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Abstract

In collectivist households, sharing digital devices is both a
cultural norm and often necessary. After migration to more in-
dividualistic cultures such as Canada, these sharing practices
persist but become entangled with new cultural norms and
highly digitized systems. We report findings from a qualitative
study of 18 nuclear families (19 parents, 22 children) mainly
from South-Asia examining how migration and sociocultural
factors shape security and privacy risks in multi-user house-
holds and how current devices support or hinder safe sharing.
Shared-device use exposed families to data breaches, reputa-
tional harms, cultural and religious boundary violations, and
intergenerational tensions. At the same time, coping strategies
were often fragile or abandoned when they threatened family
harmony. Our findings reveal a structural mismatch between
single-user device assumptions and collectivist immigrants’
household realities. Designing for shared-device contexts is
therefore essential for building more inclusive digital infras-
tructures that support multicultural families and others who
rely on device sharing.

1 INTRODUCTION

Nearly one in four Canadians is an immigrant, with a signif-
icant proportion associated with “collectivist” regions [89].
Hofstede [45] defines collectivist cultures as those in which
individuals see themselves primarily as members of tightly
knit social groups, prioritizing loyalty and relational obliga-
tions over individual autonomy. These orientations manifest in
practices like multi-generational living, pooled resources, and
collective decision-making [82,94]. In these communities, de-
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vice sharing is highly prevalent [5,6]. Device sharing can also
occur in non-collectivist households where devices are lent,
borrowed, or otherwise shared in situational and impromptu
contexts [48,53,60,63]. However, it differs significantly from
collectivist households by the associated frequency and con-
textual factors [6,55], where devices are treated as communal
assets, with access negotiated based on age, gender, purpose,
and trust rather than individual ownership [6,71]. Yet, con-
temporary devices largely assume a single user, with authen-
tication and access controls often designed for one signed-in
individual [16,59,101]. Although some offer separate profiles
or guest modes [13,70], these mechanisms rarely accommo-
date the social realities of collectivist households [5,6,71,83].

These dynamics are further complicated by migration; prior
literature describes how migrants remain embedded in prac-
tices shaped by their countries of origin while navigating
the host society, causing a blend of value systems [62, 98].
Simultaneously, life in WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industri-
alized, Rich, and Democratic) contexts is increasingly medi-
ated through digitized systems, limiting families’ ability to
opt out [34,98, 100]. Immigrant families must rapidly adapt
to new digital infrastructure while upholding home country
values. This tension is heightened by discrimination, weak
support networks, and remains largely ignored [18,33,36,85].

Furthermore, when families share devices, children face
compounded privacy risks: their browsing histories, messages,
and social media activity become visible to other household
members, while their own risk-taking behaviors online expose
them to cyberbullying and fraud [15, 61, 104]. These risks
also put others sharing devices with them at risk, with every
consequence becoming a household problem. Parents attempt
to mitigate risks through monitoring and guidance [11, 39,
41,99], yet such measures often strain relationships [9, 29,
38,103]. These dynamics are intensified for immigrants, who
often have limited social and technical support networks in
the new digital landscape [93,98]. Despite these factors, there
is limited understanding of how parent-child dynamics shape
privacy and security in immigrant families navigating shared-
device environments [98].
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We conducted 41 semi-structured one-on-one interviews
with parents and their children from 18 voluntary migrant'
families (predominantly from South Asia) in Canada to an-
swer the following research questions:

RQ1. How do cultural values, religious beliefs and intergen-
erational dynamics shape how and why immigrant families
share digital devices post migration?

RQ2. What privacy, security, social and moral risks arise in
shared-device households, and how do families manage and
negotiate these challenges?

RQ3. How usable and effective are current devices for shared
use, and how can they better support safe sharing?

Our findings highlight a fundamental mismatch between
individual-centric devices and the lived realities of collectivist
immigrant households. We find that migration-related tran-
sitions compound device sharing challenges in collectivist
households, and that Security and Privacy (S&P) risks on
shared devices can lead to reputational harm, cultural and reli-
gious boundary violations, and intergenerational tensions. We
explore how sharing devices erodes intra-family privacy, how
dependents use concealment to navigate parental surveillance,
and how parents struggle to balance cultural preservation with
host-country norms. We find that families rely on ad hoc, post
hoc, and behavioral strategies to manage these risks, largely
because usable system-level support for device sharing is
unavailable and because families face complex setups with
limited technical knowledge. This includes keeping devices
in a “morally clean” state, install-delete app cycles, or using
decoy and stealth tools. However, these coping strategies are
often insufficient and strain family bonds. Rather than value-
neutral tools, shared devices function as culturally governed
infrastructures where visibility and control reflect family au-
thority and moral expectations. We analyze sharing challenges
and participant-requested features that reveal deeper needs
that are poorly supported by single-user device designs in
collectivist households. We therefore argue for devices that
account for diverse sociocultural contexts and treat device
sharing as an important design consideration.

2 RELATED WORK

We organize prior work into two strands: (1) S&P challenges
faced by migrants, and (2) device sharing in collectivist cul-
tures and family dynamics that affect them.

2.1 Migrants and S&P Challenges

Migrants rely heavily on digital technologies to meet every-
day security, privacy, and transnational needs [27]. Migration
introduces a new digital landscape that is particularly difficult
to navigate for individuals from developing countries, due to
risks that disproportionately affect marginalized groups, like

"Voluntary migrants refers to people who migrated primarily by choice
(e.g., for work, education, or family reasons) rather than through forced
displacement categories (e.g., as refugees or asylum seekers).

language barriers and heightened exposure to scams, surveil-
lance, and fraud, further compounded by discrimination and
isolation [18,33,36,51,52,95]. Many experience “privacy
turbulence” due to uncertainties in the host country [91]. Prior
work documents the digital vulnerabilities of marginalized
migrants, including Muslim-American women and migrant
domestic workers, who face harassment and surveillance [88].
For example, norms around modesty, gendered visibility, and
moral accountability continue to shape digital practices in
Muslim diasporic contexts [50,69]. Similarly, expectations
of modesty are common to other religious contexts as well,
including Hindu and Christian [14,30], and these values are
extended to digital spaces, posing reputational harm and sev-
eral other consequences [4].

For immigrants navigating shared-device and collectivist
digital environments, these harms are often amplified, as
individual privacy or security failures can rapidly become
household-level crises. Despite this, limited attention has
been paid to S&P issues among immigrants [85], to the con-
cerns, attitudes, and behaviors of minoritized ethnic commu-
nities [80], and to how device sharing is shaped by these
transnational cultural values. Existing work focuses mainly
on U.S.-based populations such as international students,
undocumented immigrants, refugees, and migrant domestic
workers [40, 88,93,97, 102], while large-scale representative
work on migrants’ security experiences specifically remains
scarce [44]. Studies on Asian immigrants also tend to center
on adults, leaving young children understudied [93, 98].

To address these gaps, we examine how migration-related
and sociocultural factors shape immigrant families’ S&P chal-
lenges, particularly for young dependents in shared-device
contexts. By including parents, children, and young adult de-
pendents from the same household, we capture within-family
perspectives to show how S&P challenges unfold across gen-
erations and age groups.

2.2 Device-Sharing in Collectivist Cultures

Many communities frequently share technology labeled as
“personal” conventionally [6,63], challenging Western notions
of “personal computing” [17,96]. Matthews et al. [63] classi-
fied these practices into borrowing, mutual use, setup, helping,
broadcasting, and accidental access. This includes both de-
vices [24, 54, 55,57, 90] and accounts [31, 56, 66, 73, 87].
Device sharing is not limited to, but is more prevalent in
collectivist and developing regions [6, 54, 67, 90]. Yet au-
thentication and access controls remain largely designed for
individual use [16,96]. A U.S. study shows that when sharing
devices, users selectively grant access and adjust authentica-
tion [78], and have strong expectations for individual control
even for devices that are expectedly shared, such as smart
speakers [1, 64]. In contrast, prior work shows that in col-
lectivist settings, even personal devices such as phones are
frequently shared [5]. Privacy is frequently viewed as sec-
ondary to collectivist needs [83], and device sharing is justi-
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fied through narratives of care and tradition rather than surveil-
lance [8] though such practices can also generate tension and
moral judgment within hierarchical family structures [9]. Fur-
ther, enforcing strict individual privacy controls can strain
relationships with family and friends [5,28].

Widespread device sharing combined with the sensitive
nature of data on devices heightens risks such as misuse,
moral judgment, blackmail, account compromise, and data
leakage [5,6,10,50,55,76,83]. Social, cultural, and economic
conditions [25,75, 84], as well as religion [2, 3], shape these
practices and gender norms and further exacerbate them lead-
ing to unequal access to devices and constant surveillance
of women [4,49, 68]. Daughters often face stricter limits on
mobility, social interactions, and online activity because fami-
lies worry about modesty, safety, and reputational harm tied
to family honor [49, 68]. Also, device-sharing prompts ad
hoc protections [5]. Although attempts to separate shared and
hidden accounts exist, such as a tiered privacy model [6], their
effectiveness remains unclear.

Because children are central actors in shared-device ecosys-
tems [77,99], parental mediation practices have significant im-
plications for privacy and security. Dialogue-based mediation
is associated with more positive outcomes [26,99], whereas
restrictive monitoring can undermine children’s technical and
social digital skills [26, 61, 99]. Evidence from collectivist
contexts highlights additional challenges, including risky teen
behaviors and difficulties with parental mediation amid rising
device access [81]. Lack of research in this area leaves immi-
grant families unsupported as these device sharing challenges
migrate to host countries with them [77,98].

