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Abstract  
This research investigates how and why parents’ sharenting practices (e.g., sharing of 

children’s images and details on social media) have changed across Generations X, Y and Z. 

Most prior research views sharenting as an individual practice driven by parental motivation 

or privacy concerns, neglecting the influence of broader societal, cultural, technological, 

generational shifts. This study challenges that perspective by conceptualising sharenting as a 

dynamic social practice. The empirical context combines 15 semi-structured interviews and a 

netnography of five influencer parents. Working within the Consumer Culture Theory (CCT) 

research tradition and utilising Practice Theory as an enabling lens, this research analyses 

sharenting through the interconnected elements of meanings, materials, and competencies. 

Furthermore, it incorporates Cognitive Dissonance Theory to understand how parents navigate 

internal conflicts between the desire to share and the need to protect their children’s privacy. 

The findings reveal distinct generational configurations of sharenting practices. Generation X 

favours conventional platforms with privacy controls, Generation Y shows a divide between 

open and anonymised sharenting, and Generation Z anticipates dissonance, and thus, often 

avoids public sharenting entirely. These differences reflect how generational cohorts negotiate 

digital parenting within their socio-technological environments. The research develops a 

generational framework for understanding sharenting, highlighting how practices evolve in 

response to technological affordances, cultural values, and ethical reasoning. Theoretically, it 

expands marketing and digital parenting literature by linking generational identity to shifting 

consumer practices. On a methodological level, it showcases how generative AI can be used 

ethically to transform visual data into artistic representations. From a managerial perspective, 

this research offers valuable insights for brands navigating the ethical tensions of sharenting 

by tailoring their strategies to meet generational preferences and privacy expectations. 
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1. Introduction  
Social media has rapidly evolved from a tool for exchanging direct electronic information into 

a virtual gathering place and even a powerful marketing tool (Maryville University, 2024). 

Nowadays, 62.6 % of the world’s population utilises social media, which accounts for 5.07 

billion people (Chaffey, 2025). This widespread adoption has profound implications for digital 

privacy, sparking global debates about digital rights, consent, and intergenerational conflicts. 

A notable instance is the dispute between the singer Zayn Malik and Yolanda Hadid (mother 

of Gigi Hadid), where Yolanda shared a picture of her granddaughter online against the parents’ 

wishes, highlighting tensions between different generations regarding parental sharing and 

privacy (Edmonds, 2021).  This displays that the generational debate is more relevant than 

ever. Especially, as social media platforms are powerful tools that enable users to share content, 

emotions, and opinions and facilitate interactions between individuals regardless of their 

physical presence (Shwartz-Asher et al., 2020).  

Sharenting is an amalgamation of the words “sharing” and “parenting”, which has been 

defined by Collins Dictionary (2017) as “the habitual use of social media to share news and 

images of one’s children online”. Ong et al. (2022) observed that this shift increased reliance 

on online platforms and the need for virtual interactions. 

 

Marketing literature on sharenting primarily focuses on the reasons and motivations behind 

parents’ decisions to participate or refrain from it (Fox & Hoy, 2019). For instance, Fox & Hoy 

(2019) explore how parents use social media to build social connections, seek validation, and 

document their children’s lives. Likewise, Ong et al. (2022) emphasise how sharenting 

interacts with consumer vulnerability, underlining that privacy concerns increase with the 

growth of social media. Therefore, the authors argue that parents nowadays are often conflicted 

between the need to maintain online social connections and the increased opportunities for 

vulnerability paired with sharenting. While marketing literature offers valuable insights into 

the consumer-driven aspect of sharenting, it often overlooks the influence of generational 

differences between parents on sharenting practices.  

 Interdisciplinary studies, however, offer a more comprehensive understanding that can 

inform marketing scholarship. For example, Livingston & Helsper (2009) identify motivations 

including the need for parents to enhance social connectedness by staying in touch with friends 

and family, documenting their children’s lives, or seeking social validation from others. 

Additionally, Blum-Ross & Livingstone (2017) frame sharenting as a form of digital 
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storytelling, which parents utilise to share about their children’s lives and personal experiences. 

Anderson et al. (2024) emphasise growing concerns over social media usage regarding 

vulnerability, mental health, and privacy due to the growth of technology. These 

interdisciplinary perspectives help bridge gaps within marketing literature, enabling this 

research to investigate how and why sharenting practices have changed across generations of 

parents. By integrating insights from marketing with interdisciplinary literature, this research 

contributes to marketing research by contextualising sharenting as a dynamic and evolving 

process shaped by generational identity, culture and technological shifts.  

 

Recent literature emphasises the importance of generational identity in shaping behaviours 

(Çoklar & Tatli, 2021). Building on Twenge (2023), this research views generations as socially 

constructed cohorts shaped by historical and technological contexts. By comparing parents 

from generations X, Y, and Z, this research demonstrates that sharenting is not a static or 

uniform behaviour, but rather a practice influenced by the distinct technological, cultural, and 

social conditions each generation experienced during their formative years.  

Marketing literature is limited regarding how sharenting practices evolve, particularly 

across different generations, making it essential to explore this evolution in today’s rapidly 

advancing environment. Understanding generational differences is thus important to uncover 

how parents balance the desire for online social connections (Ong et al., 2022) with concerns 

regarding the negative impacts associated with sharenting (Fox & Hoy, 2019). Therefore, the 

central research question is: “How and why have parents’ sharenting practices changed across 

generations?” 

