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Abstract

Sharenting, the practice of parents publicly sharing infor-
mation about their children on social media, has become
increasingly prevalent in recent years. The purpose of this
study was to conduct a systematic literature review in
order to evaluate existing publications that have empiri-
cally investigated the sharenting phenomenon and concep-
tualized its characteristics and possible consequences.
Following Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analysis guidelines, 61 studies were
reviewed. Based on the point of view and focus of the
studies, six themes emerged: characteristics of sharenting,
children’s privacy, professional sharenting, children’s per-
spectives, factors affecting sharenting, and social media
dilemmas. The review highlights the growing prevalence of
sharenting and provides a comprehensive overview of the
empirical investigations and conceptualizations of the phe-
nomenon. The findings have implications for parents, pro-
fessionals, and policymakers, and opportunities for future
research to further understand the complex and multiface-
ted nature of sharenting.
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The term sharenting, a combination of sharing and parenting, refers to the practice of parents
publicly sharing information about their children on social media. It was originally coined by
Steven Leckart (2012) and is defined in the Collins Dictionary (2015) as “the habitual use of
social media to share news, images, and so forth of one’s children.” This behavior has become
increasingly prevalent in recent years. In the United States, Security.org (2021) conducted a

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial License, which permits use,
distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited and is not used for commercial purposes.

© 2024 The Author(s). Journal of Family Theory & Review published by Wiley Periodicals LLC on behalf of National Council for Fam-

ily Relations.

J Fam Theory Rev. 2024;1-38.

wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/jftr 1


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0731-6505
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8880-6524
mailto:sbtosuntas@uludag.edu.tr
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/jftr
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fjftr.12566&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2024-05-28

JOURNAL OF FAMILY THEORY & REVIEW

survey on the sharenting practices of 1000 parents and children. The survey showed that
approximately 75% of parents shared pictures, stories, or videos of their children on social
media, and more than 80% of parents used their children’s real names. Moreover, less than 25%
of parents took permission from their children before posting about them on social media, and
approximately 29% of parents did not obtain their children’s consent at all. According to
another study conducted by Nominet (2018), a British domain registry company, parents on
average share almost 1500 pictures of their child on social media before the child reaches the
age of 5 years.

The historical lineage of sharenting can be traced back to the emergence of blogging as a
cultural practice that allowed for an empowered representation of parenting (Blum-Ross &
Livingstone, 2017). Over time, these practices have evolved into sharenting, with the digital
era’s interconnectedness bringing both challenges and opportunities to the fore. Parent
bloggers’ nuanced experiences reflect broader societal changes, showcasing the transition from
localized self-presentation to a more networked culture of self-representation, which now
includes the intricate dynamics of sharenting.

The advent of blogging marked a pivotal shift in how individuals (in this case, parents) nar-
rated their lives. This new digital landscape offered spaces for writing self and community into
being, challenging historical silences, and allowing both mothers and fathers to assert their sub-
jectivities in response to traditional narratives (Boyd, 2006; Holstein & Gubrium, 2000;
Juhasz, 2003). Consequently, blogging has become a crucial platform for constructing the story
of the self, where the tales of parenting—once written about parents—are now being authored
by them.

The motivations driving parent bloggers are as varied as the bloggers themselves. They
include seeking creative outlets and establishing a voice, chronicling life stories for future remi-
niscences, advocating for particular parenting philosophies, building supportive communities,
and pursuing financial opportunities (Doucet & Mauthner, 2013; Lenhart & Fox, 2006;
Stefanone & Jang, 2007; Webb & Lee, 2011; Whitehead, 2015). These early blogging practices
set the stage for a cultural shift toward online sharing in the parenting domain, which would
eventually evolve into the nuanced practice of sharenting.

In the context of late modernity, the act of blogging has been redefined. Parents have trans-
formed it from a personal journaling space into a realm that blurs the boundaries between pri-
vate and public spheres (Bauman, 2002). This transformation has been intensified by the
pressures of new momism and intensified parenting, which demand an almost impossible stan-
dard of motherhood (Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017) Therefore, parent blogging serves as
both a perpetuator of and a coping mechanism for these pressures, embodying Giddens’ (1991)
reflexive project of the self and Clark’s (2013) concept of reflexive parenting.

As digital technologies advanced, they reshaped the affordances of social media, allowing
parents to share more frequently and widely, and expanding the avenues for sharenting. This
progression has been especially notable during the COVID-19 pandemic, when the need for vir-
tual communication in a time of social distancing brought a new dimension to sharenting,
highlighting its role in family dynamics. According to Schmidt (2011), the practices of
sharenting are more than just an erosion of privacy or digital exhibitionism. They are strategic
and complex forms of identity management. In digital spaces, parents engage in selective disclo-
sure, skillfully navigating the tension between sharing and privacy. Parent bloggers, in particu-
lar, illustrate this complexity, sharing their lives and their children’s experiences, thereby
illuminating the spectrum of practices being developed by parents who use social media.

The media and academic community have already paid considerable attention to this phe-
nomenon. The vast majority of parents engage in sharenting, with many sharing intimate
details about their children’s lives, such as photos, videos, and personal stories (Kopecky
et al., 2020). However, concerns have been raised about the potential impact of sharenting on
children’s privacy, safety, and well-being, as well as the potential legal and ethical implications
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of sharenting. Most of studies contend that sharenting has the potential to negatively impact
children’s privacy because parents may unintentionally show sensitive details about their chil-
dren, such as their location or daily routines. Sharenting also raises significant questions about
who owns children’s digital footprints and how that information can be used or misused in the
future. Additionally, sharenting has been linked to cyberbullying, identity theft, and other
online risks that may harm children (Wachs et al., 2021).

Parents may be unaware of the long-term consequences of disclosing information about
their children, such as the impact on their children’s future job prospects or relationships
(Livingstone & Helsper, 2010). Children may feel embarrassed or uncomfortable with the infor-
mation their parents share about them online, which can have negative consequences for their
self-esteem and relationships. The consequences of sharenting are complex and multifaceted.
For example, sharenting may have an impact on children’s sense of privacy and autonomy, as
well as their ability to control their digital identities. Sharenting may also have an impact on
how children perceive themselves, their families, and their relationships with others (Uhls &
Greenfield, 2017). Furthermore, sharenting may have an impact on a child’s sense of self and
identity, as well as their ability to navigate the online world (Uhls & Greenfield, 2017).

Studies have also examined the motivations for sharenting, with some suggesting that par-
ents share information about their children on social media to connect with family and friends,
document their children’s lives, or seek validation from others (Livingstone & Haddon, 2009;
Marwick & Boyd, 2011). In their study, Livingstone and Helsper (2010) argued that sharenting
is motivated by a need for social connectedness. Parents utilize social media to stay in touch
with loved ones, seek social validation, and obtain social connectedness (Livingstone &
Helsper, 2010).

Similarly, Blum-Ross and Livingstone (2017) proposed that sharenting is a form of digital
storytelling. Parents employ social media to create a narrative about their children’s lives and to
share their parenting experiences. As the digital landscape evolves, this narrative extends
beyond personal circles into a broader societal discourse. In the era following the emergence of
Web 2.0, with its proliferation of blogs and social networking sites, the practice of sharenting
has not only become ubiquitous but has also intensified, reflecting a new norm in the public
documentation of family life and adding complexity to the parental decision-making process
regarding online sharing.

THE PRESENT STUDY

Sharenting is a rapidly evolving phenomenon that has gained increasing attention in recent
years, and it is important to stay up-to-date with the latest research and trends in this area.
First, only one previous systematic literature review by Cino (2021) has been published. This
review examined 49 studies and employed the conceptual framework of the 5Ws and 1H, which
asks who, what, when, where, why, and how questions. The review showed who shared content
about parenting and children online, what is shared and where (in terms of platforms used),
when, as in life phases during which sharing occurs, why, as in the reasoning underlying it, and
finally how, as in parents’ decision-making, governance, and privacy strategies. Although the
literature review by Cino (2021) provided some insight into various aspects of sharenting,
the 5 Ws and 1 H framework used in the review has limitations, such as potentially prioritizing
specific types of information over others and not fully capturing the complexity of individual
studies or research findings.

The present review expands upon this framework by incorporating a broader scope of
empirical studies. Moreover, the review also delves deeper into the complexities and nuances
of sharenting practices. It offers a comprehensive analysis that transcends the potential limita-
tions of focusing on specific types of information and strives to capture a more diverse and
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intricate portrayal of sharenting’s impact on both parents and children within the ever-changing
landscape of social media platforms.

Since these initial efforts to shed light on a new phenomenon, empirical research into
sharenting has grown significantly. However, these empirical studies have focused predomi-
nantly on ethical and legal issues concerning children’s privacy, safety, and well-being. In this
regard, a new systematic literature review could help to identify the strengths and limitations of
existing research and make recommendations for how to address these issues. In addition,
sharenting is a complex phenomenon that can be influenced by a wide range of factors, includ-
ing cultural, social, psychological and technological factors. A more comprehensive examina-
tion of sharenting, taking into account the limitations of existing frameworks and research
methodologies, would provide a more nuanced understanding of the topic and its potential
impact on families, children, and society as a whole.

A new and updated sharenting systematic literature review paper is needed to synthesize the
most recent research regarding this rapidly evolving phenomenon, critically analyze the psycho-
logical, ethical, and legal issues raised by sharenting, and provide evidence-based recommenda-
tions for future research, policy, and practice. Consequently, the main purpose of the present
study was to conduct a systematic literature review in order to identify existing studies that have
empirically investigated the sharenting phenomena and conceptualized the characteristics of
sharenting and possible consequences of sharenting.

METHODS
Aims and design

The present study is a systematic literature review on sharenting. To achieve this, the research
was carried out and presented in accordance with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) guidelines (Moher et al., 2015). PRISMA serves as an
evidence-based minimum set of guidelines to report a wide array of systematic reviews and
meta-analyses with clarity and transparency. These guidelines comprise a 27-item checklist
and a four-phase flow diagram. The checklist includes items pertinent to the content of a sys-
tematic review, such as the title, abstract, methods, results, discussion, and funding, which are
critical for readers to fully understand the scope, processes, and findings of a review. The flow
diagram visually depicts the process of study selection, from the number of records identified
through database searching and other sources to the inclusion and exclusion of studies. By
adhering to PRISMA guidelines, the present review ensures a rigorous methodological
approach, enhancing the reproducibility of the research process and the verifiability of the
results obtained.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

All studies obtained met a number of criteria in order to be included in the systematic literature
review. The inclusion criteria for studies are as follows: (a) published up until January 2023,
(b) published in peer-reviewed journals, (c) written in English or Turkish (the authors’ native
languages), (d) were empirical studies (with no restrictions on methodology), and (e) focused on
sharenting. Exclusion criteria in the systematic literature review were as follows: (a) not includ-
ing the concept of sharenting in the title or abstract; (b) written in foreign language (except for
Turkish); (¢) duplicate studies; (d) not including empirical results (such as review papers and
commentaries); (¢) not being published in a peer-reviewed journal (e.g., theses, conference pro-
ceedings), and (f) not focusing on the sharenting.
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Information sources and search strategy

In February 2023, the databases Web of Knowledge, PsycPapers, PubMed, Pro-Quest, Psy-
chinfo, and Science Direct were searched to find relevant studies. The research team’s library
database search engine, One Search, was used to conduct searches in these databases. The sea-
rch was performed with only one word—*“sharenting.” In conducting this systematic literature
review, sharenting was selected as the primary keyword due to its prevalent use in existing aca-
demic and social discourse when referring to the phenomenon of parents sharing information
about their children using social media. This term was chosen for its specificity and the substan-
tial body of literature that has emerged around it, ensuring that the research captured was
directly relevant to the study’s focus. The term’s usage reflects its established recognition and
the absence of a direct translation in other languages (e.g., Turkish), as it is widely adopted in
its original form in other languages’ literature and media, signifying its universality and rele-
vance across languages and cultures. This linguistic decision aligns with the approach often
taken with modern neologisms, particularly those emerging from the digital and social media
landscapes, which are frequently integrated into diverse linguistic contexts in their original
English form.