To address these gaps, we interviewed parents and depen-
dents to examine how sociocultural values shape device gov-
ernance, and how families negotiate tensions between col-
lectivist sharing norms and individual privacy needs. Our
sample centers predominantly first-generation South Asian
immigrant families in Canada, offering a situated window
into these dynamics within a specific yet underrepresented
community. Capturing both perspectives of the parent—child
dyad within the same families reveals relational tensions that
single-sided studies miss and current tools fail to support.

3 METHODOLOGY

Terminology: In this paper, “dependents” refers to children
(9-12), teens (13—17), and young adults (18-25), reflecting
their non-parental familial role. Young adult dependents were
included because many in migrant families still live with par-
ents, enabling insight into both current and past device shar-
ing dynamics. We define digital “devices” as personal smart
technologies conventionally used individually but shared in
collectivist families as discussed in Section 2.2. This includes
devices storing personal data and supporting activities such
as communication, browsing, and financial transactions (e.g.,
smartphones, tablets, laptops, desktops), and excludes com-

munal devices (e.g., IoT devices, smart TVs) as they carry
different privacy expectations. Across interviews, participants
mostly spoke about devices collectively rather than individu-
ally or by type.

3.1 Participant Recruitment

We recruited through university-affiliated and community-
based channels, including collaborations with organizations
serving newcomer communities, and in two cases, Snow-
ball sampling. The screening form (completed by a par-
ent), collected information about the families’ country of
origin, duration in Canada, device sharing information, lan-
guage compatibility, and dependents’ age. We received 259
screening responses for eligibility verification. The relatively
low participation rate in the main study was due to non-
response to follow-up interview invitations and scheduling
constraints. Participants were eligible if parents were first-
generation immigrants and the family had lived in Canada
for 6 months to 20 years. This range captured varying stages
of settlement, where country-of-origin norms and adaptation
to Canada remained salient; length of residence is also com-
monly used as a proxy for acculturation [65]. We did not
include non-immigrant families because prior literature al-
ready establishes baseline device sharing practices in West-
ern contexts [10, 53,55, 60, 63]. Instead, we report partici-
pants’ comparisons of pre- and post-migration experiences
and perceived differences from non-immigrant families. Eli-
gible families had to share at least one device, as defined in
this study, and include at least one parent and one dependent.
Additional household members could participate voluntarily
without additional compensation. Young adults were eligi-
ble as dependents if they lived with and shared devices with
their parents. We targeted families originating from collec-
tivist cultures, analyzed based on Hofstede’s scale [45, 46].
Our final sample predominantly (13 of 18 families) reflects
nuclear and first-generation South Asian immigrant families,
with the majority identifying as religious. We focused on nu-
clear family households to reduce structural variability, since
non-nuclear households may introduce additional layers of
authority, device ownership, and intergenerational negotiation.
This decision allowed for more comparable cross-household
analysis.

3.2 Interview Protocol

The first author conducted all interviews, with each session
lasting approximately 90 minutes and mostly in-person, with
about 20% being online due to participants’ preference or dis-
tance. To reduce priming, we used partial disclosure during
recruitment and consent, describing the study as examining
family technology use and shared-device practices without
its focus on S&P. We developed two semi-structured inter-
view protocols: one for parents and one for dependents with
few variations adapted and simplified language for younger
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children. Both protocols covered the same topics relating
to device sharing (ownership and sharing practices, house-
hold rules, conflicts, and power dynamics, S&P concerns, cul-
tural and religious influences on digital norms, and migration-
related changes). The parent protocol also emphasized house-
hold governance, mediation strategies, online safety concerns,
and navigating cultural values post-migration. The dependent
protocol focused on monitoring experiences, privacy negotia-
tion, comfort sharing, visibility management, and perceptions
of parental rules. Both protocols included questions about past
S&P incidents, coping strategies, and desired design features.
Protocols were iteratively refined through six pilot interviews.
An overview of both protocols is included in Appendix C.

3.3 Data Analysis

Interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed using Trint’,
a GDPR-compliant service selected for its multilingual sup-
port and security protections. Transcripts were manually re-
viewed for accuracy and analyzed in Atlas.ti’ using reflexive
thematic analysis [23]. This approach recognizes researchers’
active, reflexive role in generating knowledge, with codes re-
flecting their interpretations of meanings and patterns in the
data (see Section 3.4). Interviews were conducted primarily in
English, with some conducted partially or fully in Hindi/Urdu
based on participant preference. The interviewer is fluent in
all three languages, which supported accurate comprehension
of regional dialects without relying on a formal translation
protocol. The interview guide is provided in Appendix C.

Recruitment was guided by the principle of thematic satu-
ration, defined as the point at which no new themes emerged.
Interviews were coded iteratively and in parallel with recruit-
ment. This allowed emerging themes to be identified and
refined. After approximately 14 families (33 participants) had
been interviewed, few new themes emerged, suggesting we
were approaching saturation. Recruitment and coding contin-
ued with four additional families. No new themes emerged in
the final three interviews, suggesting thematic saturation.

Coding was conducted at the family level, treating each
family as a unit of analysis. Two authors independently coded
the first six interviews using inductive open-coding [92], then
met to resolve conflicts in their codes through discussion to de-
velop the first codebook. The first author refined the codebook
by applying it to four additional interviews to ensure complete-
ness. Approximately half of the remaining interviews were
double-coded to support analytic consistency. After each cod-
ing round, coders met to compare interpretations and resolve
discrepancies through reflexive discussion, and iteratively re-
fine the codebook [47]. A sample of the final codebook is
provided in Table 3 in Appendix D.

2https://trint.com/
3https://atlasti.com/

3.4 Positionality Statement

The research team brings diverse cultural and migration back-
grounds that informed both data collection and interpretation.
The first author is a recent first-generation immigrant from
Pakistan currently living in Canada. The second author re-
sides in Pakistan. The third and fourth authors are Canadian
citizens; the third is a first-generation immigrant of Euro-
pean descent, and the fourth is a Chinese-Canadian second-
generation immigrant. The first and second authors served
as primary coders and brought lived experience with shared-
device practices and collectivist cultural contexts, informing
culturally grounded interpretations. To mitigate bias, interpre-
tations were discussed with the entire research team, allowing
insider perspectives to be complemented by analytic distance.

3.5 Ethical Considerations

Our Study received approval from our University Research
Ethics Board. We followed established ethical guidelines thor-
oughly to protect participant safety and confidentiality [19].
Details are provided in Appendix A.

4 Limitations

Although our sample included immigrants from various coun-
tries of origin and religious backgrounds, it may not repre-
sent the full range of collectivist immigrant family experi-
ences. Recruitment from mid- to large Canadian cities may
also under-represent families who are geographically remote
or less digitally connected (Section 6.2). While collectivist
household dynamics serve as the broader conceptual lens
for this work, the families in this study are predominantly
first-generation South-Asian immigrants. Findings should be
understood as reflective of this community.

In most households, only one parent enrolled and partici-
pated. As a result, our findings reflect the participating par-
ent’s account and may not capture differences between part-
ners’ views on device sharing and privacy.

The interviewer’s language abilities and our recruitment
channels may have introduced sampling bias, potentially ex-
cluding households whose primary language fell outside this
range. As with qualitative work more broadly, our findings
also rely on self-reported accounts, which may have be influ-
enced by recall limitations or social desirability.

5 FINDINGS

We present our findings in three sections: (RQ1) device shar-
ing practices in immigrant families and the influence of socio-
cultural factors; (RQ2) the S&P challenges that arise during
sharing and families’ mitigation strategies; and (RQ3) partici-
pants’ perceptions of how effectively current devices support
sharing practices and recommendations for making them safer.
To help readers gauge how widely themes appeared, we re-
port relative prevalence by participant group using ranges
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Table 1: Summary of self-reported participant demographics across 19 parents and 22 children from 18 families.

Participant Role | Family Religion

Father (17.1%) 7 Muslim 11
Mother (29.3%) 12 Christian 4
Son (19.5%) 8 Sikh 1
Daughter (34.1%) 14 Hindu 1

Atheist 1

Parent Occupation Parent Education

Engineering/Technology 8 College Diploma 1
Business 5 Bachelor’s 7
Education/Health/Other 6 Graduate Degree 11
Household Size | Years in Canada

3 people 4 0.5-3 years 5
4 people 8 4-9 years 6
5+ people 6 10+ years 7

following prior work [32,86, 106], as shown in Figure 1.

almost all

75% 100%

a few

0% 25%

some most

50%

Figure 1: Terminology used to present relative frequency.

Participant Demographics: Table | presents a summary of
participant demographics. All findings are situated within
nuclear families comprising 2-3 participants each, typically
one parent and one or two dependents (five families included
three participants). The average number of people per family
that shared devices was three.

Participant Notation: Participants are identified with a
unique ID (1-41) prefixed by role: M (Mother), F (Father), S
(Son), D (Daughter) (e.g., M3 denotes mother #3). To reduce
the risk of identifying individuals within families, we did not
link participants’ familial relationships in the findings.
Device-Sharing in Practice: Before presenting our thematic
findings, we briefly characterize device sharing across par-
ticipating households. Sharing centered on personal devices,
most commonly smartphones and laptops, with tablets also
frequently shared (Table 1). Participants used shared devices
for schoolwork, gaming, communication, entertainment, cre-
ative activities, photography, and social media. Sharing was
shaped by convenience, parental monitoring, financial con-
straints, safety, coordination, bonding, and broader cultural
expectations around collective access and responsibility. We
distinguish shared devices, where multiple household mem-
bers use the same hardware, from shared accounts, where
members access a common login. In practice, these often
overlapped, as participants described shared devices along-
side shared accounts.