 

This research conducts a generational comparison of sharenting parents through a practice 

theoretical perspective (Shove et al., 2012). This approach argues that consumer behaviour is 

not predominantly determined by the individual but rather by the social practices the individual 

participates in throughout their daily lives. Furthermore, practice theory focuses on the 

predictability and routinisation of practices composed of materials, competencies, and 

meanings (Shove et al., 2012). Therefore, the practice theory perspective enables this research 

to investigate the evolving practice of sharenting, which is continuously reshaped by cultural 

and technological changes, by analysing shifts in materials, competencies, and meanings 

(Shove et al., 2012). This perspective allows this research to examine how shifting societal 

norms and new digital affordances influence sharenting practices. By viewing individual 

sharenting behaviour as a practice immersed in dynamic social practices, an increased 
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understanding of how and why parents’ sharenting practices have changed across generations 

of parents is developed.  

This study utilises qualitative methods, including in-depth interviews and a 

netnography (Arsel, 2017; Kozinets, 2002), to analyse parents’ experiences and online 

behaviours across generations. The semi-structured interviews are designed from the practice 

theoretical perspective (Shove et al., 2012) to uncover the experiences, motivations, and 

concerns of parents navigating sharenting practices. The netnography investigates how parents 

enact sharenting behaviour and reveals the differences in social media usage between 

generations. By integrating the interviews with the netnography, this research generates 

valuable insights into perceived experiences and observable sharenting practices.  

1.1 Academic Relevance and Contributions 
Tosuntaş & Griffiths (2024) and consumer research by Ong et al. (2022) show that sharenting 

is a complex, nonetheless rapidly evolving phenomenon. By comparing sharenting practices 

from a generational dimension, this research extends their findings by examining how cultural 

and societal factors shape sharenting behaviours, contributing to the broader discussion on 

digital socialisation and consumer culture. By utilising the practice theoretical perspective 

(Shove et al., 2012), this research adds to the sharenting literature by shifting the focus from 

individual behaviour to behaviour intertwined with society. Furthermore, this study contributes 

to the marketing literature by providing a perspective on the generational evolution of 

sharenting, integrating and extending literature that discusses the motivations and risks of 

sharenting (Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017; Fox & Hoy, 2019). By drawing on practice 

theory, this research provides a nuanced analysis of how sharenting practices develop in 

response to new digital affordances, contributing an advanced understanding of digital 

consumer culture and social media usage. 

1.2 Managerial and Societal Relevance 
Exploring the evolution of sharenting behaviour across generations is relevant from both 

managerial and societal perspectives. The new landscape of digital marketing, marked by the 

emergence of digital, social media, and mobile marketing culture (DSMM), continues to 

transform business and consumer life (Lamberton & Stephen, 2016). Thus, it is important to 

investigate the implications of these advancements in digital technology and marketing 

practices on sharenting behaviour. From a managerial perspective, sharenting has developed 

into a remarkable marketing strategy (Murugan & Madathil, 2024). The opportunity to share 

intimate moments and experiences online has enabled brands to engage with audiences in an 
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increasingly authentic and personalised manner, enhancing customer experiences (Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016).  

However, sharenting practices have also raised ethical concerns. Murugan & Madathil 

(2024) highlight that the emergence of sharenting marketing as a marketing strategy has also 

been heavily criticised due to the involvement of children’s images and experiences. By 

examining these complexities, this research offers insights for marketers to develop ethical 

guidelines and strategic approaches, enabling them to leverage sharenting. By investigating the 

changes in attitudes and behaviour surrounding sharenting across different generations of 

parents, this research provides a comprehensive understanding of how society interacts with 

the evolving digital landscape.  

2. Theoretical background 

2.1 Sharenting 

Social media gained popularity as social networking sites such as Wikipedia, Facebook, 

YouTube, and Myspace emerged in the early 2000s (Edosomwan et al., 2011). This new digital 

landscape enabled the emergence of blogging, which eventually evolved into sharenting as 

digital technologies became more advanced, accommodating parents to share more frequently 

and extensively (Tosuntaş & Griffiths, 2024). Sharenting has experienced a rapid evolution 

over the last few years, even though the phenomenon only gained attention after it was 

originated by Steven Leckart (2012). Currently, this phenomenon receives noticeable attention 

from the media and academic society as a great majority of parents participate in a form of 

sharenting by engaging in practices such as sharing photos, videos or stories of their children 

online (Kopecky et al., 2020). 

 

Although marketing research does not extensively study sharenting, it examines families and 

their relationships with technology. Researchers explore how digital technologies influence 

family interactions, identity, and consumption practices. Studies highlight technology as a 

mediator of connection and power, enabling long-distance family interaction and reshaping 

household dynamics (Epp et al., 2014; Marchant & O’Donohoe, 2014; Nash et al., 2018). Perez 

et al. (2019) emphasise how these technologies cause shifts in intergenerational family 

hierarchies by analysing inverse socialisation, where adult children influence their middle-aged 

and elderly parents’ engagement with digital technologies.  
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Despite these contributions, marketing literature has yet to apply these insights to 

sharenting, leaving an underexplored gap in understanding how parents integrate social media 

into family life and how these practices change across generations. This study bridges that gap 

by extending the existing focus on families and technology within marketing research to the 

emerging practice of sharenting.  