Study selection and data collection processes
Initially, the titles and abstracts of every study that were identified throughout the search were

used to filter. A comprehensive review of the full texts of the remaining papers and a screening
process based on the previously stated inclusion criteria were then carried out. A flow diagram

Records identified via database search
N=484

Records after screened for inclusion Records excluded, based on title,
criteria — ] abstract, language and not being
N=153 published in peer reviewed journal

N=331

FIGURE 1

Records after duplicates removed
N=101

Records excluded
N=52

Records after screened full text in
detail

N=61

Not empirical studies (N=34)
Not focused on sharenting (N=6)

Total records excluded (N= 40)

Final number of studies included
N=61

PRISMA flow diagram.
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of this procedure is shown in Figure 1. This includes the total number of papers submitted at
each stage and the reasons for exclusion.

The systematic review included studies in multiple languages to ensure comprehensive cov-
erage, in line with PRISMA guidelines. Six Turkish-language papers were selected, all featuring
English abstracts, allowing for an initial evaluation of relevance. Where necessary, the contents
beyond the abstracts were translated and assessed by bilingual researchers to maintain the integ-
rity of data extraction and analysis. This approach ensures inclusivity and mitigates publication
bias while adhering to methodological rigor.

RESULTS

A total of 484 papers were found in the first search using the word, sharenting. Depending on
the title, abstract, and language of the study, 331 papers were excluded. Of the remaining
153 papers, 52 duplicates were excluded. In the next step, the full texts of 101 papers were exam-
ined in detail and a total of 40 papers were excluded that were not empirical or focused on the
concept of sharenting. The present systematic review comprised 61 studies.

The identified studies were examined, and the methodology, sample, explored domain,
research aims, and main results were extracted from each study. The main results and character-
istics of the identified studies are summarized in Table 1. The 61 studies dealt with the concept
of sharenting on different aspects. Themes were determined depending on the explored domain
and focus on the studies on the concept of sharenting. The studies were categorized into six
themes. These six themes ordered by the number of studies in each theme are: (a) characteristics
of sharenting (21 studies), (b) children’s privacy (12 studies), (c) professional sharenting (nine
studies), (d) children’s perspectives (seven studies), (e) factors affecting sharenting (seven stud-
ies), and (f) social media dilemmas (SDMs; five studies).

Two papers in this review included more than one study (i.e., Fox & Hoy, 2019;
Klucarova & Hasford, 2023). These studies are detailed in Table 1 inside the corresponding
rows (e.g., Study I, Study II, and Study III). When a total of 64 studies were examined, it was
found that 36 studies were qualitative (56.3%), 26 studies were quantitative (40.6%), and two
studies were mixed methods (3.1%). When examining the samples of the studies, 37 studies com-
prised parents (57.8%), seven studies comprised children (10.9%), three studies comprised fami-
lies (4.7%), and 15 studies comprised content related to social media applications (such as posts,
photos, or videos) (23.4%). One study comprised articles for co-citation analysis (1.6%), and
one study included social media followers of social media influencers (1.6%). Among studies
that involved parents or families, in nine of these, only mothers’ perspectives were focused on,
while in three of them, only fathers’ perspectives were examined.

Of the 61 studies examined, 14 were from the United States (22.95%), 10 from Tiirkiye
(16.39%), 7 from the United Kingdom (11.48%), 5 from Belgium (8.20%), 9 from multiple
countries (8.20%), 4 from Indonesia (6.56%), 3 from Portugal (4.92%), and 3 from Spain
(4.92%). There was one study conducted in Australia, Estonia, India, Iran, Malaysia, Nigeria,
Poland, Russia, Sweden, and Tunisia. Six studies are written in Turkish, and all of them
included an English abstract, with one of them having an extended abstract.

Characteristics of sharenting

There were 21 studies on the theme of characteristics of sharenting, which comprised the largest
number of studies. This theme includes many studies examining the characteristics and preva-
lence of sharenting behaviors, as well as providing important insights into how and to what
extent sharenting behaviors occur. Studies in this theme focused on the frequency of sharenting
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SHARENTING: A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW

behavior (Aslan & Durmus, 2020; Atwell et al., 2019; Garmendia et al., 2022; Omiir &
Uyar, 2022), the types of information shared (Brosch, 2016; Er et al., 2022; Marasli
et al., 2016), motivations of sharenting behavior (Cino et al., 2020; Wen et al., 2022); gender
representations (Choi & Lewallen, 2018; Sivak & Smirnov, 2019), perceived risks and benefits
(Esfandiari & Yao, 2022), the privacy paradox (Ni Bhroin et al., 2022), parental self-
presentations (Holiday et al., 2022), sharenting interventions (Williams-Ceci et al., 2021), and
cultural comparisons (Giintlig, 2020; Kopecky et al., 2020). Therefore, while the objectives
and viewpoints of these studies were distinct, they show that there is no substantial body of
knowledge on any specific sharenting topic, even within this theme that included the largest
quantity of empirical research.

The majority of parents shared posts about their children on social media, including photos,
videos, and various types of information (Aslan & Durmus, 2020; Atwell et al., 2019). These
posts typically contained content related to special occasions, celebrations, holidays, and mile-
stones in their children’s lives (Kopecky et al., 2020). Parents justified their sharenting behavior
by saying that it helped them collect memories, kept them in touch with family and friends, and
was a way to receive parenting support (Aslan & Durmus, 2020; Wen et al., 2022).

Sharenting practices, as explored across a spectrum of cultural contexts, highlighted a multi-
faceted digital phenomenon deeply rooted in parental identity and societal norms. Investiga-
tions into Turkish, British, Polish, Iranian, Spanish, Russian, Estonian, German, Norwegian,
Czech, and Malaysian contexts demonstrated a prevalent inclination toward sharing children’s
experiences online. Studies by Aslan and Durmus (2020), Atwell et al. (2019), and Brosch
(2016) emphasized a significant engagement in sharenting, with variations in parental motiva-
tions ranging from seeking community validation to nurturing familial relationships, as detailed
by Esfandiari and Yao (2022) and Omiir and Uyar (2022). While many parents believed in the
sufficiency of their privacy settings, children’s emotional reactions often told a different story,
with feelings of embarrassment and sadness not uncommon, a disjunction highlighted by Atwell
et al. (2019). The digital portrayal of children, as discussed by Choi and Lewallen (2018), often
aligned with conventional gender and racial stereotypes, suggesting an extension of societal
norms into the digital domain. Studies analyzing these posts have found that gender-typical
clothing, such as pink and blue, was dominant (Choi & Lewallen, 2018) and that boys received
more likes than girls (Sivak & Smirnov, 2019).

The studies collectively illustrated that the /ike button functions as a digital nod of approval,
influencing further sharenting, a notion supported by Cino et al. (2020). This positive reinforce-
ment via social media likes potentially sets a benchmark for what is perceived as good parent-
ing, as these digital endorsements may encourage the replication of behaviors that garner such
approval. As parents receive this immediate feedback, it underscores emphasizes the complex
emotional landscape parents navigate in digital spaces. During the pandemic, the role of
sharenting evolved, reflecting a form of digital coping and familial bonding, a trend observed
by Er et al. (2022).

Studies examining self-representation through sharenting, such as those by Holiday et al.
(2022) and Lazard (2022), delineated how parents curate their digital presence, intertwining per-
sonal identity with parental roles. Holiday et al. (2022) suggested that parents present them-
selves in three different ways: polished, promotional, and/or intimate, which respectively exhibit
desired relational distance, self-promotion, and a focus on the parent—child bond without
emphasizing the parent’s identity. Marasli et al. (2016) and Garmendia et al. (2022) add to this
narrative by highlighting the intricacies of public versus private life negotiation in online spaces.
The impact of digital skills on sharenting practices is multifaceted, with Ni Bhroin et al. (2022)
reporting an increased likelihood of sharenting among digitally savvy parents. However, this
does not necessarily equate to more effective privacy management, revealing a paradox within
the digital literacy domain.
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Comparative analyses demonstrated underlying commonalities in sharenting despite cul-
tural differences, with Giinii¢ (2020) noting similar themes across Turkish and British contexts.
Kopecky et al. (2020) further distinguished between the sharenting behaviors of Czech and
Spanish parents, emphasizing diverse usage patterns across digital platforms. The validation of
the Sharenting Evaluation Scale by Romero-Rodriguez et al. (2022) developed a psychometric
instrument to assess these behaviors. Wen et al. (2022) broadened the scope by examining the
content forms of sharenting in Malaysia, highlighting the dual themes of humor and educa-
tional achievements, enriching the understanding of what drives parents to share online.

Williams-Ceci et al. (2021) provided a unique contribution to this field through their exami-
nation of video-based interventions designed to heighten American parents’ awareness of
sharenting risks, testing two interventions: one where parents watched a video highlighting the
dangers of sharenting and another where parents additionally summarized the video’s content.
The findings suggest that the interventions, particularly the reflective act of summarizing the
video, were effective in altering parents’ willingness to share potentially inappropriate content
about their children on social media. However, it is notable that these interventions did not sig-
nificantly alter parents’ attitudes toward seeking their children’s consent before posting, which
raises questions about ingrained beliefs regarding parental rights and children’s autonomy in
the digital sphere. The study highlights the potential of targeted educational content to modify
certain aspects of sharenting practices, yet it also emphasizes the complexities involved in
changing parental attitudes on consent. In sum, these 21 studies call for a deeper analysis of
sharenting’s impact, not just on family dynamics but also on children’s developing sense of pri-
vacy and identity in the digital age.

Factors affecting sharenting

The seven studies examining the factors affecting sharenting focused on social media experi-
ences (Briazu et al., 2021), seeking attention (Turgut et al., 2021), social support (Latipah
et al., 2020; Ogel-Balaban, 2021; Warhani & Sekarasih, 2021), and social approval (Udenze &
Bode, 2020; Walrave et al., 2022). These studies aimed to identify the psychosocial factors that
either directly or indirectly affect the sharenting behaviors.

Sharenting, while a seemingly personal act, is intricately woven with broader societal fab-
rics, encompassing a range of factors from social validation to risk mitigation. A UK mixed-
methods study (Briazu et al., 2021) highlighted a paradox where informed mothers continued to
sharent despite privacy concerns, suggesting a complex decision-making process where the psy-
chological need for social interaction may outweigh privacy risks. This dichotomy was echoed
in Latipah et al.’s (2020) exploration of Indonesian millennial parents, where sharenting was
not only a multifaceted tool for affirmation and parenting support, but also a potential source
of psychological distress due to social comparison.

The act of sharenting extends beyond mere sharing because it is also a form of social cur-
rency and community building. Ogel-Balaban (2021) identified demographic markers and social
network size as predictors of sharenting among Turkish parents, indicating that sharenting fre-
quency is not just about personal choice but also about an individual’s social ecosystem. Simi-
larly, Udenze and Bode (2020) highlighted that Nigerian parents’ sharenting, driven by social
acceptance and family pride, emphasizes the intersection of family life with social capital.

Analyzing content and motivations demonstrates that sharenting is not merely a passive
activity but one that is actively managed and negotiated. Turgut et al. (2021) noted the social
utility of sharenting in maintaining familial bonds, while Walrave et al. (2022) reported a
dynamic of negotiation between Belgian parents and adolescents, with sharenting serving as
a collaborative venture between generations, each with their own privacy decision-making
process.
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These seven studies collectively indicate that sharenting is not a uniform practice but one
differentiated by cultural and individual factors. Wardhani and Sekarasih (2021) reported that
Indonesian parents see more advantages in sharenting, using it as a platform for communal
sharing and educational purposes. However, this is juxtaposed with the potential for conflicts
and the impact on parents’ self-efficacy in protecting their children’s privacy.