30% of dependents reported sharing devices daily and 35%
weekly, while parents similarly reported frequent device shar-
ing and mutual device use within households. Interviews
revealed that sharing was often deeply embedded in every-
day family routines and frequently extended beyond discrete
sharing events. The findings that follow examine how these

Immigration Stream | Country of Origin
Express Entry 10 Pakistan 5
Skilled Worker 2 India 4
Family Sponsorship 3 Iran 2
Student/Work/Other 3 Bangladesh 2
Ukraine, Zimbabwe, Eritrea 1 each
Afghanistan, Palestine 1 each
Parent Age | Dependent Age
30-40 years 9 9-12 years 10
41-49 years 6 13-17 years 6
50-59 years 4 18+ years 6
Household Income (CAD) | Shared Devices
<50K 5 Smartphones 19
50-99K 5 Laptops 19
100K+ 8 Tablets 13

practices were shaped by migration, cultural expectations,
and family dynamics (Section 5.1), how they differed from
participants’ experiences in their countries of origin; and the
privacy and security challenges that emerged due to these
factors (Section 5.2).

5.1 (RQ1) Sociocultural Dynamics of Sharing

Culturally we just tend to share things. We were
taught that you should be able to share things with
others, you know, just be cordial rather than “this
is mine, it’s only mine.” (M18)

This sentiment reflects how participants framed device shar-
ing as a cultural norm rather than a technical choice. In this
section, we examine how parents and dependents navigate the
sociocultural impacts of migration on sharing norms, includ-
ing shifting expectations, power dynamics, and how device
sharing practices evolve post-migration.

5.1.1 Home Country to Host Country

Almost all parents wistfully contrasted device sharing norms
before and after migration. In their home countries, most par-
ents described limited need for personal devices due to closer
supervision, denser social networks, and more structured rou-
tines, reducing both device provision and sharing. After migra-
tion, increased work and settlement demands reduced parental
oversight while dependents had more unstructured time, eas-
ier device access, and fewer environmental restrictions. These
shifts led to earlier device provision and increased reliance on
device sharing as a compensatory monitoring strategy. Some
parents described giving dependents devices at a young age,
often reluctantly: “If I was in [my country]. .. before going to
college, I would never give them the phone. .. here I had to
give it.. . it was very stressful. .. it was actually a fear” (M16).
Because early independent ownership was viewed as a loss
of control and culture, most parents adopted device sharing
to regain oversight of use and relied on devices as tools for
cultural transmission (Section 5.1.2). Migration-related loss
of family supervision further reinforced this shift, increasing
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reliance on shared devices for coordination and monitoring.
Decisions about dependents’ device ownership were
shaped by maturity, peer norms, monitoring capacity, and
migration-related concerns about sharing as a moral safe-
guard. Some parents delayed personal ownership until chil-
dren demonstrated moral readiness: “When [ see that they
are God fearing. .. then I will give it” (M9). Others framed
continued sharing as resisting “becoming more Canadian’
(F1), positioning it as a compromise between maintaining
cultural norms and avoiding conflict. Post-migration safety
concerns, such as online bullying (M16), further reinforced
sharing as protective. Across households, device sharing ex-
panded post-migration to support monitoring, coordination,
safety, bonding, and financial management, rather than the
more limited or situational sharing described pre-migration.

s

5.1.2 Devices as Tools for Cultural Transmission

Most parents used shared-device control to regulate depen-
dents’ exposure to cultural, religious, and political content
that was seen as conflicting with home-country values. A few
restricted access to specific platforms or content categories,
and some avoided providing independent devices altogether
to retain oversight through device-sharing.

Shared access also supported cultural transmission, with
some families embedding religious practice into device use:
“We have like Quran apps. .. we’d have to read Quran to even
be able to use our phones. . . it’s kinda like a reward” (S37).
Others monitored religious content due to fears of radicaliza-
tion: “...children go towards extremism; become a funda-
mentalist. I was very scared of that. I never encouraged them
to watch any [XYZ] content” (M16). Parents similarly scruti-
nized media such as games for perceived ideological conflict,
sometimes framing certain content as anti-religious or “pro-
paganda,” a view some dependents themselves adopted: “My
son himself often tells me. .. he thinks that propaganda it’s
pushing” (M16). Overall, shared devices functioned not only
as safety tools but as mechanisms of cultural transmission
and value enforcement after migration.

5.1.3 Migration-Driven Social Regulation

Most parents viewed risky behaviors as arising from online
influence and imitation, which they felt were intensified after
migration. To counter these risks, almost all families reported
stricter monitoring and greater reliance on shared devices
than they considered necessary in their home countries. In
Canada, shared devices became a primary means of regulating
dependents’ exposure to online and peer influences perceived
as conflicting with religious or moral values. For example, M9
choose to home school their children to “shield them. .. [from]
content that might conflict with our religion.” Within these
contexts, sharing enabled continuous parental visibility and
intervention, narrowing privacy boundaries.

Parents regulated dependents’ social relationships through
shared-device oversight, particularly for younger children,

restricting contact with peers who they saw as enablers of
risky online behavior. For example, one child uploaded pri-
vate family videos to YouTube via a shared-device under
peer influence, exposing personal details (M12). Romantic
or cross-gender interactions were often prohibited across age
groups, and dependents reported concealing such activity to
avoid conflict. Across households within Muslim, Sikh, and
Christian backgrounds, shared-device access functioned as a
central mechanism for monitoring and constraining social ties
and online self-presentation. Dependents said this regulation
extended to siblings, who sometimes acted as informal infor-
mants: “My brother told my mom that I have a boyfriend on
Snapchat, which I don’t” (D26). Even where families adopted
some host-country norms, shared-device oversight maintained
limits on digital expression. One family allowed dating for an
18-year-old daughter but prohibited posting about it online,
fearing judgment from the “extended family” (M16). Overall,
sharing maintained home-country values while navigating
new social norms, with stricter surveillance for children and
greater flexibility for older dependents entering adulthood.

5.1.4 Social and Religious Screening of Devices

Cultural expectations and religion almost always shaped digi-
tal rules. Most parents described deliberate efforts to promote
religious content through devices and to maintain moral and
religious “hygiene,” keeping shared devices free from material
deemed inappropriate or corrupting. As F2 explained, Both
of these phones are completely Islami [religious] and there is
nothing here that I cannot share with my kids. .. ” Most par-
ents also avoided using certain apps (e.g., Facebook, TikTok)
not for safety reasons but to maintain self-censorship. Almost
all dependents (aged 9-17) recognized these expectations as
well, avoiding content they considered “bad,” that is, “reli-
giously or culturally inappropriate.” Device rules were thus
framed as moral expectations: compliance signaled being a
“good” child, while misuse was treated as moral failure rather
than rule-breaking. Privacy and device access became condi-
tional privileges tied to obedience, or academic performance,
a view few dependents internalized, describing those with
shared access as “well-behaved” and those who do not as “ill-
mannered” or “not doing well at school” (S37). These moral
expectations extended to young adult dependants and even
parents’ own online self-presentation. In a few families, re-
quirements such as religious dress (e.g., hijab) in photos were
enforced through shared-device control, including deleting
non-compliant content.

A few others imposed broader restrictions on what could be
shared publicly, reviewing children’s activity through shared
accounts or devices for content perceived as conflicting with
cultural, religious, or privacy values: “In cases of trending
stuff like dances. . . There is a cultural aspect, religious aspect,
or privacy aspect so we don’t want [our daughter] to share
publicly” (F2). These rules were often driven by fears of
reputational harm and community judgment, and concerns
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were more salient for daughters: “We feel the pressure from
our community. . . we will get judgment. . . unsolicited advice”
(F2). Almost all dependents, regardless of their age, described
concealment strategies such as hiding or deleting activity on
shared devices to avoid moral or religious judgment.

5.1.5 Negotiating Culture in New Digital Contexts

Parents’ upbringing and migration histories strongly shaped
device governance. While some families softened digital rules
over time, most parents continued to apply pre-migration
norms that dependents saw as outdated or mismatched with
Canadian expectations. One participant explained this as “un-
fair,” as her father delayed her phone ownership based on his
own childhood experience, forcing device sharing practices:
“Like obviously they weren’t raised in bad neighborhoods but, [
feel like [my country]’s obviously very different from Canada.”
(D20). Thus, while host-country expectations favored ear-
lier individual ownership, migration often preserved home-
country sharing practices, producing intergenerational conflict
over autonomy and device access. A few parents described
deliberately shifting toward more flexible, “Canadian-style”
device governance by rejecting aspects of their own upbring-
ing. Reflecting on their childhood, M 16 noted, “The way we
were raised, we were very submissive, and we used to feel
very frustrated.” These shifts often produced less restrictive
sharing and more trust-based autonomy than parents had ini-
tially envisioned. For most families, migration-related cultural
change and growing parent-dependent divergence created un-
certainty, leading them to negotiate sharing rather than rely
on strict control: “If we keep them under strict rules, they will
go away from us. .. I saw it very clearly that it had a counter-
productive effect. .. It was better to discuss and talk about it”
(M16). Thus, while home-country norms favored hierarchi-
cal, prolonged sharing and oversight, migration sometimes
encouraged more flexibility.