 

As sharenting literature emerges within diverse research fields, this research draws on 

interdisciplinary insights to contribute to marketing literature on sharenting. Tosuntaş & 

Griffiths (2024) highlight studies examining children’s privacy, professional sharenting, 

children’s perspectives, factors affecting sharenting, and social media dilemmas, with research 

predominantly focusing on the characteristics of sharenting behaviour. Ong et al. (2021) 

indicate that parents from diverse life stages participate in sharenting behaviour, ranging from 

expecting parents to recent parents and parents with older children. They also argue that 

sharenting behaviour takes place on a spectrum of awareness, incorporating active, passive, 

and invisible/unrecognised sharenting. Literature shows that parents mainly post content about 

their children regarding special occasions, celebrations, holidays, and milestones (Kopecky et 

al., 2020). Furthermore, Wen et al. (2022) reveal that parents often justify sharenting behaviour 

by arguing that it is a way to collect memories, keep in touch with family and friends, and 

receive parenting support.  

 

Key sharenting research, by Fox & Hoy (2019) and Livingston & Helsper (2009),  investigate 

the motivations behind sharenting while emphasising privacy and vulnerability concerns. 

Professional or commercial sharenting has also gained significant attention, where parents 

utilise sharenting practices to earn money online through sponsored posts, advertisements, and 

brand endorsements (Tosuntaş & Griffiths, 2024). Blum & Livingstone (2017) note that even 

professional sharenting parents express tension between financial opportunity and 

safeguarding their children’s online identities. This tension reflects the privacy openness 

paradox, which refers to the contradiction between parents’ privacy attitudes and actual 

behaviour concerning their children’s privacy (Van Den Abeele et al., 2023). Examining this 

privacy openness paradox is important to uncover how parents navigate this complex paradox 

and why parents engage in sharenting despite being aware of the associated risks. 
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2.2 Generations  
Generations are increasingly recognised as social constructions influenced by historical, 

technological and cultural experiences, as opposed to simply age-based cohorts. Mannheim 

(1952) argues that generations are not merely defined by their chronological age but rather by 

individual biographies formed by socio-historical location. Advocating that generations 

emerge through fresh contact, referring to significant socio-historical events during an 

individual’s formative years, determining worldviews and cultural orientations. According to 

this perspective, generations are no longer biological inevitabilities but rather relational and 

experiential constructions, embedded in their social and historical contexts. Pilcher (1994) 

extends this by conceptualising generations as participants in social change, shaped by shared 

historical conditions and the socially constructed meanings of generational belonging.  

 
In today’s rapidly increasing digitalised environment, generational differences are crucial in 

shaping attitudes and behaviour towards technology. Building on Mannheim’s (1952) work, 

scholars like Çoklar & Tatli, (2021) highlight digital natives, referring to individuals who have 

grown up with digital technology, show a more intuitive ease when navigating and integrating 

new technologies in their daily lives, whereas, older generations show a lower level of 

competence using digital technologies, which is called digital nativity. Older generations are 

often called digital immigrants as these individuals had to adapt to the new digital technologies 

later in their lives, according to their availability (Benini & Murray, 2013). Çoklar & Tatli 

(2021) emphasise that the digital nativity levels of individuals have increased with each 

generation from X to Z. These differences are not only reflected by a difference in 

technological competence but also by divergent experiences and cultural adaptations to new 

technological advancements. This digital divide between generations has significant 

implications for online practices such as sharenting, as younger generations of parents have 

different experiences with technologies than older generations, shaping their engagement with 

technology and social media platforms.  

 

The relationship generations have with technology is greatly determined by the socio-

technological environments they experience throughout their formative years.  Twenge (2023) 

proposes that generations differ due to the dominant technologies and unique experiences of 

their childhood, arguing that technology is the foundational cause of most generational 

polarities. For instance, Generation X experienced the transition from analogue to digital, 

leading to a pragmatic approach to technology. In contrast, Millennials grew up with the 
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internet, fostering more individualistic traits. Twenge (2023) characterises Generation Z as the 

iGen, as their childhood was dominated by the internet, causing the generation to be more 

concerned about safety. It is essential to understand generational dynamics as each generation’s 

unique socio-technological environment influences their beliefs, perceptions of privacy, and 

implications of sharenting behaviour, accentuating the significance of incorporating 

generational contexts in digital parenting research.  

 

While sharenting literature provides insights into parental motivations and their immediate 

impact, it underexplores how these practices shift with cultural and technological change 

(Tosuntaş & Griffiths, 2024). Literature tends to overlook the iterative nature of sharenting 

practices, leaving unanswered questions about how sharenting attitudes and behaviours adapt 

to new digital affordances and societal norms. Furthermore, while studies focus on gender 

differences (Campana et al., 2020; Fox & Hoy, 2019; Van Den Abeele et al., 2023), literature 

has overlooked the influence of generational differences. As parents navigate digital dilemmas, 

understanding generational differences becomes crucial.  