Based on these combined findings, sharenting behaviors are influenced by an intricate mix
of factors, including social norms, personal beliefs, parental roles, and the digital literacy land-
scape. Parents navigate a tightrope between the desire to share and the responsibility to protect,
often mediated by the feedback they receive from their social circles and the perceived impact
on their children’s well-being. The research suggests that sharenting is not an isolated practice
but a reflection of contemporary societal dynamics where digital and real-life interactions are
increasingly blurred.

Social media dilemmas

Five different studies (Cino, 2022a, 2022b; Cino & Formenti, 2021; Cino & Vandini, 2020a,
2020b) were conducted on parental forums regarding SDMs and emphasized the conflicting
and challenging aspects of sharing on social media platforms for parents. Navigating the social
media landscape presents American parents with a series of dilemmas, as evidenced by the stud-
ies by Cino (2022a, 2022b) and Cino and Formenti (2021). Parents face various predicaments
concerning the sharing of information, photos, and updates of their children on social media,
including before and after birth (Cino, 2022a, 2022b; Cino & Formenti, 2021; Cino &
Vandini, 2020a, 2020b). These dilemmas are not limited to the poster’s own sharing behavior,
but also concern other individuals’ sharing behavior, such as extended family members or
teachers. The emotional language prevalent in forum posts reflects the inner conflict parents
experience as they tread through this new aspect of parenting, balancing their desire for sharing
against the need for privacy.

Cino’s (2022a, 2022b) studies show that parents often seek support and advice from online
communities, emphasizing the role these platforms play in helping them understand and man-
age the intricate challenges of maintaining a child’s digital footprint. These forums are not mere
echo chambers but serve as critical spaces for parents to question the surveillance culture and
reclaim autonomy over how they and their children are represented online.

Cino and Vandini (2020a, 2020b) probed deeper into the family dynamics that emerge from
sharenting, identifying dialectical tensions particularly between mothers-in-law and daughters-
in-law. The studies suggested that SMDs are a source of conflict that extends beyond the
nuclear family to the broader kinship network, prompting a renegotiation of boundaries regard-
ing children’s online presence. These tensions not only concern personal preferences but are also
about navigating external influences, such as educators sharing information about children on
social media. Cino and Vandini (2020b) point out that such external sharing is often perceived
as a transgression of parental boundaries, contributing to a heightened sense of risk and
prompting parents to assert moral identities and governance over their children’s digital
representations.

In sum, these five studies outline a complex web of SMDs where American parents find
themselves at the intersection of personal agency, family dynamics, societal norms, and digital
surveillance. The studies suggest that parents actively seek ways to reconcile their desire to par-
ticipate in social media culture with the imperative to protect and manage their children’s digi-
tal legacies. This ongoing negotiation emphasizes the need for more nuanced understandings of
digital parenting, suggesting that parents are not passive participants in the culture
of sharenting but actively construct and reconstruct the boundaries and meanings of their chil-
dren’s digital footprints.
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Children’s privacy

The theme of children’s privacy was explored in 12 studies, focusing on various aspects includ-
ing digital literacy and competencies (Barnes & Potter, 2021; Puspita & Edvra, 2022; Ranzini
et al., 2020), privacy-protective behaviors (Cino & Wartella, 2021), vulnerability (Fox &
Hoy, 2019), sensitivity of personal information (Hasanah & Ermawati, 2022; Hoy et al., 2023),
privacy management (Kaur & Kumar, 2021; Kigiikali & Sergemeli, 2019; Morva & Giil
Unlii, 2022), and legal implications (Erisir & Erisir, 2018; Lavorgna et al., 2022). These studies
highlighted the potential risks and concerns associated with sharenting, such as privacy viola-
tions, data gathering, and exposure to cyberbullying.

The issue of children’s privacy in the context of sharenting is a multifaceted concern that
has been researched a number of countries. From Australian parents who lacked an under-
standing of their social media audience (Barnes & Potter, 2021), to young Indonesian mothers
who often inadvertently disclosed sensitive information such as full names and locations
(Hasanah & Ermawati, 2022), there was a consistent underestimation of the risks associated
with sharenting. American parents frequently posted about their children but seldom incorpo-
rated their children’s perspectives when curating their digital identities, even in the face of
potential threats such as digital kidnapping or exploitation by businesses (Cino &
Wartella, 2021; Fox & Hoy, 2019). Hoy et al. (2023) found that while American parents recog-
nized the sensitivity of their children’s data, their willingness to share this information with mar-
keters highlighted a paradox in privacy attitudes. Indian parents employed various strategies to
manage privacy risks, linking sharenting with consumer behaviors (Kaur & Kumar, 2021). On
the other hand, Puspita and Edvra (2022) stated that many parents review their content before
sharing it and avoid sharing sensitive information to protect their children’s privacy. Turkish
academic parents are careful in their sharing behavior and describe the sharing behavior of
other parents as careless, intimate, and uncomfortable for their children (Kigiikali &
Sergemeli, 2019).

Morva and Giil Unlii (2022) added a layer of complexity by identifying the ethical and legal
considerations reported by Turkish parents, along with the actual input from their children, in
managing digital privacy. Conversely, Puspita and Edvra (2022) reported a weak associated
between Indonesian mothers’ safety competencies and risk perception, suggesting a disparity
between knowledge and application in digital privacy practices. In the United Kingdom,
Ranzini et al. (2020) challenged the notion that privacy concerns directly influence sharenting
behavior, suggesting instead that supportive social networks and platform engagement are more
indicative of parents’ sharing practices.

The legal ramifications of sharenting, particularly in the context of children’s rights and pri-
vacy, are critical yet often overlooked by parents and social media platforms alike. Erisir and
Erigir (2018) highlighted a concerning trend among Turkish parents, who frequently shared
their children’s information on social media without due consideration of the legal implications
or the children’s well-being. This behavior ranged from well-intentioned sharing for guidance to
self-serving or commercial sharenting, with little regard for the children’s rights to privacy and
a healthy developmental environment.

Complementing this, Lavorgna et al. (2022) examined the self-regulatory mechanisms of
major social media platforms and unearth vulnerabilities that could exacerbate harmful
sharenting practices. Their findings pointed to significant regulatory gaps within these plat-
forms’ policies, which may inadvertently enable illegal or harmful behaviors. The study called
for a more robust framework that holds both users and platform operators accountable, empha-
sizing that the current self-regulatory approach may not adequately protect children from the
potential risks posed by sharenting. Together, these studies advocate for a heightened awareness
of the legal aspects of sharenting, urging a shift toward more responsible sharing practices that
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prioritize children’s rights and a stronger regulatory stance from social media entities to safe-
guard against harmful consequences.

These 12 studies call for a concerted effort in enhancing digital literacy among parents,
emphasizing the protection of children’s privacy against the backdrop of social norms and com-
mercial pressures. In relation to children’s privacy, studies suggest that the occurrence of
sharenting behavior is not related to parents’ potential knowledge of risks, digital literacy, or
competencies (Barnes & Potter, 2021; Ranzini et al., 2020). Moreover, research suggests that
parents are willing to share sensitive information about their children in supportive environ-
ments where they feel comfortable (Ranzini et al., 2020) or when they are prompted by brands
(Fox & Hoy, 2019; Hoy et al., 2023; Kaur & Kumar, 2021). The risk of sharing personally iden-
tifiable information with social media marketers is especially high for first-time mothers (Fox &
Hoy, 2019), first-time fathers (Fox et al., 2023), and single parents (Hoy et al., 2023). The stud-
ies also emphasized the critical role of children’s agency in the narrative of sharenting, advocat-
ing for a more inclusive approach that considers the child’s voice in the digital portrayal of their
personal lives.

Children’s perspectives

The children’s perspectives theme included seven studies focusing on family conflict (Lipu &
Siibak, 2019; Ouvrein & Verswijvel, 2019; Ouvrein & Verswijvel, 2021), perceived motivations
of sharenting (Sarkadi et al., 2020; Verswijvel et al., 2019), online risks (Wachs et al., 2021),
and privacy management (De Wolf, 2020). Studies examining children’s perspectives on
sharenting highlighted a critical awareness and a desire for control over their digital footprints.
Belgian teenagers showed a discerning approach to privacy, negotiating more stringent terms
with parents than peers (De Wolf, 2020).

According to De Wolf (2020), more than half of parents do not ask for permission before
sharing about their children. Lipu and Siibak (2019) reported a gap between Estonian
mothers’ actions and children’s expectations, emphasizing the need for parental consent
before posting. Ouvrein & Verswijvel, 2019 and Ouvrein and Verswijvel (2021) noted Belgian
adolescents’ sensitivity toward the online image crafted by sharenting, indicating preferences
for posting boundaries and audience control to avoid conflicts and maintain their self-image.
However, sharenting seems acceptable when their parents share their proud or happy
moments (Lipu & Siibak, 2019; Ouvrein & Verswijvel, 2019). In this context, the children’s
perceptions of the parents’ sharenting motivations play a key role. However, when their par-
ents share in order to collect memories, children have more positive attitudes toward
sharenting. However, when parents utilize their children for their own self-impression man-
agement, it is evident that the children do not approve of it (Verswijvel et al., 2019). In
Sweden, Sarkadi et al. (2020) reported children’s attitudes toward sharenting to be predomi-
nantly negative, favoring privacy and consent, especially for publicly shared photos. Ver-
swijvel et al. (2019) described Belgian adolescents’ perceptions of sharenting as primarily
archival and educational, albeit with a strong resistance to the practice overall. Moreover,
Wachs et al. (2021) reported higher levels of sharenting as being associated with an increased
risk of cyberhate exposure, excessive internet use, and sensation-seeking behaviors among
children. This association highlighted the potential dangers of sharenting, where oversharing
by parents could inadvertently increase their children’s vulnerability to online risks, including
cyberhate victimization. In sum, these seven studies emphasize the necessity of a generational
dialogue that prioritizes children’s privacy and agency. They advocate for the development
of shared privacy norms that respect both the children’s evolving digital identities and the
parents’ desire to share family experiences.
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Professional sharenting

Nine studies addressed professional sharenting which focused on self-presentation (Blum-Ross &
Livingstone, 2017), sharenting labor (Campana et al., 2020), engagement tactics (Bastemur
et al., 2021; Fox et al., 2023; Porfirio & Jorge, 2022; Vizcaino-Verdu et al., 2022), celebrity
sharenting (Jorge, Mardpo, Coelho, & Novello, 2022b; Jorge, Mardpo, & Neto, 2022a), and
follower perspectives (Boufares Tayaa & Bouzaabia, 2022). The focus of these studies was on
how parents conducted their sharenting behaviors on social media in a professional manner.

Professional sharenting, as practiced by Instamoms, dad influencers, and family YouTubers
intertwine their private lives with public representation and commercial interests. Family
YouTubers specifically refer to those who have established a brand or channel on YouTube with
a focus on family-related content. These channels have gained a substantial following, often
resulting in monetization through advertising partnerships or sponsorships. Bastemur et al.
(2021) provided insight into a Turkish celebrity mother whose Instagram content predomi-
nantly featured her child, often blurring the lines between private moments and commercial
purposes. Blum-Ross and Livingstone (2017) highlighted the ethical quandaries faced by parent
bloggers, balancing the representation of parenting with the imperative to protect their children,
a responsibility that extends into the commercial exploitation of shared content.

Campana et al. (2020) explored the nuanced sharenting labor of British father influencers,
demonstrating how these activities can reframe perceptions of masculinity and legitimize male
caregiving in the digital sphere. This labor included careful orchestration of family life for con-
tent creation while attempting to shield children from the inherent moral risks of commerciali-
zation. In the United States, Fox et al. (2023) observed that first-time fathers, despite
recognizing the sensitivity of their own and their children’s information, were willing to share it
with marketers, suggesting a trade-off between privacy concerns and the benefits provided by
social media platforms.

