interpersonal boundary
Management with Algorithms:
How do you understand
algorithms on social media? How
was your experience with
algorithms with specific platforms,
if any? What do you think about
the positive or negative influence
of algorithms on teens’ safety?

Scoping the topic and
defining the problem-space
through text responses
(weeks 5-6)

ARC Prompt 2.a: Based on the ARC meeting we had on Zoom,
you all seemed to have a pretty good idea of what algorithms
are and how they work across social media platforms, but I
would still like to have a discussion with you guys about your
thoughts on algorithms. What do you think your relationship
with algorithms? Do you encounter any issues when interacting
with algorithms?

ARC Prompt 2.b: Describe one of the best/worst ways you
think an algorithm could impact your online safety, if any, and
why.

Research question 3

Activities

Prompts

Re-designing to for
Interpersonal Boundary
Management

Designing for problems or
concerns identified earlier
(design for people: weeks
3-4, design for algorithms:
weeks 7-8)

ARC Prompt 3.a: Use Figma to design one social media feature
that would solve one of the problems we defined earlier. It can
be a problem that you came up with or one from another YAB
member in our Discord server.

ARC Prompt 3.b: Share your design with a description of how
it would work in our Discord server, and engage in discussions.
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Table 4: Themes and illustrative quotes identified under each dimension

Dimensions

Themes

Quotes

How teens manage
interpersonal boundaries

with people (RQ1)

How teens navigate
boundaries with social
media algorithms (RQ1)

Teens had preconceived notions of
platform affordances to manage personal
boundaries with people

“Twould like a mix of that and that’s sort of what I try to
do with Instagram. I attempt to stay private and close to
Jjust my friends. But I also like to go onto my explore page
and look at posts of content I am interested in” - T3

Teens gradually adapted to negotiating
their boundaries with people on different
platforms

“Up until a few months ago, I was still private [...] I've been
comfortable with sharing my platform publicly.” - T7

Teen consumers enjoyed personalized
content discovery through algorithms

“Tt [content algorithm] curated feeds to better suit a user’s
interests and make the individual experience more unique

and fulfilling.” - T4

Teen creators outweigh the benefits over
harms in maintaining loose boundaries
with algorithms for their content reach

“Exposure is good for me as a content creator, but it can
come with some drawbacks, such as me getting more spam
[...] Overall, I think algorithms on Instagram to promote a
post are more helpful than harmful” - T1

Boundary violations by
people on social media

(RQ2)

Boundary violation by
social media algorithms

(RQ2)

Teens perceived their interpersonal
boundaries were violated when known or
unknown contacts led to boundary
turbulence

“The biggest fail would be the ability to search people by
name, as it is able to find specific people and any data that
is easily accessible on their account” - T2

Teens perceived their interpersonal
boundaries were violated when boundary
turbulence occurred in their daily content
sharing

“When you look at someone’s profile [on Instagram], you
can see who tagged them on which post, which seriously
invade privacy because can reveal private relationships
and details about someone’s location” - T1

Teens lost control over rule-setting in
interpersonal boundaries with algorithms

“There’s been risky content in my feed before [...] I couldn’t
seem to get it go away so I got rid of the app” - T3

Teens experienced negative outcomes of
boundary turbulence with algorithms

“If you click on a post that promotes negativity, the algo-
rithms might think you are interested in, and continue to
give you similar posts to it.” - T5

Design for interpersonal
boundary management

with people (RQ3)

Design for interpersonal
boundary management
with social media
algorithms (RQ3)

Teens designed "invisibility" features that
give them control over discoverability and
relationship boundary management

“Allowing them to hide accounts from people unless they
have shared their accounts with someone. They could share
their account through methods such as a link or a QR code”
-T3

Teens designed features to granularly
control content visibility among different
audiences to manage their interpersonal
boundaries

“My design was to alleviate the issues of having a private
Instagram by being able to create more "private” follower
groups with full customizability, even being able to edit
the ring color around your story indicator” - T2

Teens designed interactive feedback looks
with algorithmic training for the desired
content recommendation

“It would look like a list of said topic ranking what the
algorithms would think you’d like [...] Within this list you
would ideally be able to take out and or add certain topics
and arrange” - T3

Teens designed real-time/early detection
algorithms that practively filter risky
content

“T would want to prevent them [fake news and misinforma-
tion] from being spread like go on trending, maybe through
like filter or something]” - T6
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