Some parents expressed this resignation: “Some of these
things are impacted by the culture and the religion. .. but I
try not to impose these things on them, and I try to be open-
minded, but it’s very difficult” (M12), and “What else can we
do?” A few practiced “strategic ignorance,” avoiding scrutiny
of dependents’ activities on shared devices (M16), while oth-
ers moderated reactions to maintain disclosure (M12). This
was done by parents to preserve family harmony. However,
a few parents expressed regret about relaxing rules after mi-
gration: “I wish I weren’t allowed her to download some
app. .. When I was in my home country, I had a rule. .. you
can have this app at 14 years old” (M14). These tensions
reflect that most migrant parents have difficulty balancing cul-
tural values with host-country norms, which shape how risks
are managed on shared devices, motivating a closer examina-
tion of the security and privacy landscape families navigate.

5.2 (RQ2) Shared-Device S&P Landscape

We all share everything. .. transparency is very im-
portant in our culture. (D28)

Within shared-device use, transparency is a family value, but it
makes personal boundaries difficult to maintain. Our findings
show that challenges arise not only from technical vulnera-
bilities but also from sociocultural and religious boundary
violations. Together, these factors shape the risks and coping
strategies families develop on shared devices post-migration.

5.2.1 New Country, New Threats

A few participants reported heightened S&P concerns after
migrating to Canada, consistent with prior work on collectivist
groups’ and immigrants’ scam vulnerability [42,44,51,52,95].
In shared-device households, these threats often affected mul-
tiple family members rather than individuals alone. Incidents
such as malware, hacking, password breaches, and harass-
ment caused household-wide disruption when compromised
accounts, contacts, or visible content affected others using
the same device. Shared access and credentials also made
unfamiliar Canadian threat environments, such as phishing
calls, harder to navigate: “Somebody called him and asked
[my son] to give his passcode. .. for three or four days it
stayed hacked” (M16). Some scams exploited new commers’
unfamiliarity with local systems, such as deportation threats
leveraging fear and limited awareness: “when we first came to
Canada. . . they said we're going to deport you back. .. and we
actually thought it was true. .. we were a bit scared” (D28).
Such incidents often prompted changes in sharing practices,
including increased monitoring or restricted access.

5.2.2 One Device, Too Many Users

Almost all participants mentioned how shared devices created
distinct S&P vulnerabilities, as digital traces (e.g., chats, us-
age history, purchases) could be seen, misinterpreted, used
to make judgments, or sparked conflict among family mem-
bers. Because device sharing was so common, some felt
overwhelmed, confused, or frustrated by shared accounts and
mixed-up chats, with a few reporting difficulty tracking per-
sonal data: “I don’t know whose phone I downloaded some-
thing on. .. I'll have to check everyone’s phone. . . who had this
photo, who had this text” (D33). Everyday interface features
such as notifications further heightened privacy discomfort
by exposing private conversations, leading many dependents
to disable them. A few families also reported “algorithmic
mixing” (M8), where one person’s activity reshaped content
and ads for others on the same device. In immigrant house-
holds, financial constraints and cultural expectations sustained
device sharing and intensified its vulnerabilities.

Some parents asserted authority by uninstalling apps, par-
ticularly games and social platforms. Financial responsibil-
ity was frequently invoked to justify parental control over
devices (e.g., “we pay for it”), and thus full monitoring au-
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thority. While Kumar et al. [58] describe younger dependents’
pragmatic acceptance of this logic, dependents in our study,
spanning a much wider age range, recognized it but described
it as uneasy and conflict-laden.

Dependents’ comfort with device sharing varied, revealing
three recurring patterns: (1) open discomfort, (2) pragmatic
acceptance with protective behaviors, and (3) stated comfort
alongside privacy concerns. Most expressed resentment, de-
scribing sharing as “monitoring without consent” (D26). A
few accepted it but minimized privacy risks by limiting ac-
tivity or keeping “nothing personal” on shared devices. The
few who described sharing as “reasonable” or “comfortable”
often voiced a desire for privacy reported protective strategies.
Some suggested that such comfort reflected cultural expecta-
tions rather than genuine preference, noting that “our culture
is like very much collectivist, so we want to share” (D28).

5.2.3 Child Originated Threats

Seemingly low-stake risks initiated by dependents can esca-
late to household-level S&P threats due to the interconnected
nature of banking, school, social media, and email accounts.
We group these into two main harms:
Reputational and Cultural Privacy Harms: A few depen-
dents’ actions on shared parental devices unintentionally af-
fected parents’ reputations, causing embarrassment, serious
professional and sociocultural harm. For example, in one fam-
ily, a child texted the mother’s boss, “I love you” (D20). While
such incidents could pose professional risks in any context,
consequences may be amplified for women from conserva-
tive immigrant backgrounds who face stricter modesty norms
and greater reputational harm if these norms are perceived
to be violated, even accidentally [4]. Such incidents may be
read as inappropriate behavior, affecting reputation within
communities in Canada or in their home country [4].
Additionally, shared devices often caused boundary
spillover when family members encountered or disclosed one
another’s morally sensitive content, violating culturally and
religiously defined privacy norms. A few parents described
dependents’ actions leading to loss of control over personal
images as especially serious; as M16 explained, “I don’t
reveal my face, [yet] my kid put my picture on display on
WhatsApp” — a strong and irreversible privacy breach, par-
ticularly for Muslim Women [30]. In shared-device contexts,
dependents’ easy access to family photos, accounts, or un-
locked sessions enabled such disclosures without parental
awareness or consent (also see Section 6.1). Shared access
also exposed dependents to content they were not meant to
see, as sharing often made parents’ private or unfiltered me-
dia visible across users. For example, a teenager (S40) was
shocked to encounter a romantic photo of his parents that is
strictly private in their culture and religion.
Risk Underestimation and Informal Workarounds: Finan-
cial risk emerged as the most frequently cited security concern,
with nearly all parents reporting heightened vigilance around

financial data or protective avoidance behaviors. Yet, primary
email accounts linked to banking often remained persistently
logged in on shared devices and were not perceived as vulner-
abilities: “Banking apps automatically close. .. regarding my
email address, you can open it here, you can open it in the
other device, it’s already saved” (F3).

This narrow financial threat model became especially con-
cerning in shared-device households, where dependents’ ac-
tions could escalate into household-wide financial risk. One
family described a shared-device being hacked after a child
downloaded malware, raising fears of financial data exposure:
“That was a huge privacy concern. .. My dad was scared that
they might take some bank information” (836). Risks were
further compounded when parents were unaware of their chil-
dren’s risky workarounds. A few dependents used conceal-
ment apps that created hidden spaces parents could not easily
monitor, including “a fake calculator app. .. If you put in...a
specific password, it opens like a hidden photos app” (S36).
Although intended to create privacy, these workarounds intro-
duced risks that parents could neither assess or regulate.

5.24 S&P Workarounds for Device-Sharing

We identified five overarching S&P challenges faced by im-
migrant families: account compromise, intra-family privacy
erosion, social and reputational harms, governance break-
down, and external exploitation. Families addressed these
risks through technical controls and behavioral or social strate-
gies. In this section, we focus on the behavioral dimensions of
these challenges, while a full summary of all identified risks
and practices is provided in Figure 3 in Appendix D.

Families relied on risk-avoidance and ad hoc concealment
tactics to manage S&P on shared devices. Rather than us-
ing negotiated boundaries or system-level multi-user controls,
most managed privacy behaviorally by avoiding personal stor-
age, closing apps, or erasing traces before sharing devices. A
few described open, trust-based sharing models, where mem-
bers freely accessed one another’s data, blurring boundaries
between consent, convenience, and surveillance.

Language as a privacy tool: A few reported language
as a privacy tool in shared-device homes by both parties to
obscure content from the other; Parents noted dependents
did not understand their local language: “now the only code
wording [on devices] we do is in Urdu” (M8), while depen-
dents described feeling safer only because their mother “can’t
really speak English. .. so she didn’t really understand what
anything meant” (S36) after she opened a group chat.

Dependents: Dependents emphasized personal chats, pho-
tos, and privacy-sensitive browsing as key concerns on shared
devices [107]. Our findings on password sharing align with
prior work [98, 105]. Since structural controls for device
separation were insufficient, almost all dependents routinely
closed apps, cleared histories, and logged out of accounts be-
fore returning devices to another family member, while some
children adopted risky workarounds (e.g., decoy or third-party
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vault apps), introducing further risks.

Parents: Almost all parents prioritized protecting commu-
nication content, financial data, and authentication credentials
on shared devices, reflecting fears of social exposure and
data compromise. Few relied on built-in safeguards such as
separate accounts, passwords, or safer browsing settings for
multi-user use; instead, almost all protections were enacted
behaviorally through monitoring, oversight, manual content
vetting, and reactive app bans. Similar to dependents’ behav-
iors, a few parents also reported closing all open apps before
handing over a device and limiting use to a single browser so
that nothing private remained accessible.

Social Regulation: Some parents maintained dependents’
online safety by permitting social platforms considered “not
trending” among peers. For example, F2 said, “/My daughter]
wants her account on TikTok and Snapchat. She doesn’t want
her account on YouTube. .. YouTube is not trending so it’s
safe on our end.” Parents perceived three benefits of this
strategy: reduced peer influence on values, lessened interests
in public posting due to social irrelevance, and lowered screen-
time. This platform curation made shared-device use more
manageable by limiting risky disclosure and co-use conflicts.
However, most children responded to this by using install-
delete app cycles: “I delete the app. .. then every time I have
to use it, I install it again” (D26).