Jorge, Maro6po, and Neto (2022a) investigated the interplay between sharenting and the
crafting of children’s digital identities. They examined the portrayal of Cristiano Ronaldo’s
family, where children became an extension of their parent’s celebrity identity, yielding various
interpretations in the public eye. While specific followers engage with the adorable father-son
relationship in a variety of ways, others engage in egocentric and insolent humor (Jorge, Mar-
opo, & Neto, 2022a). In fact, because the child is viewed as an extension of their renowned par-
ents, the formation of their identity can be attributed to parental inheritance (Jorge, Mardpo, &
Neto, 2022a). Jorge, Maropo, Coelho, and Novello (2022b) further dissected the content strate-
gies of Portuguese mother influencers, revealing a consumerist agenda beneath the relatable
narratives of reconciling motherhood with career aspirations.

Porfirio and Jorge (2022) examined the content dichotomy between Portuguese celebrity
parents, noting gendered differences in the themes and commercial undertones in the portrayal
of children, with (a) mothers often being associated with domestic caregiving and (b) fathers
often being associated with outdoor activities. Vizcaino-Verdu et al. (2022) examined Spanish
family YouTubers, describing a performative strategy where the intimacy of family life was lev-
eraged to captivate audiences, blending personal moments with brand engagements. This per-
formative intimacy was a calculated maneuver, enhancing viewer engagement while promoting
products within the seemingly private sphere of family routines.

Boufares Tayaa and Bouzaabia’s (2022) study offers a rare glimpse into how follower per-
ceptions shape the success of influencer-mompreneurs in Tunisia. Their research indicated that
sharing personal and family life details, including aspects of children’s lives, contributes to the
influencers’ success. Followers may value a perceived authenticity and personal connection that
comes with sharenting, despite the potential privacy concerns it raises for the children involved.
Interestingly, the study challenges the prevailing assumption in sharenting literature that respect
for children’s privacy is a determinant of an influencer’s success. Instead, it posits that the
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impact of sharenting on success is more nuanced, possibly dependent on cultural context and
market expectations. This finding opens a conversation about the balance between personal
branding and privacy, and the role of audience engagement in defining the boundaries of
acceptable sharenting practices. The collective findings from these nine studies highlighted the
complex landscape of professional sharenting, where content creation was a meticulously man-
aged act, balancing personal narratives and family privacy against the pull of audience engage-
ment and commercial gain.

DISCUSSION

The present systematic literature review identified and examined empirical literature in the con-
text of sharenting. Six themes were employed to categorize the 61 identified empirical studies
on sharenting in the literature. Family science studies provide a holistic perspective on
sharenting by examining family dynamics, parent—child relationships, and the evolving nature
of family life in the digital age. The field of communication and media studies predominantly
offers a critical perspective on the dissemination and interpretation of sharenting within the
evolving landscape of social media, highlighting the dialogue between technology and family
dynamics. Concurrently, psychological studies examine the cognitive and emotional conse-
quences of sharenting among both parents and children, suggesting a keen interest in the indi-
vidual impacts of digital sharing behaviors. Significant contributions also come from gender
studies, where the nuanced differences in how mothers and fathers engage with sharenting are
analyzed, shedding light on how traditional roles may be both challenged and perpetuated in
the digital era. Marketing and consumer research investigates sharenting’s implications within
the digital marketplace, focusing on branding, consumerism, and the commercialization of fam-
ily life through social media. Finally, sociology and cultural studies explore sharenting’s
broader societal and cultural dimensions, contemplating its place within family dynamics and
societal norms. Together, these diverse fields contribute to a comprehensive understanding of
sharenting, each adding a unique lens through which the phenomenon is examined and
understood.

Characteristics of Sharenting: Parenting behaviors, identities, and dilemmas

Sharenting is influenced by a complex interaction of psychological, social, and cultural factors.
Several studies reported that parents primarily share positive child-related events and images,
like holidays and family outings (Ogel-Balaban, 2021; Udenze & Bode, 2020). Although paren-
tal privacy concerns are considered as a protective factor for sharenting, Briazu et al. (2021)
partially explained the privacy paradox. Despite the long-term risks associated with sharenting
behavior, parents continue to engage in such behavior, in what is known as the privacy-openness
paradox (Chalklen & Anderson, 2017). This refers to the complex trade-off between the short-
term benefits and long-term risks of sharing personal information online, and how parents navi-
gate this delicate balance (Cino & Wartella, 2021). Despite privacy concerns, they continue to
share even sensitive information (Barth & De Jong, 2017). According to Wardhani and
Sekarasih (2021), the privacy paradox is considered as a phenomenon that explains the practice
of sharenting among parents.

Some studies found that parents continue to engage in sharenting behavior despite their con-
cerns with low digital literacy and competencies in managing privacy boundaries (Esfandiari &
Yao, 2022). While sharenting does not necessarily indicate a lack of digital skills, more skilled
parents may share more frequently due to their belief in good privacy management skills or
awareness of privacy protection measures. However, the paradoxical finding shows that parents
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who worry more about their children’s privacy tend to share more frequently, potentially
compromising their children’s privacy. Similar to this, Ni Bhroin et al. (2022) highlighted that
parental privacy concerns may not always translate into protective behaviors. This is evidenced
by parents choosing not to use the privacy setting option on social media, tagging their chil-
dren’s locations in everyday routines, and—in some cases—even setting up social media profiles
for their children.

Parents grapple with the decision-making process both before and after their children are
born, facing dilemmas that revolve around their personal sharing behavior and the actions of
others, such as extended family or educators. Digital dilemmas faced by parents in navigating
their children’s digital presence, and the role of social media in shaping parenting practices
highlight the need for continued research and dialogue concerning the challenges associated
with sharenting. These studies also contributed to the existing literature on digital dilemmas
(Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017; Chalklen & Anderson, 2017) by illuminating the reflective
practices that parents’ employ to make sense of and address such challenges.

The desire for media literacy and digital literacy is manifested in parents’ engagement with
these reflective practices, which is not universal, because some parents do not pay enough atten-
tion to digital-related issues and do not know how to effectively use the internet to learn about
them. Barassi (2020) also challenged the notion propagated by the media that parents are gener-
ally unaware of their children’s digital footprints. The findings are consistent with parents’
broader concerns regarding their role as protecting caregivers and the moral imperative of good
parenting (Cino & Formenti, 2021), as well as the role of children in the process, whose agency
was considered in relation to how they may feel about the digital breadcrumbs left by their par-
ents in the future (Cino, 2022b).

Sharenting behavior is becoming increasingly normalized among parents (Cino &
Wartella, 2021) and is seen by some as a necessity of modern parenting. As noted by Leaver
(2017), these various practices culminate in the normalization of intimate surveillance, where
monitoring, mediating, and publicly sharing media about infants become markers of good par-
enting and culturally appropriate levels of care. Therefore, parents who choose to engage in
unplugged parenting may be perceived as both irresponsible and aberrant, further reinforcing
the social pressure to engage in sharenting behavior.

Sharenting behavior is viewed as a validation or measure of connection, enabling parents to
continue sharenting despite online risks (Cino et al., 2020; Omiir & Uyar, 2022). The pursuit of
likes not only influence parental decisions on what to share, but may also lead to a conformity
to perceived online parenting ideals, potentially overshadowing authentic parenting experiences
in favor of more likeable content. This dynamic introduces a nuanced layer of social compari-
son, where parents might measure their parenting success against the curated portrayals of
others, adding pressure to meet or exceed these publicly validated standards. Especially for mil-
lennial parents, receiving social approval and support and demonstrating that they can be a
good parent are seen as important motives (Latipah et al., 2020; Ogel-Balaban, 2021;
Udenze & Bode, 2020). In addition, according to other studies, impression management and
getting advice may be important motivations for mothers of younger children (Kumar &
Schoenebeck, 2015; Marasli et al., 2016). Overall, social media provides a unique platform for
individuals to engage in self-presentation. As Brosch (2016) stated, sharenting has become a
form of social behavior in which parents satisfy their needs for self-realization and social
approval.

Culturally, it has been observed that parents have similar sharenting behavior in terms of
frequency and content, although cultural norms influence parents’ concerns about sharenting
behavior (Esfandiari & Yao, 2022; Ni Bhroin et al., 2022; Zabihzadeh et al., 2019). For exam-
ple, in some cultures, parents may be concerned about the “evil eye,” while in others, privacy
concerns may be more important. The cultural concept of the evil eye is a widespread belief
across many cultures and countries, including the Mediterranean, Middle East, Scotland, South
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Asia, and Latin America (Berger, 2012). It is believed that the envy or jealousy of others can
bring harm to individuals, particularly children, causing physical or emotional harm or even
death. People in many cultures believe that the evil eye can be cast unintentionally, for instance,
by admiring or complimenting someone without proper precautions or rituals (Berger, 2012).
To protect against the evil eye, people in these cultures may use a variety of rituals or symbols,
such as amulets or talismans, to ward off harm (Berger, 2012). This belief in the power of the
evil eye is deeply ingrained in many cultures, and understanding this cultural context is essential
to understanding parents’ concerns about sharing personal information or photos of their chil-
dren online. As Esfandiari and Yao (2022) noted, some parents are concerned about the evil
eye and therefore avoid sharing too much information about their child online for fear of
attracting negative attention. This concept highlighted the influence of cultural norms and
values on individuals’ behavior and decision-making, even in the digital age.

Children’s agency, privacy, and risks: Personal and legal implications

Sharenting can be complicated, especially in terms of the right to be forgotten, because it
involves balancing the parent’s right to document and share their experiences with the child’s
right to privacy and protection. However, it is important to acknowledge that conducting this
task as a professional or as an amateur in the digital realm will have a significantly broader
audience than real life or than who may only share with close family and friends. In some cases,
parents or children may regret sharing specific information or images and may wish to have
them removed from online platforms. However, this can be challenging because once informa-
tion is posted online, it can be difficult to completely erase.

Acknowledging these complexities, the discourse on sharenting extends into the realm of
children’s rights and the broader societal and legal implications of these digital practices. There
are numerous nonempirical studies in the literature that address the topic of sharenting in terms
of children’s rights (Brosch, 2018; Donovan, 2020; Erdem, 2022; Goshadzade, 2020;
Haley, 2020). The commodification of children, according to numerous studies, creates serious
legal and interpersonal issues. Parental rights do not grant permission to freely share every
detail of a child’s life without their consent (Erisir & Erisir, 2018).

While self-regulation and moderation systems are important, Lavorgna et al. (2022)
suggested that social media design should carefully consider the impact of content moderation
in practice on potentially harmful behavior. Regulating the power of platforms is not an easy
task, and the mere presence of platform regulations does not guarantee efficient and effective
practices (Lavorgna et al., 2022). Parents or guardians sharing minors’ information and their
audiences and secondary distributors have been identified as slack and irresponsible (Lim
et al., 2020) for creating criminogenic opportunities online (Lavorgna et al., 2022).

Sharenting can lead to conflicts between parents and children, especially regarding privacy
and impression management. Adolescents, in particular, give great importance to their appear-
ance and seek approval. As children and adolescents develop online identities to get approval
and acceptance, their parents’ sharing of them indicates a contradiction (Ouvrein &
Verswijvel, 2019). So-called “cute” images shared by parents can be seen as embarrassing and
frustrating by adolescents (Leaver, 2017).

Children also consider the potential consequences of sharenting far more seriously. Wachs
et al., 2021 concluded in their study with young people that sharenting was related to being a
victim of cyberhate. It has also emphasized that in the long run, sharenting might have possible
negative consequences on the children, even when looking for a job in the future (Ouvrein &
Verswijvel, 2019). In order to avoid this undesirable situation known as digital tattoos (Blum-
Ross & Livingstone, 2017) rather than digital footprints, there is a common view that children
and parents should set boundaries together for their parents’ sharenting behaviors (Lipu &
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Siibak, 2019; Ouvrein & Verswijvel, 2019; Sarkadi et al., 2020). Adolescents and children prefer
that parents respect their boundaries and seek permission before sharing any content on social
media. Raising parents’ awareness of their children’s perspectives and negotiating acceptable
information sharing terms are essential to avoid family conflicts related to sharenting.