Consequently, there is a need for a more dynamic and cultural approach to investigate 

the impact of increasing digitalisation on sharenting behaviour and how parents across different 

generations adapt to evolving technological environments and social expectations. By viewing 

generations as social constructions, this research transcends age-based categorisations of 

generations by analysing how generational identities are performed and negotiated through 

practices, such as sharenting, within specific socio-technological environments. Accordingly, 

the central question of this research arises: “How and why have parents’ sharenting practices 

changed across generations?” 

2.3 Consumer Culture Theory 

This study turns to Consumer Culture Theory (CCT), a research tradition often used in 

marketing research to “address the dynamic relationships between consumer actions, the 

marketplace and cultural meanings” (Arnould & Thompson, 2005: 868). CCT provides a 

framework for understanding how consumers navigate social, cultural, and economic forces, 

enabling marketing researchers to view consumers as navigators working around limitations 

within their sociocultural environments by participating in diverse consumption activities and 

market involvements (Franco, 2022). This perspective emphasises the importance of 

consumers in shaping market dynamics while highlighting the role of cultural meanings 
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influencing consumer behaviour, enabling researchers to reveal how cultural meanings are 

contested and transformed over time.  

CCT also allows scholars to analyse how individuals construct identities and negotiate 

meanings through diverse consumption practices. In CCT, marketing researchers often use 

enabled theorising to frame their investigations and offer unique perspectives on consumer 

behaviour (Dolbec et al., 2021). Enabled theorising is defined by Dolbec et al. (2021) as “the 

use of pre-existing theoretical perspectives, theories or conceptual lenses to inform various 

moments in the conduct of qualitative research”. Thus, an enabling lens can be utilised as a 

theoretical tool to shape how researchers interpret data and construct explanations about social 

and cultural phenomena. By selecting an enabling lens suited to the research questions, scholars 

can focus on specific dynamics within consumer culture (Dolbec et al., 2021).  

Given the evolving nature of digital consumer practices such as sharenting, this study 

adopts practice theory as its enabling lens. Practice theory offers a method for understanding 

how sharenting is not merely an individual act but a routinised social activity shaped by broader 

technological and cultural forces (Shove et al., 2012). This perspective enables a deeper 

exploration of how and why sharenting practices differ across generations, focusing on shifts 

in digital affordances, cultural values, and social norms influencing this evolving practice. 

 2.4 Practice Theory 
The practice theoretical perspective provides the opportunity to understand the enactment of 

social life (Schatzki, 1996). Researchers leverage this perspective to analyse individual 

behaviour as interconnected routines shaped by interactions between the practice elements 

materials (e.g., technologies, objects), competencies (e.g., skills, specific knowledge), and 

meanings (e.g., identities, norms) to capture how practices emerge, persist, and evolve (Shove 

et al., 2012). This research conceptualises sharenting as a social practice and views it as a 

routinised behaviour consisting of several interconnected elements (Reckwitz, 2002). Practice 

theory enables this study to investigate how the practice elements interact and shape digital 

sharenting practices. To understand how practices emerge and change, Shove et al. (2012) 

argue that attention must be paid to element trajectories and the creation and destruction of 

links between elements. Thus, as visualised in Figure 1, this research focuses on how 

sharenting practices change when links among the practice elements are created or destroyed.  
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Figure 1: Practice Elements and Sharenting 

 

Practice theory is applied across various contexts, enabling scholars to explore the dynamic 

nature of social practices. For instance, Gonzalez-Arcos et al. (2021) leverage it to understand 

customer resistance to sustainability inventions by shifting focus from individual consumer 

behaviour to social practice change. The responses to the plastic bag ban in Chile display how 

resistance emerges from the complex dynamics between social routines, material 

infrastructures, and cultural norms. By framing resistance as a consequence of broader social 

practice dynamics, Gonzalez-Arcos et al. (2021) reveal how small shifts in the interactions 

among practice elements (e.g., waste practices, goods packaging, transportation) can 

significantly impact the adoption or rejection of sustainability inventions. This demonstrates 

the power of practice theory in encouraging scholars to treat consumer behaviour as embedded 

in dynamic social practices rather than treating consumer behaviour as isolated decisions. 

Furthermore, practice theory mainly focuses on the stability of social practices. 

However, the disruption of routines has been shown to cause shifts in practice performance 

(Reckwitz, 2002). Practices can be disrupted by various dynamics, such as technological 

change, shifts in cultural debates, or changes in individuals participating in the social 

practice/or their interpretation of practice meanings (Reckwitz, 2002; Shove et al., 2012). For 

instance, Phipps & Ozanne (2017) find that environmental pressures disrupted water usage 

routines, causing practices to be revisited or abandoned as their routines and continuity were 

threatened. The disruption forced a revision and modification of water consumption practices, 

causing shifts in competencies, materials, and meanings (e.g., bucket usage, reduced water, and 

perspective on cleanliness). The findings note that newly adopted practices have the highest 

risk of failing to become habituated. This illustrates the importance of stability in social 

practices while disruptions are drivers of social change.  
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From a practice theoretical perspective, sharenting is a social practice still undergoing 

habituation, involving complex interactions between materials (e.g., smartphones, platforms), 

competencies (e.g., digital literacy), and meanings (e.g., identity, privacy, connection). As 

sharenting is a relatively new practice, parents are still experimenting with how digital sharing 

practices must be integrated into their lives. Thus, parents are gradually forming routinised 

patterns of behaviour. Due to the dynamic nature of social practices, sharenting practices are 

continuously subject to change driven by generational identity, technological advancements, 

evolving cultural debates around privacy, and shifts in parental perceptions or interpretations 

of digital engagement.  