5.2.5 Learning Security the Hard Way

Only a few families configured security protections proac-
tively; most adopted safeguards only after harm had already
occurred. Safety was often equated with the absence of prior
incidents, as one parent explained: “I guess because nothing

bad has happened so far. That’s why I think that it’s safe”

(M12), a view echoed by almost all participants. When in-
cidents occurred, families typically responded reactively by
removing or avoiding the implicated app, account, or access
point; for example, deleting WhatsApp Web, restricting chat
access, or creating separate laptop accounts. These responses
reflected inconsistent, reactive strategies rather than system-
atic shared-device security practices.

Even technologically capable parents acknowledged limits
to control: “Those things you can’t control fully. .. once in a
while those things do pop up” (M18). These responses reflect
a shared-device threat model in which security was framed
as controlling dependents’ access rather than preventing ex-
ternal compromise. Protection was sometimes reduced to a
single visible safeguard, most commonly antivirus software:
“It’s just having the antivirus on the laptop, I feel that that’s
enough, more than enough” (M12). Notably, several families
sought assistance through culturally familiar networks (e.g.,
relatives or friends with technical expertise), often to secure
shared household devices, reflecting culturally shaped trust
patterns and a limited reliance on formal institutional support.
These findings expose a mismatch between shared-device re-
alities and current protections, highlighting a need for closer

examination of how existing tools perform and what safer
sharing should look like, which we discuss further.

5.3 (RQ3) Safe Sharing

Our culture is like very much collectivist, so we
want to share. (D28)

This quote reflects families’ visions of safe sharing are
grounded in collectivist norms, seeking a balance between
safety, privacy, while continuing sharing. We map our find-
ings based on the effectiveness of current mechanisms (5.3.1),
limitations of current S&P tools for device sharing (5.3.2) , ad-
vice for families (5.3.3) and design needs required to support
safer device sharing (5.3.4).

5.3.1 Mechanisms That Support Device-Sharing

Dependents: Almost all dependents strongly appreciated sep-
aration mechanisms that help manage visibility on shared
devices, enabling privacy without requiring fully separate de-
vices. Separate profiles on laptops were appreciated by most,
as D21 explained, “having different profiles on like the de-
vices we share gives us each our own kind of privacy.” On
phones, a few dependents also praised lightweight safeguards
that reduced accidental exposure during brief handoffs, includ-
ing auto-lock and short lock timers: “Passwords, the locks,
so the automatically lock thing. .. setting your phone to lock
after like thirty seconds” (D28), as well as app-level biomet-
rics such as “fingerprint on apps” (M19), or hidden photos
folders. These were also the most requested features, further
elaborated in Section 5.3.2. These mechanisms were valued
because they enabled privacy within ongoing device sharing
rather than requiring full device separation.

Parents: Most parents described relying primarily on built-
in device features and parental controls to manage shared-
device use, pointing to app restrictions, passcodes, remote
access to wi-fi toggling, and age-based filtering (eg, YouTube
Kids) as practical safeguards. A few parents with experience
across ecosystems consistently described Android Family
Link as the most reliable tool because enforcement was imme-
diate and difficult to bypass: “the enforcement of the controls
is much stronger. . . the moment you push it out in Android it
applies to the devices right away” (F4). They also valued its
combination of monitoring and real-time control, including
bedtime and Wi-Fi shutdowns: “I can actually switch off their
device right now. . . I can control the time that the person is on
Instagram, the time that the person is on Roblox. .. you can
actually remove Wi-Fi” (M18).

A few parents also valued signals that surfaced misuse
without constant monitoring, such as alerts after failed lo-
gin attempts, described by one parent as a feature where re-
peated password attempts “fakes your picture. .. [and] gives
you a notification on your email” (M12). Hinting features
that enabled remote management of shared devices. Some
participants highlighted Canada-specific protections, noting
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scam-call filtering as a meaningful built-in defense after mi-
gration: “once I moved here. .. I immediately start receiving
this fraud calls. . . it’s built-in. . . it shows it’s fraud” (M19).

5.3.2 Participant Reported Device Limitations

Despite this appreciation, almost all emphasized that no single
tool met all their sharing needs. As one parent summarized,
different platforms each “do some things well,” but none “do
everything,” which we further discuss below.

Dependents: Across almost all dependents’ accounts, no
built-in feature made shared devices feel safe; notably, most
did not associate “safety” with antivirus or stronger settings,
but with privacy from household monitoring and judgment
and with limiting visibility. When asked what helped in de-
vice sharing, responses were often blunt: “nothing makes
device sharing feel safer” (D26, S38). Most dependents re-
ported feeling threatened by everyday visibility: notifications,
synced accounts, search and streaming history logs, and mes-
sage previews exposed private conversations to parents, “what
makes [device sharing] hard is my dad looking through my
Gmail messages” (D26). Dependents proposed data separa-
tion measures, such as app-specific passwords or biometric
logins, Face ID, security questions, devices to allow only spe-
cific people access, or, ultimately, “a separate device. .. which
no one can access” (D26).

Parents: Across families, most parents reported that ex-
isting parental controls were often hard to configure, burden-
some to maintain, and poorly suited to shared-device use,
leading most parents to abandon them despite the need. No-
tably, almost all were highly educated and digitally competent
yet still reported fatigue and confusion. Most found available
controls fragmented and difficult to use. For example, one par-
ent described the complications of monitoring in the presence
of many apps and users, making it difficult to attribute usage
to specific individuals and to enforce user-specific limits: “if
there is any app to find out how much a person uses. . . that
would be much more helpful” (F6).

Some described delays between configuring restrictions
and their actual enforcement, reducing usefulness in time-
sensitive situations. Almost all parents who used parental
controls (e.g., Family Link) wanted greater granularity. Al-
though F4 and M 18 viewed Android Family Link as better
than alternatives, they still noted major flaws. A few others
reported being unable to reliably enforce screen-time, and
that dependents quickly learned to bypass restrictions, like
“factory resetting” network connections to reset Wi-Fi con-
trols. Content filtering was also described as insufficient by
some, with even child-friendly media surfacing sexual or vi-
olent themes. One parent with a child under the age of ten
explained, “...watching Sonic game video. .. Sonic is like
pregnant. .. and someone is beating him. .. you cannot stop
them with a filter. . . so even these apps are not safe” (F2). As
discussed in Section 5.2.3, parents also struggled to maintain
boundaries and content separation on shared devices. Man-

aging parental controls were described as tiring or stressful
to manage, largely because single controls could not easily
enforce user-specific rules in multi-user households.

5.3.3 Adyvice for Sharing Devices

When asked, “What advice do you have for families that share
devices?”, dependents’ responses centered on everyday self-
restraint and respectful use, emphasizing simple behavioral
rules to avoid accidental exposure or conflict. Most depen-
dents emphasized behavioral restraint as central to safe shar-
ing, for generic safety risks such as avoiding “inappropriate”
or risky use, while also advising parental figures to give space:
“Just don’t look through my messages. .. don’t click bad web-
sites,” (D26). When asked what counted as “bad,” dependents
pointed to unverified websites, “culturally inappropriate” apps,
and any platforms that enable communication with strangers
(837). Most emphasized “digital hygiene,” mutual respect,
accessing only what was necessary, and returning the device
quickly to avoid exposing others to uncomfortable or risky
content. Whereas parents advised conflict-free sharing, fram-
ing shared devices as communal household utilities rather than
personal possessions: “Device sharing is like. .. everyone in
the family drives the same car...It’s a part of life” (M17).
Most also advocated for clearer rules and reduced functional-
ity for dependents, including limited accounts.

5.3.4 Designing Devices for Safer Sharing

When asked, “How might current devices be redesigned to
support safer device sharing?”, participants described needs
that challenge the dominant single-user model of personal
computing. Since phones routinely circulate across family
members, participants reported frequent account mix-ups, ac-
cidental exposure of private content, and limited ability to
enforce boundaries with existing tools. Hence, participants’
design requests cluster around five key feature categories. 1)
Identity-aware access that loads the correct family member’s
device profile (apps, history, and logins) and have role based
access levels because “There might be some stuff that’s in-
appropriate for [parents] to see it’s kind of embarrassing.”
(D22). 2) Strict multi-user profile separation, to prevent issues
and conflicts explained in Section 5.2.2. 3) Parental controls
unified across operating systems, and catering to limitations
of current devices (Section 5.3.2), along with user based ac-
tivity logs, and an additional culturally configurable aspect
“I wish there were more faith-based security features. ’cause
what one thing might be okay in Christianity is totally not
okay in Islam, right?” (M9). 4) Real-time safety alerts due to
risks like accessing another users data, or dependent accessing
culturally inappropriate content, explained in Section 5.2.3.
Lastly, S5) Granular privacy controls (requested strongly by
dependents) like stealth histories, per-app unlocks, visibility
controls for apps etc although these are against the notion of
“If you need that much privacy, you're doing something wrong.”
(D33).
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6 DISCUSSION

An idealized metaphor for device sharing described by one
of our participants is that it should be like sharing a car —a
routine and socially neutral activity. However, our partici-
pants’ lived realities challenge this notion. Across immigrant
families, shared devices were not merely functional tools
but sites of cultural regulation and family governance. Par-
ents described sharing as “normal, comfortable, and cultural,”
aligned with having “nothing to hide,” yet, also acknowledged
its risks discussed in Section 5.2, revealing tensions in prac-
tice. Some dismissed privacy as ‘“not even real” to justify
unannounced monitoring, reinforcing parental authority in
ways dependents found discomforting and disturbing, demon-
strating that challenges operated in both directions.