Professional sharenting: Digital labor, influencing, and parent microcelebrities

Professional or commercial sharenting refers to parents who monetize their children’s online
presence through sponsored posts, advertisements, and brand endorsements. Some individuals
have turned their sharenting practices into a career by becoming social media influencers or
bloggers who specialize in parenting and family-related content. Over time, commercial
sharenting has emerged as a lucrative business, with some parents earning thousands of dollars
for a single post. These parents often have a large following on social media platforms, such as
Instagram and YouTube, and use their children’s images and stories to generate revenue.

Blum-Ross and Livingstone (2017) assert that professional sharents, much like their non-
professional counterparts, aim to document their children’s memories, and consider this as a
crucial aspect of their parenting duties. Professional sharents, also referred to as Instamoms/
dads, mompreneurs, and parent bloggers, emphasize the benefits of earning money while simul-
taneously caring for their children, effectively commodifying the institution of parenting.
Despite expressing concerns regarding their children’s digital identities and privacy, these indi-
viduals often share their children’s private information for commercial purposes.

According to both Abidin (2017) and Djafarova and Rushworth (2017), children can be
integrated into the promotional activities carried out for brands by parents who have a monetiz-
able online identity as professional influencers. Leaver (2017) has also examined a form of
celebrity performance known as micro-celebrity parental mediation, which involves parents cre-
ating a separate profile for their children to post child-related content for financial gain. Profes-
sional sharenting illuminates how the digital identities of children are shaped by divergent
audiences, whose actions are motivated by their association with the parent (Caliandro &
Anselmi, 2021; Jorge, Maropo, Coelho, & Novello, 2022b; Jorge, Maropo, & Neto, 2022a).

This research on sharenting presents a complex tapestry of gendered narratives and com-
mercial influences in parental blogging, reflecting a broader cultural shift in digital representa-
tions of family life. Documented trends show a shift toward monetization in mommy blogs,
where authentic sharing is increasingly supplanted by content designed for advertising and
profit, a development that echoes consumerism as a contemporary aspect of motherhood
(Hunter, 2016; Van Cleaf, 2015). This trend obscures the distinction between personal experi-
ence and commercial interests because family influencers navigate the delicate balance between
authenticity and the commercial potential of their platforms (Abidin, 2017; Song, 2016). Mean-
while, sharenting is acknowledged not just as an outgrowth of intensive parenting but also as a
coping strategy for its high demands (Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017).

Simultaneously, the gender dynamics in digital spaces are being redefined, particularly
through the lens of fatherhood. Fathers are increasingly challenging traditional parenting ste-
reotypes through their online presence, countering the narrative that men are less adept at
childcare. Studies such as those by Scheibling and Milkie (2023) found that dad blogs are push-
ing back against gendered stereotypes and showcasing fathers’ competence and compassionate
involvement in childcare, promoting healthier, care-focused masculinities. This shift aligns with
findings that fathers are disseminating a fit fathering discourse that enriches fathering narratives
and supports familial well-being (Scheibling & Marsiglio, 2021). Both mothers and fathers are
seen to contribute to the online discourse around childcare and family health (Ammari
et al., 2018), yet how these issues are framed may vary significantly between mommy and dad
blogs, indicating an area in need of further investigation.
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This nuanced intersection of gender norms and commercial interests in the digital portrayal of
parenting is further illustrated by Porfirio and Jorge (2022), who observed differences in how Por-
tuguese celebrity parents depict their children, with mothers often associated with domestic care-
giving roles and fathers associated with outdoor activities. These portrayals not only reflect
traditional gender roles but also align with the monetization trends in parental blogging, wherein
content is often utilized for brand partnerships and targeted advertising. The consistent gendered
framing across various cultures implies that, despite evolving parenting roles, conventional roles
continue to hold sway in shaping the content shared online. Collectively, these insights shed light
on how the digital economy influences family life and parenting culture, offering insights into the
ongoing perpetuation and possible subversion of gender norms through social media.

According to the extant literature, influencers or mothers who respect children’s privacy are more
likely to achieve their goals. In terms of the privacy paradox, marketing is predicted to be more effec-
tive when mothers can strike a balance between protecting their children’s privacy and collaborating
with brands. Some influencers considered shifting their content creation toward capitalizing on their
personalities as parents, rather than solely focusing on their children, due to concerns over public
scrutiny and the temporary nature of children’s tractability (Campana et al., 2020).

On the contrary, mompreuneurs engage more strongly with female followers when they post
about their private lives, such as family gatherings and children’s daily activities (Boufares
Tayaa & Bouzaabia, 2022). Similarly, parents who do this professionally are also aware that
sharing more intimate content will attract more attention from their followers (Porfirio &
Jorge, 2022; Vizcaino-Verdu et al., 2022). Sharing the private lives of their children also
increases the interest of the followers, and consequently, the number of followers and their suc-
cess (Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017; Choi & Lewallen, 2018). Therefore, some parents worry
that they may jeopardize their income if they remove their children from content (Campana
et al., 2020). This highlights both followers’ and parents’ lack of awareness and consciousness
of self-disclosure risks. Also, the complexity of sharenting as a factor in digital entrepreneurship
suggests that follower perspectives can diverge significantly from the concerns typically empha-
sized by parents and legal scholars.

Overall, sharenting as a profession raises important questions about the intersection of par-
enting and digital media, and the balance between privacy and profit. Campana et al. (2020)
suggest that future research could explore the limits and opportunities of sharenting labor with-
out involving the child, and that careful management is required when commodifying private
relationships for profit because they can be subject to intense public scrutiny.

Limitations

The present systematic review has several limitations that could affect the accuracy and compre-
hensiveness of the results. First, the authors only searched for studies using the term, sharenting,
which may have excluded studies that used different terminology for this phenomenon. Second,
the review focused only on peer-reviewed journal papers, excluding nonempirical studies and
gray literature, papers published in languages other than those spoken by the authors
and unpublished PhD theses, which may have limited the scope of the review. These limitations
may have contributed to underrepresented research and increased the risk of publication bias,
which should be taken into account when interpreting the findings of the review.

Directions for future research

Based on the findings here, there are several recommendations for future research on
sharenting. First, given that the majority of the studies included in this review focused
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on mothers and few studies included fathers, future studies could explore the sharenting behav-
iors of fathers and investigate possible gender differences. In addition, the voices of the children
who are the primary focus of sharenting are still missing. While the studies included in the pre-
sent review mainly focused on the perspective of parents, it is crucial to consider the voice of
children and young people. It is also important to investigate the impact of sharenting on family
dynamics and relationships, especially when children do not have a say in the content that is
shared about them.

Second, future studies should explore the impact of cultural and contextual factors on
sharenting behaviors. The studies included in the present review mostly focused on middle-class
families in Western countries, specifically in the United States and Europe. It is important to
expand the scope of the studies to include different cultural and socioeconomic groups to exam-
ine how sharenting is practiced in diverse contexts. Different cultures and communities may
have varying norms and expectations regarding sharenting, as well as different legal and policy
frameworks related to children’s privacy.

Research into digital literacy and safety must be expanded, promoting educational pro-
grams that cater to both parents and children. Such programs could foster an understanding of
the implications of sharenting and its potential impact on children’s long-term well-being. Fur-
thermore, there is a need for policy-driven research that examines how various cultural, legal,
and socioeconomic factors influence sharenting practices and how these can inform the develop-
ment of culturally sensitive educational campaigns. Finally, further research could investigate
the potential impact of parents’ personality traits and psychological factors, such as parenting
styles and attachment on their sharenting behaviors. This investigation could provide insights
concerning the complex interplay between psychological factors, parenting, and digital
media use.

Implications for policy and practice

In light of these suggestions, there is a clear directive for interdisciplinary collaboration to fully
comprehend the complexities of sharenting. The future of sharenting research lies in bridging
the gap between empirical studies and practical, actionable strategies that inform family practi-
tioners, policymakers, and the families they support. To better serve families and children, fam-
ily practitioners require guidelines to navigate conversations regarding sharenting. There is an
opportunity to develop training that addresses the digital footprint and strategies for safe shar-
ing. Policy recommendations should focus on establishing and enhancing children’s digital
rights, with particular emphasis on informed consent for sharing images online.

Building on the review’s findings, several practical recommendations for family practitioners
and policymakers to navigate the complex landscape of sharenting are proposed. Practically,
family practitioners could be provided with training modules that focus on the nuanced aspects
of sharenting, enabling them to guide families on safe online sharing practices. These modules
could include strategies to maintain children’s privacy and dignity online, as well as discussions
on the digital footprint left by sharenting. Professionals working with families, such as social
workers and educators, should facilitate conversations around the ethical implications of
sharenting and advocate for children’s agency in decision-making regarding their digital pres-
ence (Holloway & Green, 2016).

Policy recommendations include the creation of digital literacy guidelines for families
regarding the legal and ethical considerations of sharenting, informed by the latest research
findings. These guidelines could assist parents in making more informed decisions about what
they share online, helping them to balance the benefits of community support with the need to
protect their children’s privacy and autonomy. From a policy standpoint, there is a need for
more comprehensive laws and regulations that protect children’s digital rights in the realm of
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sharenting. This could involve setting clearer standards for consent regarding the sharing
of children’s images and information online, including age-appropriate regulations that
empower children to have a say in their digital presence.

Additionally, family life education programs could incorporate modules on digital literacy,
with a focus on sharenting and its implications for children’s well-being. This would enable par-
ents and children to have open and informative dialogues regarding online sharing, its benefits,
and its potential drawbacks. For child services, a deeper understanding of sharenting’s impact
could inform interventions and support provided to families, ensuring that children’s best inter-
ests are kept at the forefront of digital sharing practices.

CONCLUSION

The present systematic literature review provided a comprehensive and updated overview of
existing empirical studies on sharenting, highlighting its various characteristics and conse-
quences. The findings indicated that parents’ digital competencies and privacy concerns do not
significantly affect their sharenting behaviors, which can be practiced both as a personal habit
or even as a profession in some cases, influencing the masses. The persistence of these behaviors
emphasizes the need for a nuanced understanding of the motivations underlying sharenting.

The inclination to share content online, while often well-intentioned, overlooks potential
legal ramifications, such as violations of privacy laws and the child’s right to digital self-
determination (Livingstone, Davidson, & Bryce, 2017a; Steinberg, 2017). Moreover, the lack of
clarity on children’s perspectives raises ethical concerns about their autonomy and digital rights
(Third et al., 2019). The absence of consent in sharing children’s images can lead to intrafamily
conflict and may have unforeseen consequences on children’s social interactions and future
opportunities (Ammari et al., 2018; Boyd, 2014). In response to these findings, there is a para-
mount need for educational initiatives that enhance parents’ digital literacy, equipping them
with strategies to mitigate risks and protect their children’s online identities (Livingstone,
Olafsson, et al., 2017b).

In the context of professional sharenting, considering it as a profitable market, given its abil-
ity to amass a significant following by showcasing the everyday lives of families, carries numer-
ous risks. Abidin (2015, 2017) stated that even though children have a strong presence on
digital platforms, their online activities have not been officially recognized as labor. Further-
more, there is currently no governing body regulating their online activities, and as a result, they
fall outside the jurisdiction of child labor laws that have traditionally been applied to child stars
in mainstream industries. Despite these concerns, sharenting as a profession is still growing, and
social media platforms are constantly updating their guidelines and policies to regulate this
practice (Lavorgna et al., 2022).

Finally, it is imperative to integrate children’s voices into the discourse on sharenting to
ensure their perspectives are represented and their rights upheld (Third & Collin, 2016). Overall,
the present study provides additional insight regarding the complex and evolving nature of
sharenting, and calls for more interdisciplinary and collaborative research to fully understand
its implications and address its ethical and legal challenges. The evolving nature of sharenting
necessitates a collaborative approach to research and policymaking, aiming to balance the ben-
efits of digital sharing with the protection of children’s privacy and autonomy in the increas-
ingly public realm of the internet.

FUNDING INFORMATION
Sule Betiil Tosuntas received support from the Scientific and Technical Research Council of
Turkey, International Postdoctoral Research Scholarship Programme (2219).