While practice theory traditionally emphasises how social practices are maintained 

through the routinisation of practice elements (Reckwitz, 2002; Shove et al., 2012), this 

research extends this perspective by incorporating Festinger’s (1957) Cognitive Dissonance 

Theory (CDT) to examine the evolution of sharenting across generations. Festinger’s CDT 

(1957) Theory proposes that individuals experience a negative tension in the mind (cognitive 

dissonance) when there is an inconsistency between action and belief. To resolve the 

dissonance, individuals can change beliefs, behaviour, or perceptions of behaviour. By 

integrating Festinger’s CDT (1957), this research acknowledges that parents engaging in 

sharenting often experience internal conflicts when there is an inconsistency between their 

sharenting behaviour (such as sharing personal details and images of their children online) and 

their concerns about privacy and the long-term risks associated with the digital presence of 

their children. The psychological discomfort arising from this dissonance may be a driver for 

parents to adjust either their beliefs, behaviour, or justify behaviour to restore internal 

consistency.   

Therefore, this research explores sharenting as an emerging digital practice that is 

routinised and continuously reshaped by parents as they resolve internal tensions concerning 

the privacy-openness paradox. Combining these perspectives allows this research to examine 

external dynamics, such as technological advancements and cultural shifts, that cause 

disruption and reconfiguration of sharenting routines while investigating internal cognitive 

processes that influence how these practices are negotiated over time. Through the analysis, 

this research contributes to a deeper and more nuanced understanding of how sharenting 

practices evolve across generations of parents. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1 Research Approach 

This study adopts a qualitative research approach to investigate the complex and evolving 

nature of sharenting practices across generations of parents. This approach enables the 

researcher to gain a nuanced understanding of individual experiences, behaviour, beliefs, 

attitudes, and motivation concerning sharenting practices, which are not easily investigated 

through quantitative research methods (Oranga & Matere, 2023). As sharenting is a socially 

embedded practice, in which technology, culture, and individual behaviour are intertwined, 

qualitative research provides an opportunity for an in-depth exploration of the complexities of 

sharenting practices across generations. Furthermore, the qualitative research approach fits 

with the practice theoretical approach as it argues that individual behaviour is shaped by and 

embedded within broader social practices (Reckwitz, 2002). Therefore, this approach allows 

an investigation of sharenting as embedded with routine practices involving meanings, 

competencies, and materials (Shove et al., 2012).  

This research utilises semi-structured interviews and netnography as its data sources 

(Arsel, 2017; Kozinets, 2002). The interviews are designed to develop an understanding of the 

reasons and underlying motivations, concerns, and generational differences behind parental 

sharenting practices. Complementary to the interviews, the netnography offers empirical 

insights into the enactment of sharenting by different generations of parents, facilitating a 

cross-generational comparison of the evolving digital practice. Combining these methods 

ensures a triangulated investigation of sharenting, enabling the research to incorporate 

subjective experiences and observable practices. Thus, these methods provide a foundation to 

understand the complexities of sharenting practices and their evolution in the dynamic 

interactions of technology, culture, and society. 

3.2 Interviews 

Fifteen one-on-one interviews were conducted between January and April 2025, lasting 30-60 

minutes. The interviews were recorded and conducted online, utilising Microsoft Teams. Semi-

structured interviews allow flexibility and probing of responses received to stimulate further 

elaboration and explanation of the given answers (Oranga & Matere, 2023). Thus, probing 

allows the ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions regarding sharing practices to be answered, providing 

participants with the opportunity to give a more detailed response. Open-ended questions and 

probes stimulate participants to speak freely in their own words, evoking rich responses that 
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are explanatory and may not have been anticipated (Oranga & Matere, 2023), while ensuring 

that the core themes of sharenting are explored.  

Examples of interview questions include “Can you tell me about the last time you 

shared something about your children online?” and “Can you tell me about a time you hesitated 

on whether or not to post about your children online?”. These open questions are designed to 

stimulate detailed responses, emphasising the reasons and motivations behind the decisions 

made by parents concerning sharenting. Furthermore, the interview guide is iteratively refined 

throughout the data collection process. Implying that research questions and data collection 

techniques are adjusted according to emerging themes and gathered insights (Oranga & Matere, 

2023), improving the quality and relevance of the research. The interview guide can be referred 

to in Appendix A. 

The sampling approach focuses on assembling a diverse range of parents from various 

generations, allowing for a comparative analysis of how and why attitudes and behaviours 

regarding sharenting have transformed over time. Guided by purposive sampling principles 

(Saunders, 2012), participants are selected based on criteria such as generational cohort, 

parenting stage and engagement with social media platforms, ensuring that both active 

sharenting parents and more cautious parents are represented within the study. Furthermore, 

convenience sampling enables the identification and recruitment of accessible participants who 

meet the research criteria, while snowballing facilitates further recruitment through participant 

referrals, increasing reach and diversity (Saunders, 2012). Thus, the sample intentionally 

reflects families from different life stages, such as soon-to-be parents, recent parents, and 

families with older children.  

Furthermore, to enhance the breadth and quality of the data, the research is done in 

collaboration with fellow researchers to collect a shared set of interview data (Zeenea, 2024). 