A recurring challenge was disentangling the influence of
religiosity, immigrant status, and host-country cultural norms
on device sharing practices. Participants often described these
factors as deeply intertwined, and many treated religious and
cultural values as inseparable. We therefore follow partici-
pants’ own framing and interpret these influences as mutually
constitutive, with religious practice, cultural preservation, and
adaptation to a new context often reinforcing one another
post-migration.

6.1 Filial Piety, Religiosity and Culture

Consistent with prior work, our findings suggest that device
sharing tensions are amplified in collectivist immigrant house-
holds not only because sharing is more prevalent, but also due
to dynamics such as filial obligation: most dependents felt
unable to challenge, forced to comply or expressed discomfort
with parental sharing norms [21,98]. This constrained voice
can aggravate privacy harms and disturb family peace, breed-
ing grudges, emotional distance, and hidden workarounds
putting entire family at risk (Section 5.2.2).

A prominent theme we found was the influence of faith-
based norms on device sharing, extending security concerns
beyond technical risks to moral and cultural harms (Sec-
tion 5.3.4). In our sample, these perceptions were not tied
to a single religion but varied with the intensity of religios-
ity and cultural values. Families more invested in religious
or cultural traditions articulated stronger faith-based risk no-
tions. Within these households, women’s digital privacy was
shaped by gendered expectations of modesty, reputation, and
self-presentation, intensified in shared-device contexts. Acts
such as a dependent posting a mother’s veil-less photo or
messaging male colleagues “I love you” were viewed as
serious breaches causing lasting reputational harm (Sec-
tion 5.2.3). Illustrating how shared-device risks can disrupt re-
ligious self-presentation boundaries (Section 6.1). Prior work
shows that contextual factors and values shape privacy percep-
tions [12,20,74]. Our findings align with prior work on norms
of modesty [30]; we found that anxieties about women’s on-
line visibility, cross-gender interaction, and reputational harm

appeared across religious groups. Device sharing reinforced
gendered hierarchies, framing privacy as collective account-
ability to family rather than individual autonomy [71]. Partic-
ipants also noted that current parental controls often fail to
reflect faith-based distinctions (Section 5.3.4). These findings
motivate S&P and HCI research on shared-device designs
that better support collectivist and faith-based practices, while
carefully avoiding designs that reinforce surveillance.

6.2 Designing for Collective Use

One might argue that many requested features (Section 5.3.4)
such as multiple profiles or restricted modes, already exist in
commercial devices such as Android multi-user profiles, Xi-
aomi/Redmi Second Space, and Google Family Link parental
controls. However, our findings show the core issue is not
absence but poor usability and misalignment with household
practices. Parents struggled to configure and sustain controls,
and dependents experienced privacy mechanisms as insuf-
ficient or intrusive. Thus, families gravitated toward social
and contextual strategies (e.g., language-based obfuscation,
social regulation, monitoring). This gap reflects tensions be-
tween single-owner device assumptions and collective de-
vice use, alongside knowledge-attitude-behavior barriers [7].
Prior work in Bangladesh similarly shows that available pri-
vacy and security features are often underused when they
are difficult to configure or misaligned with everyday prac-
tices [6,35,79]. This highlights a granularity challenge: par-
ents wanted controls that were flexible enough to reflect
family-specific needs, but not so detailed that they became
difficult to manage [99]. One possible direction is to preset
profile and parental-control templates that offer adjustable
starting points, reducing setup burden while preserving flexi-
bility. Device sharing is not unique to immigrant families and
extends to lower-income or resource-constrained households
globally, even in the west [24, 53]. Our sample skews rela-
tively tech-savvy and affluent, with roughly half of households
reporting incomes above $100,000 CAD. The fact that these
participants still struggled with existing privacy and device
sharing features suggests that our findings may underestimate
the challenges faced by less tech-savvy or lower-income im-
migrant households. Improving shared-device security there-
fore requires not only more features, but features that are
usable and contextually informed. Collectivist households
act as indicators of failures in single-user security models,
as particularly vulnerable or extreme cases that function as
canaries that expose structural flaws and push toward more
globalized, collective design, similar to how the “curb effect”
in accessibility research shows that designing for people with
disabilities benefits broader populations [22].

6.3 From Challenges to Goal State

Our findings suggest that tensions in immigrant shared-device
households reflect mismatches between institutional technol-
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Table 2: Mapping of Device-Sharing Challenges, Participant Articulated Desires, and the Actual Underlying Needs.

Experienced Problems

Account compromise via shared access

Articulated Desires

Multi-user profiles on phones

True Underlying Need

Each user’s account and data remain isolated

Intra-household privacy erosion -
| Sociocultural harms -+

Governance gaps in child oversight -
L 7_;

Cross-user actions not attributable

External exploitation and financial risk

| Relational surveillance conflict -+

Trust-tiered access control within families

Faith-aligned content filtering and governance

Remote child-device management

Login approval prompts; Per user activity logs

Proactive risk alerts on sensitive activity

Stealth history and discreet usage masking

Personal content remains protected during sharing

Avoidance of culturally or morally conflicting exposure

Stronger and easier parental oversight of child activity

Unsafe or rule-breaking actions remain traceable

High-impact risks are detected without constant monitoring

Family members cannot monitor each other’s activity

Unsafe apps / data compromise

-

App safety ratings in app store

N
-
-
-
_’
-
-
-

Avoidance of unsafe or deceptive downloads

ogy assumptions and everyday family practices. We found
that parents struggled to balance home-culture values with
Canadian social norms consistent with prior work [98] and
sharing disrupted these contextual boundaries [72, 98]. Be-
yond physical migration, parents described a form of digital
immigration [100]: learning to navigate a technologically
dense institutional ecosystem (schools, platforms, services)
of Canada, while raising children who easily embedded with
it. Participants across education levels reported similar diffi-
culties, suggesting these challenges are not limited to some.

A central tension was the divergence between parental
and dependent goals: parents sought visibility and control
to uphold safety and moral norms, while dependents wanted
bounded autonomy and separation of activity on shared de-
vices. These goals created a persistent tension between over-
sight and privacy. Even same feature requests encoded oppos-
ing intentions. The misfit between individual-centric devices
and family use, where “safety” and “privacy” differ by role,
requires mechanisms that support parental assurance without
undermining dependents’ privacy.

Some feature requests, such as app-store safety ratings
for children, convey safety concerns that devices do not sup-
port. Although difficult to standardize, the underlying need
is clearer: parents want visibility into what apps enable what
privileges for dependents, what data they access, and how they
affect shared-device risks. More actionable approaches to
solve this problem could include standardized pre-installation
disclosures of data sharing, communication capabilities, and
exposure risks on the app store. Interpreting requests at this
intent level helps designers address true underlying needs.
The goal is not a single “best feature,” as there is likely no
single “sweet spot,” and trade-offs are unavoidable. Hence,
the aim is reducing device sharing tensions and preserving
family bonds and safety.

We therefore recommend that participant design needs (Sec-
tion 5.3.4) should be understood not as isolated feature check-
list but as expressions of a desired goal state shaped by the
challenges mentioned in Section 5.2. We map these desired
features and challenges onto each other to find out the actual

goal state of our participants. The mapping (Table 2) shows
participants’ stated desires sometimes exceeded what is struc-
turally required for safer sharing. Some requested mecha-
nisms illustrate how this goal could materially improve safety.
True multi-user profiles with automatic switching for exam-
ple, would reduce account mixing and unintended cross-user
exposure. A tiered visibility model: where high-sensitivity
categories (messaging, photos, banking) are user-locked while
others (browser, camera, dialpad) remain shared, could accom-
modate both dependent privacy and parental oversight within
the same session, without forcing a binary choice. Contextual
alerts for sensitive actions or account changes could provide
parental assurance without continuous surveillance. The goal
state is design grounded in underlying challenges.

7 Conclusion and Future Work

Designing for marginalized or extreme users often produces
solutions that benefits broader populations. Immigrant shared-
device households experience intensified forms of device shar-
ing risks that reveal the limitations of single-user design as-
sumptions, positioning them as informative edge use cases.
We argue that designing systems that support safe sharing
would therefore benefit not only collectivist immigrant fami-
lies, but also mainstream users who share devices episodically
and facing similar risks of cross-account exposure and privacy
conflicts. Addressing S&P challenges in immigrant shared-
device households has implications beyond this population.
Revisiting our research questions, these challenges stem less
from awareness gaps than from mismatches between collec-
tivist sharing practices and single-user device models. Safer
shared use therefore requires stronger system-level privacy
protections and more usable features that move beyond single-
user assumptions to support multi-user, culturally situated de-
vice contexts. Further research across diverse socioeconomic,
immigrant, and religious setting is needed to disentangle cul-
turally specific dynamics from broader multi-user constraints,
clarify resulting design requirements, and assess how these
insights generalize across wider device sharing populations.
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Appendix
A Ethical Considerations

Participants were reminded that participation was voluntary
and that they could withdraw at any time. Parents provided
consent for their own participation and for their underaged
children, while young adult dependents provided their own
consent. As a token of appreciation, each family was remuner-
ated 60 CAD. Compensation was provided to the enrolling
adult (a parent or young adult) rather than distributed indi-
vidually, reflecting the household-based nature of recruitment
and the shared time commitment involved in coordinating

family participation. We acknowledge that this approach may
not fully account for intra-household power dynamics, par-
ticularly in collectivist immigrant families where dependents
may have limited agency over how compensation is used or
allocated.