85U807 SUOWIWOD 3AERID 3|qedl|dde 8y} Aq peuienob aie SsjoiLe YO ‘8sN JO S3|nJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLBIALI0D A8 | IM"ATe1q 1[BU U0//:Sd1Y) SUORIPUOD Pue swie | 8u1 88s *[7202/50/82] Uo A%iqiauluo AB|IM ‘Pl 80UBpInT aueIyo0D AN L Aq 99G2T 1HITTTT'0T/I0p/LI00 A8 M A1 BUI|UO//SANY WO} PaPeojuMOq ‘0 ‘6852952T



JOURNAL OF FAMILY THEORY & REVIEW

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

ETHICS STATEMENT
Ethical approval is not applicable for this research.

ORCID
Sule Betiil Tosuntas ® https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0731-6505
Mark D. Griffiths © https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8880-6524

REFERENCES

*References with an asterisk indicate studies included in the systematic literature review.

Abidin, C. (2015). Micromicrocelebrity: Branding babies on the internet. M/C Journal, 18(5), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.
5204/mc;j.1022

Abidin, C. (2017). #familygoals: Family influencers, calibrated amateurism, and justifying young digital labor. Social
Media + Society, 3(2), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117707191

Ammari, T., Schoenebeck, S., & Romero, D. M. (2018). Pseudonymous parents: Comparing parenting roles and identi-
ties on the Mommit and Daddit subreddits. Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Comput-
ing Systems (Paper 489, pp. 1-13). ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174063

*Aslan, S., & Durmus, E. (2020). A current parent behavior in preschool: Sharenting. Journal of Early Childhood Stud-
ies, 4(1), 135-151. https://doi.org/10.24130/eccd-jecs. 1967202041185

*Atwell, G. J., Kicova, E., Vagner, L., & Miklencicova, R. (2019). Parental engagement with social media platforms:
Digital mothering, children’s online privacy, and the sense of disempowerment in the technology-integrated soci-
ety. Journal of Research in Gender Studies, 9(2), 44-49. https://doi.org/10.22381/jrgs9220193

Barassi, V. (2020). Child data citizen: How tech companies are profiling us from before birth. MIT Press.

*Barnes, R., & Potter, A. (2021). Sharenting and parents’ digital literacy: An agenda for future research. Communication
Research and Practice, 7(1), 6-20. https://doi.org/10.1080/22041451.2020.1847819

Barth, S., & De Jong, M. D. (2017). The privacy paradox-investigating discrepancies between expressed privacy con-
cerns and actual online behavior—A systematic literature review. Telematics and Informatics, 34(7), 1038-1058.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2017.04.013

*Bastemur, S., Borucu, D. H., & Bulut, S. (2021). Psychological consequences of sharenting: A case study/Ebeveynlerin
cocuklarinin fotografini sosyal medyada paylasmasinin (sharenting) psikolojik sonuclari: Bir sharenting olgu
incelemesi. Turkish Journal of Child and Adolescent Mental Health, 28(2), 166—174. https://doi.org/10.4274/tjcamh.
galenos.2020.00710

Bauman, Z. (2002). Foreword. In U. Beck & E. Beck-Gernsheim (Eds.), Individualization (pp. xiv—xix). Sage.

Berger, A. S. (2012). The evil eye—An ancient superstition. Journal of Religion and Health, 51, 1098-1103. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10943-011-9493-5

*Blum-Ross, A., & Livingstone, S. (2017). “Sharenting,” parent blogging, and the boundaries of the digital self. Popular
Communication, 15(2), 110-125. https://doi.org/10.1080/15405702.2016.1223300

*Boufares Tayaa, S., & Bouzaabia, R. (2022). The determinants of Tunisian influencer-mompreneurs’ success: An
exploratory study of a new form of female web entrepreneurship on Instagram. Journal of Entrepreneurship in
Emerging Economies, 14(5), 926-949. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-01-2022-0028

Boyd, D. (2006). Friends, friendsters, and top 8: Writing community into being on social network sites. First Monday,
11(12), 2. https://doi.org/10.5210/fm.v11i12.1418

Boyd, D. (2014). It’s complicated: The social lives of networked teens. Yale University Press.

*Briazu, R. A., Floccia, C., & Hanoch, Y. (2021). Facebook sharenting in mothers of young children: The risks are
worth it but only for some. Technology, Mind, and Behavior, 2(4), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.1037/tmb0000051

*Brosch, A. (2016). When the child is born into the internet: Sharenting as a growing trend among parents on
Facebook. The New Educational Review, 43, 225-235. https://doi.org/10.15804/tner.2016.43.1.19

Brosch, A. (2018). Sharenting-Why do parents violate their children’s privacy? The New Educational Review, 54, 75-85.
https://doi.org/10.15804/tner.2018.54.4.06

Caliandro, A., & Anselmi, G. (2021). Affordances-based brand relations: An inquire on memetic brands on Instagram.
Social Media + Society, 7(2), 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051211021367

*Campana, M., Van den Bossche, A., & Miller, B. (2020). #dadtribe: Performing sharenting labour to commercialise
involved fatherhood. Journal of Macromarketing, 40(4), 475-491. https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146720933334

*Cataldo, 1., Lieu, A. A., Carollo, A., Bornstein, M. H., Gabrieli, G., Lee, A., & Esposito, G. (2022). From the cradle
to the web: The growth of “sharenting”—A scientometric perspective. Human Behavior and Emerging Technolo-
gies, 2022, 5607422. https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/5607422

85U807 SUOWIWOD 3AERID 3|qedl|dde 8y} Aq peuienob aie SsjoiLe YO ‘8sN JO S3|nJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLBIALI0D A8 | IM"ATe1q 1[BU U0//:Sd1Y) SUORIPUOD Pue swie | 8u1 88s *[7202/50/82] Uo A%iqiauluo AB|IM ‘Pl 80UBpInT aueIyo0D AN L Aq 99G2T 1HITTTT'0T/I0p/LI00 A8 M A1 BUI|UO//SANY WO} PaPeojuMOq ‘0 ‘6852952T


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0731-6505
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0731-6505
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8880-6524
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8880-6524
https://doi.org/10.5204/mcj.1022
https://doi.org/10.5204/mcj.1022
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117707191
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174063
https://doi.org/10.24130/eccd-jecs.1967202041185
https://doi.org/10.22381/jrgs9220193
https://doi.org/10.1080/22041451.2020.1847819
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2017.04.013
https://doi.org/10.4274/tjcamh.galenos.2020.00710
https://doi.org/10.4274/tjcamh.galenos.2020.00710
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10943-011-9493-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10943-011-9493-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/15405702.2016.1223300
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-01-2022-0028
https://doi.org/10.5210/fm.v11i12.1418
https://doi.org/10.1037/tmb0000051
https://doi.org/10.15804/tner.2016.43.1.19
https://doi.org/10.15804/tner.2018.54.4.06
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051211021367
https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146720933334
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/5607422

Journal of
Theo

SHARENTING: A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW 35

Chalklen, C., & Anderson, H. (2017). Mothering on Facebook: Exploring the privacy/openness paradox. Social Media
+ Society, 3(2), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117707187

*Choi, G. Y., & Lewallen, J. (2018). “Say Instagram, kids!”: Examining sharenting and children’s digital representations
on Instagram. Howard Journal of Communications, 29(2), 144-164. https://doi.org/10.1080/10646175.2017.1327380

Cino, D. (2021). The “5 Ws and 1 H” of Sharenting: Findings from a systematized review. Italian Sociological Review,
11(3), 853-878. https://doi.org/10.13136/isr.v11i3.495

*Cino, D. (2022a). Beyond the surface: Sharenting as a source of family quandaries: Mapping parents’ social media
dilemmas. Western Journal of Communication, 86(1), 128-153. https://doi.org/10.1080/10570314.2021.2020891

*Cino, D. (2022b). Managing sharing is caring: Mothers’ social media dilemmas and informal reflective practices on the
governance of children’s digital footprints. MedieKultur: Journal of Media and Communication Research, 38(72),
86-106. https://doi.org/10.7146/mk.v38i72.125275

*Cino, D., Demozzi, S., & Subrahmanyam, K. (2020). “Why post more pictures if no one is looking at them?” Parents’
perception of the Facebook like in sharenting. The Communication Review, 23(2), 122-144. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10714421.2020.1797434

*Cino, D., & Formenti, L. (2021). To share or not to share? That is the (social media) dilemma. Expectant mothers
questioning and making sense of performing pregnancy on social media. Convergence, 27(2), 491-507. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1354856521990299

*Cino, D., & Vandini, C. D. (2020a). “My kid, my rule”: Governing children’s digital footprints as a source of dialecti-
cal tensions between mothers and daughters-in-law. Studies in Communication Sciences, 20(2), 181-202. https://doi.
org/10.24434/j.scoms.2020.02.003

*Cino, D., & Vandini, C. D. (2020b). “Why does a teacher feel the need to post my kid?”: Parents and teachers con-
structing morally acceptable boundaries of children’s social media presence. International Journal of Communica-
tion, 14, 1153-1172. References from https://ijjoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/12493

*Cino, D., & Wartella, E. (2021). Privacy-protective behaviors in the mediatized domestic milieu: Parents and the intra-
and extra-systemic governance of children’s digital traces. Ricerche di Pedagogia e Didattica, 16, 133-153. https://
doi.org/10.6092/issn.1970-2221/13276

Clark, L. S. (2013). The parent app. Understanding families in the digital age. Oxford University Press.

Collins Dictionary. (2015). Sharenting. Retrieved from https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/sharenting

*De Wolf, R. (2020). Contextualizing how teens manage personal and interpersonal privacy on social media. New
Media & Society, 22(6), 1058-1075. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819876570

Djafarova, E., & Rushworth, C. (2017). Exploring the credibility of online celebrities’ Instagram profiles in influencing
the purchase decisions of young female users. Computers in Human Behavior, 68, 1-7. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
¢hb.2016.11.009

Donovan, S. (2020). “Sharenting”: The forgotten children of the GDPR. Peace Human Rights Governance, 4(1), 35-59.
https://doi.org/10.14658/PUPJ-PHR G-2020-1-2

Doucet, A., & Mauthner, N. S. (2013). Tea and tupperware? Mommy blogging as care, work and consumption. In C.
Rogers & S. Weller (Eds.), Critical approaches to care: Understanding caring relations, identities and cultures
(pp. 92-104). Routledge.

*Er, S., Yilmaztirk, N. H., ()zgﬁl, T., & Cok, F. (2022). Parents’ shares on Instagram in the early days of the COVID-
19 pandemic. Turkish Journal of Education, 11(1), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.19128/turje.949445

Erdem, M. 1. (2022). The concept of sharenting in the social media and its analysis in national legislation. Kiilliye, 3(2),
165-183. https://doi.org/10.48139/aybukulliye.1057938

*Erigir, M. R., & Erisir, D. (2018). Children and the new media: Example of “sharenting” specified to Instagram. New
Media, 4(5), 50-63. Retrieved from https://dergipark.org.tr/fen/download/article-file/1177473

*Esfandiari, M., & Yao, J. (2022). Sharenting as a double-edged sword: Evidence from Iran. Information, Communica-
tion & Society, 26, 2942-2960. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2022.2129268

*Fox, A. K., & Hoy, M. G. (2019). Smart devices, smart decisions? Implications of parents’ sharenting for children’s
online privacy: An investigation of mothers. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 38(4), 414-432. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0743915619858290

*Fox, A. K., Hoy, M. G., & Carter, A. E. (2023). An exploration of first-time dads’ sharenting with social media mar-
keters: Implications for children’s online privacy. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 31(2), 185-196.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10696679.2021.2024441

*Garmendia, M., Martinez, G., & Garitaonandia, C. (2022). Sharenting, parental mediation and privacy among Span-
ish children. European Journal of Communication, 37(2), 145-160. https://doi.org/10.1177/02673231211012146

Giddens, A. (1991). Modernity and self identity: Self and society in the late modern age. Polity.