Resulting in a shared data set of participants aged between 23 and 56. Table 1 provides an 

overview of the participants, who are provided with pseudonyms to safeguard their identities. 
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Table 1: Participant Profile 
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3.3 Netnography 

The secondary data source is a netnography of parents who openly engage in sharenting 

practices by posting pictures on online platforms with public access. This research utilises 

netnography as it adapts ethnographic research techniques to study the cultures and 

communities that emerge through computer-mediated communications (Kozinets, 2002). 

Given that sharenting is inherently an online phenomenon, netnography provides the 

opportunity to immerse oneself in digital communities and to gather rich, context-specific data, 

offering insights into motivations and behaviours. 

Following Kozinets (2002), this research focuses on relevant communities with high 

posting frequency, detailed or descriptively rich data, and more between-member interactions 

that concern the research question. The data collection focuses on two key elements described 

by Kozinets (2002) to capture both explicit content and underlying meanings of interactions. 

Firstly, this research directly copies computer-mediated communications of online community 

members, consisting of posts, comments, and discussions, to provide an authentic overview of 

interactions between the community members. Secondly, observations and reflections made 

by the researcher of the community and its members, interactions, and meanings are recorded 

and written down as fieldnotes (Appendix D).  

The netnography complements the interview data by providing empirical evidence on 

how parents across generations enact sharenting practices. Particularly, it allows observable 

patterns in digital sharenting practices to be examined by analysing the visual aspects of posts. 

This systematic analysis of routinised sharenting practices reveals how parents from different 

generations balance visibility with privacy through digital affordances. 

Within three weeks (26 March - 16 April), 707 pictures and videos from five influencers 

from various generations were collected and analysed. To ensure privacy, all content is 

transformed into AI-generated drawings before inclusion in the findings. 

 3.4 Data Analysis 

This research iterates between the three activities of collection, coding and comparison, 

utilising open, axial, and selective (OAS) coding (Lim, 2024). The audio of the interviews is 

transcribed using verbatim transcriptions, which refers to the word-for-word reproduction of 

verbal data, where the transcript is an exact replication of the audio-recorded words (Poland, 

1995). Thus, the transcripts include utterances, mistakes, repetitions, and all grammatical errors 

to provide a more accurate documentation of the spoken interviews (McMullin, 2021). 



 19 

Transcriptions of the interviews are completed and reviewed immediately after they are 

conducted to support an iterative analysis process. By involving fellow researchers in the 

analysis process, this research triangulates the data to minimise biases or subjective 

interpretations (Lim, 2024). 

Drawing on Spiggle’s (1994) framework, this research moves between data and theory 

to uncover and refine emergent themes and triangulate interpretations across researchers 

involved in the data collection process. The data is coded utilising the qualitative analysis 

software Atlas.ti, which enables a systematic coding process. Atlas.ti also facilitates the 

iterative process by providing the opportunity to continuously identify and refine emerging 

themes within sharenting practices as new data is gathered. Similarly, an iterative coding 

framework is utilised in the netnography to identify recurring themes and privacy strategies.   

 3.5 Research Ethics 

Before participation, all individuals receive a plain language statement (Appendix B), which 

outlines the purpose of the research, participant expectations, confidentiality, data usage, 

possible effects, and contact information. This ensures participants can make an informed 

decision about their involvement. Informed consent from participants is obtained following the 

verbal consent script (Appendix C) to respect their autonomy. After which, the settings of 

Microsoft Teams are changed to enable automatic recording and transcriptions of the 

interviews, triggering a final system-based consent through Microsoft Teams. It is also 

emphasised that participants have the right to ask questions and withdraw their consent at any 

point without any consequence. Furthermore, personally identifiable information is removed 

during the transcription of the recordings to ensure the participants’ anonymity.  

 Within this research, generative AI is used creatively to transform Instagram posts into 

artistic representations as an alternative to utilising personal online images directly. This 

transformation method is employed to address several privacy, identity, and ownership 

conflicts while maintaining the value of the images for the analysis. This approach follows 

ethical guidance on digital fabrication (Markham, 2012), which discusses reworking or 

reimaging content in ways that maintain the original meanings while reducing personal or 

identifiable attributes and preventing reverse search of participants. This research also draws 

inspiration from Rokka & Canniford’s (2016) visual strategy of converting pictures into artistic 

representations by utilising an artist to create accurate illustrations of consumer-made pictures 

shared on social media. 



 20 

 3.6 Research Quality 

To ensure research quality, this study draws on four of Tracy’s (2010) criteria for qualitative 

research: sincerity, credibility, rigour, and ethics. Sincerity is addressed through consistency 

and transparency and by fostering reflexivity, meaning potential research biases are openly 

acknowledged and critically reflected upon throughout the research process. Credibility is 

strengthened through methodological checks such as triangulation of data sources and 

collaborative analysis among researchers, ensuring a comprehensive and reliable interpretation 

of the findings. Furthermore, thick descriptions are leveraged to provide in-depth and content-

rich illustrations of sharenting practices, as according to Tracy (2010), credible research is 

marked by thick description, focusing on concrete detail, explication of tacit (nontextual) 

knowledge, and showing rather than telling. Rigour is maintained through a systematic analysis 

utilising Atlas.ti, facilitating organised coding and pattern identification, enhancing the depth 

and richness of insights while ensuring consistency and reliability (Lim, 2024). Finally, the 

strict adherence to the ethical considerations within the research process reinforces the quality 

and integrity of this study. 