Participants were informed that their responses would not
be shared with family members, and we avoid reporting intra-
family identifiable references. We interviewed parents and
dependents from the same household separately to reduce so-
cial desirability effects [43] and power dynamics [37]. Some
dependents expressed this concern directly, asking, “Will you
tell [my parents]?” and we assured them that their responses
would remain confidential and would not be shared with par-
ents. Nonetheless, some younger participants may have with-
held information due to concerns about parental exposure,
an inherent limitation of family-based research involving mi-
nors. To reduce identity-disclosure risks, we anonymized all
responses, balancing analytic transparency with participant
safety. To limit the potential for intra-family conflict, we min-
imized contextual details when reporting findings (e.g., coun-
try references), and quotes were selected and edited to be
sufficiently general to reduce the likelihood of recognition,
demographic details abstracted, and participant attributes de-
linked where needed.

B Screening Form

. Are you a first-generation immigrant in Canada?
. How long have you lived in Canada?

. What is your country of origin?

. What languages are spoken in your home?

N W N =

. Do you live with your immediate family (i.e., spouse and
children)?

6. How many children aged 7-25 currently live in your house-
hold?

7. Please list the ages of the children living with you who are
willing to participate in the study.

8. Do you or your family members share digital devices with
one another?

9. Which of the following devices are regularly shared in your
household? (Smartphone, Laptop/Desktop, Tablet/iPads,
Gaming Console (PlayStation etc.), Smart Watches, E-
Readers)

10. Why do you share these devices? (Financial reasons, Con-
venience (easier to share than switch devices), Safety and
moderation for children, Cultural norms (e.g., family ex-
pects device sharing), Other)

11. Would at least one parent and one child be willing to par-
ticipate in a follow-up interview about device sharing at
home?

12. Please provide your name and email address or phone
number so we can contact you.
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Figure 2: Semi-structured interview protocol with role-
specific branches. Parents and dependents followed parallel
tracks for device governance and privacy experiences, con-
verging on shared cultural and design themes.

Parent Interview Protocol

Family Background
¢ Can you briefly introduce yourself?
¢ Where are you from, and how long have you lived in Canada?

* Who currently lives in your household? Please include their relation-
ship to you and approximate ages.

¢ What brought you to Canada, and was this decision your own?
Daily Routines and Device Use
* What devices are used in your household, and which ones are shared?

¢ Do your children have their own devices? When do you think children
should get personal devices?

* What are shared devices mainly used for?

* How do you manage privacy, security, and passwords for yourself and
your children?

¢ What online risks concern you most, such as scams, phishing, bullying,
or inappropriate content?

* Do you usually take precautions before problems happen or only after
something goes wrong?

Digital Literacy and Tech Confidence

* What concerns do you have about the devices or apps your children
use, including privacy or security risks such as scams, sharing personal
information, unsafe contacts, bullying, or inappropriate content?

¢ Have you or your child experienced any specific online privacy or
safety incident?

How do you teach or talk to your children about online privacy, security,

and safe device use, and are there topics you find difficult to discuss?

¢ Who in your household usually helps with technology or privacy set-
tings, and how confident are you and your children in using new apps
or setting up privacy features?

¢ Do you feel your children understand online safety more than you?
Why or why not?

Device Sharing Practices and Rules

¢ How were rules or boundaries around device use decided in your
household?

¢ What are the main reasons devices are shared in your home, such as
financial reasons, convenience, trust, monitoring, cultural expectations,
or children wanting access?

¢ What rules or boundaries do you have for shared devices, including app
locks, blocked content, screen time, logging out, or limits on certain
apps?

¢ How do privacy, trust, and comfort differ when your spouse, children,
or other family members use your device?

* What concerns or conflicts have come up when sharing devices, such as
feeling watched, judged, denied access, pressured to share, or needing
to hide or change device use?

¢ What tools, advice, or practices do you use to make device sharing
safer, more private, and respectful within your household?

Past Incidents and Risks

¢ What privacy or security problems have you experienced because of
device sharing, such as privacy breaches at home, unexpected content
discovery, device misuse, scams, hacking, or being misled online?

* What situations make it hardest to maintain privacy boundaries when

sharing devices, and have you ever had to confront someone about
crossing those boundaries?

What do you usually do to stay safe online or handle privacy and
security concerns, and what advice would you give to a new immigrant
family about safe device sharing?

Parental Controls and Supervision

* Who has the most control over devices or accounts in your household,

and how are boundaries around access decided?

¢ What are your rules about what children can or cannot access, and how
do you balance trust, supervision, and privacy?

What strategies do you use to guide or monitor children’s device use,
such as conversations, casual awareness, parental controls, child ac-
counts, or checking usage and browsing history?

Children’s Feelings and Privacy

¢ How do you think your child feels about sharing devices or accounts
with you, especially when they know you may access their device or
digital content?

¢ Has your child ever seemed hesitant to share their device, tried to hide
or delete content, or asked you not to open something? How did you
respond?

* Do you think your child wants more privacy than you are comfort-
able giving, and are there any apps, games, or online spaces you are
especially concerned about?

Coping Strategies and Workarounds

¢ What do you or others in your household do to keep information

private on shared devices, such as deleting history, hiding apps, using

app locks, disabling notifications, using private browsing, or creating
secondary accounts?
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* What kinds of information or content do you most want to protect,
such as financial, immigration, personal, photos, messages, or sensitive
browsing activity?

¢ Which privacy or security tools do people in your household actually
use, and which ones feel too difficult, inconvenient, risky, or unneces-
sary?

¢ Have any privacy workarounds caused conflict, misunderstanding, or
made someone feel like they were hiding something?

Cultural, Social, Religious, and Migration Impacts on Device Sharing

* How have your device-sharing habits, rules, or expectations changed
since moving to Canada?

¢ What parts of migration made device sharing or online safety easier or
harder, such as time pressure, fewer supports, financial stress, or fear
of consequences?

* How do cultural, social, or religious values shape what devices, apps,
or content can be shared in your household?

* Compared to back home, do you feel more or less in control of device
sharing and privacy in Canada? Why?

* Do you ever feel pressure, judgment, or misunderstanding around
device sharing because of cultural expectations, immigrant experiences,
or differences between home and Canadian norms?

Desires, Tools, and Design Ideas

* What features currently make device sharing easier, safer, or harder for
your family?

* What kinds of tools or supports would help you feel more in control of
privacy and security when sharing devices?

* What features do you wish apps or devices had for families like yours,
especially around safe downloads, shared access, app setup, alerts,
activity visibility, or reversing mistakes?

* Do you feel current apps, devices, and platforms are designed with
families like yours in mind? Why or why not?

* Would you consider using an Al assistant or family management tool
to support safer device sharing? Why or why not?

Is there anything else about device sharing, privacy, or family technol-
ogy use that we have not asked but should know?

Dependent Interview Protocol

Device Use and Tech Literacy
* What devices do you use at home, such as a phone, tablet, or laptop?

¢ What do you usually do on these devices, such as games, videos, calling,
texting, social media, or schoolwork?

* Who helps set up devices, apps, or privacy settings at home when
someone needs help?

¢ Do adults in your family ever ask you for tech help? What do they
usually ask about?

* How confident are you in using new apps or setting up privacy features?
Device-Sharing Practices

* What devices or accounts do you share at home, who do you share
them with, and who owns them?

* Which devices feel like yours, and which feel like they belong to
everyone?

* Why do you think devices or accounts are shared in your family, such
as cost, convenience, trust, rules, or parental control?

* How do you and your family handle sharing issues, such as passwords,
screen-time limits, location tracking, shared accounts, or joint logins?

* How do you feel when parents, siblings, or friends use your device, or
when you use theirs?

Rules, Power, Trust, and Negotiation

* What spoken or unspoken rules does your family have about sharing
devices, accounts, passwords, or screen time?

* Who makes the technology rules at home, who has the most control

over devices, and are the rules different for parents, children, older
siblings, or younger siblings?

¢ How do you ask for permission to use someone else’s device, and how
is sharing usually managed in practice?

¢ Are there things your parents allow or do not allow you to do on shared
devices, and what happens when you do not want to follow those rules?

* Who do you trust most or least with your device, and how do you

decide whether something is safe, such as when a friend sends you a
link?

Challenges and Worries

¢ What are the best and worst parts of sharing devices with family?

* Has device sharing ever caused conflict, misunderstanding, embarrass-
ment, or gotten you in trouble? What happened?

* What is the most stressful privacy problem you have faced while
sharing devices?

¢ Do you ever feel watched, judged, or unable to question rules about
what you do online?

Accidental Exposure and Incidents

* Have you ever accidentally seen something on a family member’s
device that was scary, confusing, private, or unexpected? What hap-
pened?

¢ Do you ever worry that your parents or family members might ac-
cidentally see your private information, messages, searches, or app
activity?

« If someone asks you not to open something on their device, how do
you handle that, especially if you feel curious, worried, or suspicious?

Uncomfortable Experiences

* Have you ever seen, received, or found something on a device that
scared you, confused you, or made you uncomfortable?

* Has anyone opened your messages, photos, tabs, or other private con-
tent without asking, or have you worried about being judged because
of your device content?

* Have you or someone in your family ever been scammed, hacked,
misled online, or affected by something unsafe online?

Privacy Experiences and Boundaries

¢ Who teaches you about privacy, security, and online risks, and how is
this different at school compared to at home?

* Do you ever help your parents understand apps, security features,
scams, fake news, Al videos, or other online risks?

¢ Do you feel you understand online safety more than your parents?
Why or why not?

¢ How comfortable do you feel sharing devices with family or friends,
and do you feel you have enough privacy?

¢ Have you ever asked someone not to access your device, password,
account, or content? How did they respond, and did it cause tension?

What situations make it hardest to keep privacy boundaries, especially
as part of an immigrant family?