Goshadzade, K. (2020). Legal implications of “sharenting”. International Journal of Law: Law and World, 6(2), 19-26.
https://doi.org/10.36475/6.2.3

*Gilindig, S. (2020). Examining ‘sharenting’ from a psychological perspective: Comparing Turkish and British mothers.
Current Approaches in Psychiatry, 12(suppl 1), 281-297. https://doi.org/10.18863/pgy.795651

Haley, K. (2020). Sharenting and the (potential) right to be forgotten. Indiana Law Journal, 95(3), 1005-1020.

85U807 SUOWIWOD 3AERID 3|qedl|dde 8y} Aq peuienob aie SsjoiLe YO ‘8sN JO S3|nJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLBIALI0D A8 | IM"ATe1q 1[BU U0//:Sd1Y) SUORIPUOD Pue swie | 8u1 88s *[7202/50/82] Uo A%iqiauluo AB|IM ‘Pl 80UBpInT aueIyo0D AN L Aq 99G2T 1HITTTT'0T/I0p/LI00 A8 M A1 BUI|UO//SANY WO} PaPeojuMOq ‘0 ‘6852952T


https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117707187
https://doi.org/10.1080/10646175.2017.1327380
https://doi.org/10.13136/isr.v11i3.495
https://doi.org/10.1080/10570314.2021.2020891
https://doi.org/10.7146/mk.v38i72.125275
https://doi.org/10.1080/10714421.2020.1797434
https://doi.org/10.1080/10714421.2020.1797434
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354856521990299
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354856521990299
https://doi.org/10.24434/j.scoms.2020.02.003
https://doi.org/10.24434/j.scoms.2020.02.003
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/12493
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1970-2221/13276
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1970-2221/13276
https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/sharenting
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819876570
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.11.009
https://doi.org/10.14658/PUPJ-PHRG-2020-1-2
https://doi.org/10.19128/turje.949445
https://doi.org/10.48139/aybukulliye.1057938
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/download/article-file/1177473
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2022.2129268
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743915619858290
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743915619858290
https://doi.org/10.1080/10696679.2021.2024441
https://doi.org/10.1177/02673231211012146
https://doi.org/10.36475/6.2.3
https://doi.org/10.18863/pgy.795651

JOURNAL OF FAMILY THEORY & REVIEW

*Hasanah, F. F., & Ermawati, M. (2022). Sharenting of young mothers in Yogyakarta: A phenomenological study.
JOYCED: Journal of Early Childhood Education, 2(2), 133-146. https://doi.org/10.14421/joyced.2022.22-04

*Holiday, S., Norman, M. S., & Densley, R. L. (2022). Sharenting and the extended self: Self-representation in parents’
Instagram presentations of their children. Popular Communication, 20(1), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/15405702.
2020.1744610

Holloway, D., & Green, L. (2016). The internet of toys. Communication Research and Practice, 2(4), 506-519. https://
doi.org/10.1080/22041451.2016.1266124

Holstein, J. A., & Gubrium, J. F. (2000). The self we live by: Narrative identity in a postmodern world. Oxford University
Press.

*Hoy, M. G., Fox, A. K., & Deitz, G. D. (2023). Parents’ perceptions of the sensitivity of their children’s personal infor-
mation and willingness to share with social media marketers: Implications for sharenting. Journal of Consumer
Affairs, 57(1), 346-356. https://doi.org/10.1111/joca.12502

Hunter, A. (2016). Monetizing the mommy: Mommy blogs and the audience commodity. Information, Communica-
tion, & Society, 19(9), 1306—1320. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1187642

*Jorge, A., Maropo, L., Coelho, A. M., & Novello, L. (2022b). Mummy influencers and professional sharenting.
European Journal of Cultural Studies, 25(1), 166-182. https://doi.org/10.1177/13675494211004593

*Jorge, A., Maropo, L., & Neto, F. (2022a). ‘When you realise your dad is Cristiano Ronaldo’: Celebrity sharenting
and children’s digital identities. Information, Communication & Society, 25(4), 516-535. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1369118X.2022.2026996

Juhasz, S. (2003). Mother-writing and the narrative of maternal subjectivity. Studies in Gender and Sexuality, 4(4), 395—
425. https://doi.org/10.1080/15240650409349236

*Kaur, S., & Kumar, S. (2021). How sharenting drives sherub marketing: Insights from an interpretative phenomeno-
logical perspective. Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing, 15(4), 750-768. https://doi.org/10.1108/JRIM-06-
2020-0128

*Klucarova, S., & Hasford, J. (2023). The oversharenting paradox: When frequent parental sharing negatively affects
observers’ desire to affiliate with parents. Current Psychology, 42, 6419—6428. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-
01986-z

*Kopecky, K., Szotkowski, R., Aznar-Diaz, 1., & Romero-Rodriguez, J. M. (2020). The phenomenon of sharenting and
its risks in the online environment. Experiences from Czech Republic and Spain. Children and Youth Services
Review, 110, 104812. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.104812

*Kigiikali, A., & Sercemeli, C. (2019). Children’s privacy rights in social media and an implementation on “sharenting”:
The case of Ataturk university. The Journal of International Social Research, 12(68), 1176-1186. https://doi.org/10.
17719/5isr.2019.3905

Kumar, P., & Schoenebeck, S. (2015). The modern day baby book: Enacting good mothering and stewarding privacy
on Facebook. Proceedings of the 18th ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work & Social Com-
puting (pp. 1302-1312). ACM Press.

*Latipah, E., Kistoro, H. C. A., Hasanah, F. F., & Putranta, H. (2020). Elaborating motive and psychological impact
of sharenting in millennial parents. Universal Journal of Educational Research, 8(10), 4807-4817. https://doi.org/
10.13189/ujer.2020.081052

*Lavorgna, A., Tartari, M., & Ugwudike, P. (2022). Criminogenic and harm-enabling features of social media plat-
forms: The case of sharenting practices. European Journal of Criminology, 20(3), 1037-1060. https://doi.org/10.
1177/14773708221131659

*Lazard, L. (2022). Digital mothering: Sharenting, family selfies and online affective-discursive practices. Feminism &
Psychology, 32(4), 540-558. https://doi.org/10.1177/09593535221083840

Leaver, T. (2017). Intimate surveillance: Normalizing parental monitoring and mediation of infants online. Social
Media + Society, 3(2), 2056305117707192. https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117707192

Leckart, S. (2012). Facebook-free baby. Wall Street Journal. Retrieved from https://www.wsj.com/articles/
SB10001424052702304451104577392041180138910

Lenhart, A., & Fox, S. (2006). Bloggers: A portrait of the internet’s new storytellers. Pew Internet & American Life Pro-
ject. Retrieved from http://www.pewinternet.org/pdfs/PIP%20Bloggers%20R eport%20July%2019%202006.pdf

Lim, Y. Q., Lim, C. M., Gan, K. H., & Samsudin, N. H. (2020). Text sentiment analysis on twitter to identify positive
or negative context in addressing inept regulations on social media platform. 2020 IEEE 10th Symposium on Com-
puter Applications & Industrial Electronics (ISCAIE) (pp. 96-101). IEEE.

*Lipu, M., & Siibak, A. (2019). ‘Take it down!’: Estonian parents’ and pre-teens’ opinions and experiences with
sharenting. Media International Australia, 170(1), 57-67. https://doi.org/10.1177/1329878X 19828366

Livingstone, S., Davidson, J., Bryce, J, Batool, S., Haughton, C., & Nandi, A. (2017a). Children’s online activities, risk
and safety, a literature review by the UKCCIS evidence group. Retrieved from https://assets.publishing.service.gov.
uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/650933/Literature_Review_Final_October_2017.pdf

Livingstone, S., & Haddon, L. (2009). EU kids online: Final report. LSE. Retrieved from http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/24372/

85U807 SUOWIWOD 3AERID 3|qedl|dde 8y} Aq peuienob aie SsjoiLe YO ‘8sN JO S3|nJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLBIALI0D A8 | IM"ATe1q 1[BU U0//:Sd1Y) SUORIPUOD Pue swie | 8u1 88s *[7202/50/82] Uo A%iqiauluo AB|IM ‘Pl 80UBpInT aueIyo0D AN L Aq 99G2T 1HITTTT'0T/I0p/LI00 A8 M A1 BUI|UO//SANY WO} PaPeojuMOq ‘0 ‘6852952T


https://doi.org/10.14421/joyced.2022.22-04
https://doi.org/10.1080/15405702.2020.1744610
https://doi.org/10.1080/15405702.2020.1744610
https://doi.org/10.1080/22041451.2016.1266124
https://doi.org/10.1080/22041451.2016.1266124
https://doi.org/10.1111/joca.12502
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1187642
https://doi.org/10.1177/13675494211004593
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2022.2026996
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2022.2026996
https://doi.org/10.1080/15240650409349236
https://doi.org/10.1108/JRIM-06-2020-0128
https://doi.org/10.1108/JRIM-06-2020-0128
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-01986-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-01986-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.104812
https://doi.org/10.17719/jisr.2019.3905
https://doi.org/10.17719/jisr.2019.3905
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2020.081052
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2020.081052
https://doi.org/10.1177/14773708221131659
https://doi.org/10.1177/14773708221131659
https://doi.org/10.1177/09593535221083840
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117707192
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304451104577392041180138910
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052702304451104577392041180138910
http://www.pewinternet.org/pdfs/PIP%20Bloggers%20Report%20July%2019%202006.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1329878X19828366
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/650933/Literature_Review_Final_October_2017.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/650933/Literature_Review_Final_October_2017.pdf
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/24372/

Journal of
Theo

SHARENTING: A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW 37

Livingstone, S., & Helsper, E. (2010). Balancing opportunities and risks in teenagers’ use of the internet: The role of
online skills and internet self-efficacy. New Media & Society, 12(2), 309-329. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1461444809342697

Livingstone, S., Olafsson, K., Helsper, E. J., Lupianez-Villanueva, F., Veltri, G. A., & Folkvord, F. (2017b). Maximiz-
ing opportunities and minimizing risks for children online: The role of digital skills in emerging strategies of paren-
tal mediation. Journal of Communication, 67(1), 82—105. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12277

*Marasli, M., Er, S., Yilmaztirk, N. H., & Cok, F. (2016). Parents’ shares on social networking sites about their chil-
dren: Sharenting. The Anthropologist, 24(2), 399—406. https://doi.org/10.1080/09720073.2016.11892031

Marwick, A. E., & Boyd, D. (2011). I tweet honestly, I tweet passionately: Twitter users, context collapse, and the imag-
ined audience. New Media & Society, 13(1), 114-133. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444810365313

Moher, D., Shamseer, L., Clarke, M., Ghersi, D., Liberati, A., Petticrew, M., Shekelle, P., Stewart, L. A., &
PRISMA-P Group. (2015). Preferred reporting items for systematic review and meta-analysis protocols
(PRISMA-P) 2015 statement. Systematic Reviews, 4(1), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1

*Morva, O., & Giil Unlii, D. (2022). Parenting blogs and children’s online privacy: On the privacy management of par-
ent blogs in Turkey. Ankara Universitesi Ilef Dergisi, 9(1), 9-30. https:/doi.org/10.24955/ilef.1073284

*Ni Bhroin, N., Dinh, T., Thiel, K., Lampert, C., Staksrud, E., & Olafsson, K. (2022). The privacy paradox by proxy:
Considering predictors of sharenting. Media and Communication, 10(1), 371-383. https://doi.org/10.17645/mac.
v10i1.4858

Nominet. (2018). Parents oversharing family photos online lack basic privacy know-how. Retrieved from https://www.
nominet.uk/parents-oversharing-family-photos-online-lack-basic-privacy-know/

*(gel-Balaban, H. (2021). The predictors of sharenting on Facebook by parents in Turkey. Journal of Psychological &
Educational Research, 29(2), 130-149. Retrieved from https://www.marianjournals.com/files/JPER _articles/JPER _
29_2 2021/%C3%96gel_Balaban_JPER_2021_29 2 130_149.pdf

*Omiir, S., & Uyar, M. (2022). Sharenting: An assessment of parents’ social media sharing tendencies in Turkey.
Kastamonu Iletisim Arastrmalart Dergisi (KIAD), 9, 23-45. https://doi.org/10.56676/kiad.1162288