4. Findings 

This chapter discusses the findings of the interviews with Generation X, Y and Z parents and 

the netnography of public social-media profiles. The data, which is analysed through practice 

theory (Shove et al., 2012), provides self-articulated and observed insights into how and why 

sharenting practices have evolved across generations of parents. Resulting in a conceptual 

framework (Figure 2) around the interconnected elements of meanings (e.g., motivations, 

identities, privacy norms), materials (e.g., digital platforms, affordances, tools), and 

competencies (e.g., skills, routines, digital knowledge, editing techniques). Each generational 

cohort is discussed separately and supported by data from the interviews and the netnography. 

Furthermore, Festinger’s CDT (1957) is utilised to understand negative tensions regarding 

sharenting behaviour and privacy concerns. 
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Figure 2: Typology of Sharenting Practices Across Generations
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4.1 Generation X  

Generation X parents display a tendency for repetitive use of familiar platforms in 

straightforward and secure ways. These parents exhibit modest digital competence and strongly 

emphasise documenting memories and staying connected with friends/family while protecting 

privacy. Demonstrated by a strong awareness of digital permanence, and the high value parents 

placed on having consent from their child(ren) before posting content. Parents from Generation 

X responded to cognitive dissonance by reassessing and justifying their behaviour rather than 

embracing technological affordances. Their sharenting practices are shaped by their life-stage 

and relatively late entry into digital environments. 

4.1.1. Meanings: Connection, Documentation and Pride 

The participants frame sharenting as an opportunity to document memories and to maintain 

connections with (distant) relatives and friends. All participants emphasise feelings of pride 

and milestones were strong drivers for posting. One mother states, “Often it’s simply about 

sharing something with people you don’t see very often – like family who live far away. And 

yes, it’s usually moments you’re proud of” (Wendy). Contrastingly, the use of sharenting to 

inform people during less positive situations is demonstrated: 

Geoff: During the first three years of my son’s life, he was constantly in and out of the 
hospital. At some point, we were completely overwhelmed with messages and calls from 
people checking in (…) so, we started posting regular updates on Facebook. It worked. 
We got responses, and we could decide whether to reply or not.                                            

Furthermore, the participants express privacy concerns and stress the requirement of consent 

of their child(ren) before posting. Erica argued, “I don’t think it is okay to throw everything 

from my child just anywhere without his permission”. Viewing their role as parents as 

gatekeepers protecting their children from embarrassment.  

4.1.2. Materials: Conventional Platforms 

The Generation X participants predominantly use conventional platforms similarly, while 

occasionally opting for messaging apps such as WhatsApp: “Facebook and Instagram, but 

nothing else” (Donna), another parent said, “We have WhatsApp also, don’t we? Yes, I don’t 

share photos on there a lot” (Erica). Opting for conventional platforms due to their familiarity 

and perceived safety. For instance, Donna mentions: “TikTok and Snapchat, I don’t know that 

very well, so more the ignorance could give an unsafe feeling”. The participants often utilise 

private accounts to monitor and control the circulation of the posts. Their material decisions 
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reflect their desire for interpersonal connections, opting for familiarity and security over public 

exposure. The interviews demonstrate that private accounts and the increased sharing culture 

encouraged parents to post more frequently due to a sense of control and security.  

Wendy: These days, with the sharing culture with the Insta stories, you do share a bit 
more frequently, but then they eventually disappear. I do share quite often. 

Furthermore, parents prefer the functionality of Instagram stories when posting due to the 

limited viewing time: “When I post something on Insta, it’s in those stories that go away after 

24 hours” (Donna). Lastly, the participants mention that functions such as tagging individuals 

and reposting make sharing content more convenient. These functions are also frequently 

utilised in the netnography.  

4.1.3. Competencies: Reliance, Habitual, and Basic Editing 
Generation X parents engage in frequent sharenting, particularly during special moments or 

significant milestones. When talking about a holiday, Erica says: “Actually, those 3 weeks. I 

put something on Instagram every day, and my child was also in a lot of photos”. This is also 

reflected in the netnography as the oldest influencer parent exhibits the highest frequency of 

posts, with more than double the posts than all other analysed influencer parents. In particular, 

the posts of this influencer involve her children/grandchildren more than four times as much 

as the other parents. 

The parents exhibit adequate digital competence as they understand the core functions 

of the social media platforms, however, they tend to avoid non-familiar or advanced functions 

such as editing techniques and AI-generated enhancements: “When the time comes, I’ve 

already forgotten how to do that again, so I’ll just take a picture” (Erica). Donna expresses 

being content with knowing the basic functionalities and relying on habits rather than seeking 

to optimise or expand their digital knowledge:  

Donna: I’m getting more and more handy at it, but now I hear from you (…) that kind 
of new gadgets. I always hear much later (…) I’m more of a follower (…) to figure that 
out a bit, it often takes a lot of time. 