Mitigations and Workarounds

¢ What strategies do you or your family use to stay safe or keep things
private on shared devices?

* What privacy or security features do you actually use, such as pass-
words, two-factor authentication, app locks, device locks, location set-
tings, private browsing, hidden folders, guest modes, or password man-
agers?

¢ Do you ever avoid certain apps or content, disable notifications, log
out quickly, delete history, use secondary accounts, or hide a device to
protect your privacy?

¢ Where did you learn these strategies, and which ones do you rely on
most?

¢ Have any of these strategies caused misunderstandings, felt difficult to
use, or made others think you were hiding something?
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* Where do you learn about privacy and online safety, such as school,
home, Google, YouTube, friends, siblings, or ChatGPT?

Parents’ Perspectives

* How do you think your parents feel about sharing their devices or
accounts with you, and do they seem to trust you with their digital
content?

¢ Have your parents ever seemed hesitant, upset, or set limits when
letting you use their device? How did you respond?

Cultural and Social Norms

* Are the digital rules in your home similar to or different from your
friends’ families?

* How do friends, family, cultural values, or religious beliefs shape what
is okay to do online?

* Have your digital rules, privacy, or device-sharing practices changed
since moving to Canada?

* Do you feel more or less in control of your digital privacy now, and are
there topics you feel unsure or hesitant to discuss with your parents?

Desired Tools, Support, and Design Ideas

* What advice would you give for sharing devices in a safe, respectful,
and private way at home?

* What features currently make device sharing easier, safer, or harder for
you?

If you could redesign a phone, laptop, or app for families who share
devices, what features would you add, such as selective screen sharing,
extra locks for certain apps, privacy tips, or easier organization?

* Would you trust an Al helper or family tool that gives privacy advice,
auto-locks apps, or helps manage shared-device safety? Why or why
not?

¢ Is there anything we did not ask that you think is important about

sharing devices or staying private?

INSIGHT SUMMARIES

Security & Privacy Challenges

Account Compromise via Shared-Access

Credential & Authentication Breakdown (Password guessing by child);
Session tampering or interruption(logging others out, altering data)
Unauthorized Intra-Household Access;

Malware & Software Compromise;

Intra-Household Privacy Erosion

Active & Curiosity Driven Intrusion;

Algorithmic Spillover; Profile Contamination;

Passive Exposure (Discomfort, awkwardness, conflicts )
Loss of personal space in device due to Surveillance;
Posting family photos or data publicly

Shared Visibility & Social Harm

Harmful/Morally Conflicting Content; Reputation & Social
Consequences; Embarrassment caused by accidental popups;
Public reputation damage from children’s mistakes;

Child content visible to parents causing conflict

Shared-Device Governance Breakdowns

Oversight & Regulation Gaps; Risky Circumventing Behaviors;
Trust erosion within family relationships;

Coordination & Usability Failures;

Identity confusion in apps; Temporal conflicts

External Exploitation & Developmental Harm

Financial & Scam Exploitation; Online Social/Criminal Threats;
Psychological & Developmental Impact on child;

T

*Permission-Based Access of parents device;

Technical Safeguards (Hard Controls)

eInstall-Delete Cycles for unallowed apps

*Disguised Tools (decoy/context-erasing apps);

*Account or profile Separation;

*Burner Emails and hidden social accounts;

*Removing saved cards/payment methods

*Network/Malware (antivirus/2FA/ad blockers/blocking unsafe-site)
*Built-in/System Protections and Device Authentication;
*Monitoring/Oversight (block history deletion; parental controls);
*Hiding Activity (hidden albums/chats/apps; blocking parents);
*Password Management (Parent knows childs passwords);

*Content Removal (delete culturally inappropriate / taboo content);
*Session Cleanup before Handover ( logout/notifications off);

eStranger Management (profile parsing; disabling chats in games);

Behavioral Safeguards (Soft controls)

*Social Regulation via friendships and Social Media Platforms;
*Timing-Based Concealment, Switching tabs;

ePersonal & Financial Information Protection;

*Personal Data Minimization on Device;

*Scam/Phishing and Unsafe Apps Avoidance;

«Strict Household Rules and boundary enforcement;
*Learning from Social Circle/Workshops;

*Avoiding content conflicting cultural or religious values;
*Content Vetting (link parsing; reviewing apps for children);
Self Censorship as per religious & sociocultural standards;
*Physical Safeguards (disabling webcam, hiding device);
*Active Mediation via Discussions & trust as a strategy;
*Child reporting suspicious/anti cultural activity to Parents;
*Pre-screening media for religious/cultural acceptability
*Using family-approved apps/platforms only

*Avoiding mixed-gender interaction spaces on shared device

Figure 3: Security and privacy challenges and safeguards in
shared-device households.
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Top-level Category

Migration effects on
Device-Sharing Norms

Devices as Tools for
Cultural Transmission
Conditional Ownership

and Parental Authority

Moral and Reputational
Screening

Power Imbalances and
Gendered Control

Negotiating/Balancing

New Country, New Threats

Shared-Device Vulnerabilities

Dependent-Originated Risks

External Exploitation
and Household Harm

Security and Privacy Practices

Mechanisms That Support Sharing

Limitations of Current Devices

Adyvice for Sharing Families

Sub-Codes

Sample Sub-sub-codes

RQ1: Sociocultural dynamics of device sharing

Home vs. Host Country
Forced Early Device Provision
Device-Sharing to Regain Oversight

Promoting Religious Practice
Restricting Political Content

Device Ownership as Conditional
Obedience and Authority Norms
App Installation Conflicts

Reputation and Community Judgment
Compliance Framed as Morality
Moral Hygiene of Devices

Romantic and Gendered Restrictions

Fathers as Primary Rule-Makers
Gendered Issues

Home and Host Country Norms

increased device dependence in canada; reduced supervision capacity;
device provision out of necessity; provision as stressful;
sharing to regain parental control; device sharing as safety strategy;

device as reward for religion; religious content encouraged;fear of extremism
blocking politically content; propaganda in games / media

independent device but supervised; cultural rules; religious rules
parents have final decision; cultural expectation of compliance; we pay for it;
parent uninstalls apps; child reinstalls; repetitive uninstall-install cycles

fear of host community judgment; extended family scrutiny

compliance is moral; privacy is a privilege; hiding is a guilt signal

“bad”; “clean” / digital hygeine ; install-delete cycles; self-censorship
dating prohibited; hiding romantic interactions; stricter rules for daughters

father primary rule-maker; scared of father; rules for spouse
spousal surveillance; deleting from trash; stricter monitoring for daughters

struggling to balance; pressure from home; “becoming more Canadian”;
relaxing strictness to avoid conflict; APM instead of rules; “what else can we do?”;

RQ2: Security Landscape of Shared-Device Immigrant Households

Migration-Linked Scam Exposure

Account and Credential Compromise
Malware and Unsafe Downloads

Account Mixing and Confusion
Notification and Visibility Exposure
Access Competition and Conflict

Reputational and Cultural Privacy Harms

Financial Escalation

Risk Underestimation and Workarounds
Financial and Scam Exploitation

Psychological and Developmental Harm
Gendered and Cultural Amplification

Technical Safeguards
Concealment Tactics
Behavioral Risk Avoidance

Language as Privacy Tool

scam calls; fraud messages; phishing calls; deportation scam threats; whatsapp
fraud;

facebook marketplace scams; unfamiliarity with canadian systems

hacking incidents; password breach; shoulder surfing; saved credentials misuse
fake game links; virus after download; unsafe downloads by dependents;
unverified apps; ad-based redirects; malware on shared devices

mixed chats; no separate profiles; algorithmic contamination across users
notification spillover; synced account exposure; ad personalization spillover
access competition; sharingfrustration; suggestion to get separate device

messaging parents’ boss; hijab-less images posted; romantic content; violent con-
tent

roblox in-app purchases;shared email linked to banking; unauthorized payment
use;

banking credentials exposed; digital card avoidance

friend equals safe; decoy appss; trusting links from ads;

fraud calls; bank transfer incidents; deportation scams; phishing exploitation
distress after violent exposure; sleep disturbance; fear; anxiety about financial data
reputation damage; purdah violation; amplified consequences for women

authentication; account separation; vpn; safer browsing settings; antivirus; built-in
protections

trace deletion; session cleanup; incognito mode; install-delete cycles; disguised
apps

bad websites; unsafe downloads; public wifi for banking; limiting personal infor-
mation

using urdu for private content; relying on parents’ limited english literacy

RQ3: Effectiveness of Current Devices and Design Considerations

Appreciated Features (Dependents)
Appreciated Features (Parents)

Nothing Makes Sharing Feel Safer
Visibility Concerns (Dependents)
Parental Control Failures

Content Filtering Inadequacy
Parental Fatigue and Stress

Advice from Dependents
Advice from Parents
Design Needs

separate laptop profiles; auto-lock timers; app-level biometrics; hidden apps
android family link; screen-time controls; scam call filtering; remote wifi control

no feature provides adequate safety; safety equated with privacy from household
notification exposure; synced accounts; message previews; algorithmic surveillance
manual monitoring still required; controls easy to bypass; delayed enforcement;
child filters ineffective; filters insufficient for cultural concerns

fatigue limiting supervision; stress from device management; information overload;

use separate profiles; avoid bad websites; respect others’ privacy; separate devices
share without conflict; be a role model; limit children’s access;

multi-profile phones; separate accounts; isolated storage per user;

profile auto-loading on login; warnings for unsafe sites; purchase approval prompts;

Table 3: Codebook Sample
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