*Quvrein, G., & Verswijvel, K. (2019). Sharenting: Parental adoration or public humiliation? A focus group study on
adolescents’ experiences with sharenting against the background of their own impression management. Children
and Youth Services Review, 99, 319-327. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.02.011

*Quvrein, G., & Verswijvel, K. (2021). Child mediation: Effective education or conflict stimulation? Adolescents’ child
mediation strategies in the context of sharenting and family conflict. Journal of e-Learning and Knowledge Society,
17(3), 70-79. https://doi.org/10.20368/1971-8829/1135555

*Porfirio, F., & Jorge, A. (2022). Sharenting of Portuguese male and female celebrities on Instagram. Journalism and
Media, 3(3), 521-537. https://doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia3030036

*Puspita, B. B., & Edvra, P. A. (2022). The relationship between mother’s safety competency and the risk perception in
sharenting activities. KOMUNIKATIF: Jurnal Ilmiah Komunikasi, 11(2), 190-205. https://doi.org/10.33508/jk.
v11i2.4080

*Ranzini, G., Newlands, G., & Lutz, C. (2020). Sharenting, peer influence, and privacy concerns: A study on the
Instagram-sharing behaviors of parents in the United Kingdom. Social Media + Society, 6(4), 2056305120978376.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305120978376

*Romero-Rodriguez, J. M., Kopecky, K., Garcia-Gonzilez, A., & Gémez-Garcia, G. (2022). Sharing images or videos
of minors online: Validation of the sharenting evaluation scale (SES). Children and Youth Services Review, 136,
106396. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2022.106396

*Sarkadi, A., Dahlberg, A., Fangstrom, K., & Warner, G. (2020). Children want parents to ask for permission before
‘sharenting’. Journal of Paediatrics and Child Health, 56(6), 981-983. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpc.14945

Scheibling, C., & Marsiglio, W. (2021). #HealthyDads: “Fit fathering” discourse and digital health promotion in dad
blogs. Journal of Marriage and Family, 8§3(4), 1227-1242. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12743

Scheibling, C., & Milkie, M. A. (2023). Shifting toward intensive parenting culture? A comparative analysis of top
mommy blogs and dad blogs. Family Relations, 72(2), 495-514. https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12824

Schmidt, J. H. (2011). (Micro) blogs: Practices of privacy management. In S. Trepte & L. Reinecke (Eds.), Privacy
online: Perspectives on privacy and self-disclosure in the social web (pp. 159-173). Springer.

Security.org. (2021). Parenting on social media: Survey report. Retrieved from https://www.security.org/digital-safety/
parenting-social-media-report/

*Sivak, E., & Smirnov, 1. (2019). Parents mention sons more often than daughters on social media. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 116(6), 2039-2041. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804996116

Song, F. W. (2016). The serious business of mommy bloggers. Contexts, 15(3), 42-49. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1536504216662234

Stefanone, M. A., & Jang, C.-Y. (2007). Writing for friends and family: The interpersonal nature of blogs. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication, 13(1), 123-140. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2007.00389.x

Steinberg, S. B. (2017). Sharenting: Children’s privacy in the age of social media. Emory Law Journal, 66, 839-884.
Retrieved from https://scholarlycommons.law.emory.edu/elj/vol66/iss4/2/

85U807 SUOWIWOD 3AERID 3|qedl|dde 8y} Aq peuienob aie SsjoiLe YO ‘8sN JO S3|nJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLBIALI0D A8 | IM"ATe1q 1[BU U0//:Sd1Y) SUORIPUOD Pue swie | 8u1 88s *[7202/50/82] Uo A%iqiauluo AB|IM ‘Pl 80UBpInT aueIyo0D AN L Aq 99G2T 1HITTTT'0T/I0p/LI00 A8 M A1 BUI|UO//SANY WO} PaPeojuMOq ‘0 ‘6852952T


https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444809342697
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444809342697
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12277
https://doi.org/10.1080/09720073.2016.11892031
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444810365313
https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1
https://doi.org/10.24955/ilef.1073284
https://doi.org/10.17645/mac.v10i1.4858
https://doi.org/10.17645/mac.v10i1.4858
https://www.nominet.uk/parents-oversharing-family-photos-online-lack-basic-privacy-know/
https://www.nominet.uk/parents-oversharing-family-photos-online-lack-basic-privacy-know/
https://www.marianjournals.com/files/JPER_articles/JPER_29_2_2021/%C3%96gel_Balaban_JPER_2021_29_2_130_149.pdf
https://www.marianjournals.com/files/JPER_articles/JPER_29_2_2021/%C3%96gel_Balaban_JPER_2021_29_2_130_149.pdf
https://doi.org/10.56676/kiad.1162288
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.02.011
https://doi.org/10.20368/1971-8829/1135555
https://doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia3030036
https://doi.org/10.33508/jk.v11i2.4080
https://doi.org/10.33508/jk.v11i2.4080
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305120978376
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2022.106396
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpc.14945
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12743
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12824
https://www.security.org/digital-safety/parenting-social-media-report/
https://www.security.org/digital-safety/parenting-social-media-report/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804996116
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536504216662234
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536504216662234
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2007.00389.x
https://scholarlycommons.law.emory.edu/elj/vol66/iss4/2/

Journal of Fam
The

JOURNAL OF FAMILY THEORY & REVIEW

Third, A., & Collin, P. (2016). Rethinking (children’s and young people’s) citizenship through dialogues on digital prac-
tice. In A. McCosker, S. Vivienne, & A. Johns (Eds.), Negotiating digital citizenship: Control, contest and culture
(pp- 41-59). Rowman & Littlefield.

Third, A., Livingstone, S., & Lansdown, G. (2019). Recognizing children’s rights in relation to digital technologies:
Challenges of voice and evidence, principle and practice. In B. Wagner, M. C. Ketteman, & K. Vieth (Eds.),
Human rights and digital technology: Global politics, law and international relations. Edward Elgar Publishing.

*Turgut, Y. E., Kopuz, T., Aslan, A., & Toksoy, S. E. (2021). Factors affecting parents’ share on social media about
their children. Cukurova University Faculty of Education Journal, 50(1), 276-292. https://doi.org/10.14812/cufej.
809663

*Udenze, S., & Bode, O. S. (2020). Sharenting in digital age: A netnographic investigation. International Journal of
Darshan Institute on Engineering Research and Emerging Technologies, 9(1), 29-34. https://doi.org/10.32692/ijdi-
eret/9.1.2020.2005

Uhls, Y. T., & Greenfield, P. M. (2017). The value of fame: Preadolescent perceptions of popular media and their rela-
tionship to future aspirations. Developmental Psychology, 53(8), 1489-1499. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026369

Van Cleaf, K. (2015). Of woman born to mommy blogged: The journey from the personal as political to the personal as
commodity. Women’s Studies Quarterly, 43(3-4), 247-264. https://doi.org/10.1353/wsq.2015.0064

*Verswijvel, K., Walrave, M., Hardies, K., & Heirman, W. (2019). Sharenting, is it a good or a bad thing? Understand-
ing how adolescents think and feel about sharenting on social network sites. Children and Youth Services Review,
104, 104401. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104401

*Vizcaino-Verdd, A., De-Casas-Moreno, P., & Jaramillo-Dent, D. (2022). Thanks for joining our life: Intimacy as
performativity on YouTube parenting vlogs. Profesional de la Informacion, 31(4), 310407. https://doi.org/10.3145/
epi.2022.jul.07

*Wachs, S., Mazzone, A., Milosevic, T., Wright, M. F., Blaya, C., Gamez-Guadix, M., & Norman, J. O. H. (2021).
Online correlates of cyberhate involvement among young people from ten European countries: An application of
the routine activity and problem behaviour theory. Computers in Human Behavior, 123, 106872. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.chb.2021.106872

*Walrave, M., Verswijvel, K., Ouvrein, G., Staes, L., Hallam, L., & Hardies, K. (2022). The limits of sharenting:
Exploring parents” and adolescents’ sharenting boundaries through the lens of communication privacy manage-
ment theory. Frontiers in Education, 7, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.803393

Wardhani, P., & Sekarasih, L. (2021). Parental decisions on sharing their children’s private information on social media
among families in Jakarta area. Makara Human Behavior Studies in Asia, 25(2), 127-136. https://doi.org/10.7454/
hubs.asia.1161121

Webb, L. M., & Lee, B. S. (2011). Mommy blogs: The centrality of community in the performance of online maternity.
In M. Moravec (Ed.), Motherhood online (pp. 244-257). Cambridge Scholars.

*Wen, L. J., Teng, C. T. Y., & Dhanapal, S. (2022). The trend of sharenting among Malaysian parents: A qualitative
study on their content and motivation. International Journal of Public Health, 11(1), 310-319. https://doi.org/10.
11591/ijphs.v11i1.21193

Whitehead, D. (2015). “The story god is weaving us into”: Narrativizing grief, faith, and infant loss in us evangelical
women’s blog communities. New Review of Hypermedia and Multimedia, 21(1-2), 42-56. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13614568.2014.983559

*Williams-Ceci, S., Grose, G. E., Pinch, A. C., Kizilcec, R. F., & Lewis, N. A., Jr. (2021). Combating sharenting: Inter-
ventions to alter parents’ attitudes toward posting about their children online. Computers in Human Behavior, 125,
106939. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106939

Zabihzadeh, A., Mazaheri, M. A., Hatami, J., Nikfarjam, M. R., Panaghi, L., & Davoodi, T. (2019). Cultural differ-
ences in conceptual representation of “privacy”: A comparison between Iran and the United States. The Journal of
Social Psychology, 159(4), 357-370. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2018.1493676

How to cite this article: Tosuntas, Sule Betill, & Griffiths, M. D. (2024). Sharenting: A
systematic review of the empirical literature. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 1-38.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12566

85U807 SUOWIWOD 3AERID 3|qedl|dde 8y} Aq peuienob aie SsjoiLe YO ‘8sN JO S3|nJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLBIALI0D A8 | IM"ATe1q 1[BU U0//:Sd1Y) SUORIPUOD Pue swie | 8u1 88s *[7202/50/82] Uo A%iqiauluo AB|IM ‘Pl 80UBpInT aueIyo0D AN L Aq 99G2T 1HITTTT'0T/I0p/LI00 A8 M A1 BUI|UO//SANY WO} PaPeojuMOq ‘0 ‘6852952T


https://doi.org/10.14812/cufej.809663
https://doi.org/10.14812/cufej.809663
https://doi.org/10.32692/ijdi-eret/9.1.2020.2005
https://doi.org/10.32692/ijdi-eret/9.1.2020.2005
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026369
https://doi.org/10.1353/wsq.2015.0064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104401
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2022.jul.07
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2022.jul.07
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106872
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106872
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.803393
https://doi.org/10.7454/hubs.asia.1161121
https://doi.org/10.7454/hubs.asia.1161121
https://doi.org/10.11591/ijphs.v11i1.21193
https://doi.org/10.11591/ijphs.v11i1.21193
https://doi.org/10.1080/13614568.2014.983559
https://doi.org/10.1080/13614568.2014.983559
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106939
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2018.1493676
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12566

	Sharenting: A systematic review of the empirical literature
	INTRODUCTION
	THE PRESENT STUDY
	METHODS
	Aims and design
	Inclusion and exclusion criteria
	Information sources and search strategy
	Study selection and data collection processes

	RESULTS
	Characteristics of sharenting
	Factors affecting sharenting
	Social media dilemmas
	Children's privacy
	Children's perspectives
	Professional sharenting

	DISCUSSION
	Characteristics of Sharenting: Parenting behaviors, identities, and dilemmas
	Children's agency, privacy, and risks: Personal and legal implications
	Professional sharenting: Digital labor, influencing, and parent microcelebrities
	Limitations
	Directions for future research
	Implications for policy and practice

	CONCLUSION
	FUNDING INFORMATION
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	ETHICS STATEMENT
	REFERENCES