Importantly, several participants express that they learned new digital skills from their children, 

displaying a form of inverse socialisation, reflecting a dependence on younger generations for 

digital knowledge: “I learned it from my child” (Erica). 
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4.1.4. Navigating Cognitive Dissonance: Discomfort and Justification 
Despite their expressed caution, Generation X occasionally describe moments of internal 

conflict between the need for connection and privacy concerns. This cognitive dissonance is 

often resolved through justifying beliefs or changing behaviour, such as readjusting privacy 

settings or removing posts/followers. For example, Donna discusses that she changed her 

posting frequency and started to ask for consent after receiving feedback from her children 

when they reached high school. Furthermore, multiple participants justified their beliefs about 

posting content when discussing the concerns of generative AI and deepfakes:  

Wendy: I don’t post much that would be affected by that. I see other things that seem to 
have more potential. 

Geoff: Honestly, the things we share are not interesting enough for AI. I mean, if 
someone wants to manipulate a skydiving video, go ahead. And if someone is excited 
about my vacation photos, fine by me. 

Erica: I always hope that it just doesn’t happen, because sometimes I want to stay naïve 
about it 

These responses illustrate that Generation X parents, given their later adoption of social media, 

often resolve discomfort regarding privacy concerns by justifying their choices, seeking 

consent, or tightening privacy settings rather than learning new platform affordances.  

4.2 Generation Y (Millennials) 

Sharenting practices from Generation Y parents are guided by emotional expression, social 

connection, ethical reflection, and varied technological competence. Their posting behaviour 

reflects a familiarity with digital platforms and an evolving awareness of privacy and identity 

management techniques. This generation grew up during the emergence of the internet and 

social media platforms. Therefore, some individuals have adopted technology extensively 

while others have remained less digitally literate. Cognitive dissonance is a stimulus of 

behavioural change, value reiteration, and readjustment of sharenting practices. 

4.2.1. Meanings: Storytelling, Identity, and Community 

Participants often view sharenting practices as a form of digital storytelling, identity creation, 

and value the sense of community it provides. Posting online enables them to express pride, 

reflect on parenting struggles and seek confirmation and solidarity from peers and family 

members: “Well, you’re just proud of your child, so it’s fun to just show people what he can 
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do, what he has learned. And of course, you don’t see everyone daily or weekly, so it’s just nice 

if you can take people along in the development that way” (Rose). Another mother states:  

Claire: After giving birth, which was a difficult start for us, that community feeling 
really helped. It became a sort of sounding board and a way to find out if there were other 
parents going through the same thing. 

Nonetheless, participants also reveal an awareness of potential ethical implications of 

sharenting, resulting in carefully depicted posts. One parent shares: 

Mary: I don't fully trust the privacy you know settings on things um but at the same 
it's a nice way for me to stay connected to people yeah um so it's just kind time it's like 

of like a tightrope. 

Similarly, one parent expresses, “On social media you don’t know where it ends up, so I share 

less often on that and I always share it not recognisable” (Rose). Millennials view sharenting 

as a highly personal activity, which is often interwoven with a sense of responsibility facilitated 

by their digital literacy. While connection and validations are important motivators, they are 

moderated by a desire to respect their child(ren)’s autonomy and future digital identity. Angela 

demonstrates her reflexivity as she shares, “I choose to not share my children online sometimes 

just to protect their own privacy and avoid embarrassment later on as they get older”. 

4.2.2. Materials: Conventional Platforms and Selective Use of AI 

Millennials use a wide range of platforms for sharenting. Preferred platforms include 

Instagram, Facebook, and WhatsApp, while some parents (passively) explore TikTok, 

Snapchat, and AI tools. Generation Y parents are increasingly aware of the nuances of diverse 

platform affordances (e.g., direct messages, temporary formats), influencing their perceptions 

of platforms:  

Joy: I don’t think I would ever show them on TikTok, though on Instagram, I sometimes 
do, to vent. 

Rose: I share on WhatsApp so much more also because of course, I also share photos 
that I don’t think are suitable to share via Facebook. (…) On WhatsApp, it’s recognisable 
and the nice things in between are then on Facebook or Instagram and they are not 
recognisable. 

Correspondingly, Claire discusses her view that Instagram is more suitable for pictures, 

whereas TikTok is more focused on videos. Parents often express avoiding platforms or tools 

they perceive as less controllable and convenient. Thus, AI tools are rarely used directly for 

sharenting practices. However, they are utilised cautiously out of curiosity and mainly to 
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generate ideas: “If I’m feeling uninspired, I’ll even ask ChatGPT for video ideas or relevant 

topics for my audience” (Joy). 

Within this generation, there is a divide between parents preferring temporary formats, 

which provide users with a greater perception of control and parents avoiding such platform 

affordances. Mary expresses being avoidant of features like stories and filters. Similarly, Rose 

explained, “If I’m proud of it that I want to show it to people, then you can see it after 25 or 

26 hours”. Contrastingly, Joy emphasises her preference for stores: “I usually just post stories”.  

This juxtaposition between material preferences among Millennial parents is also 

demonstrated within the netnography as one parent (30 years) only posted temporary and 

unrecognisable content of her child, whereas the other parent (38 years) shared pictures which 

were recognisable and in both temporary and permanent formats. Figure 3 provides an 

illustration of these different choices, reflecting diverse levels of digital competence. 

 

Figure 3: Illustrative Social Media Posts 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.2.3. Competencies: Reflective, Adaptable Routines, and Formats 

Generation Y displays various levels of digital competence, as some are highly aware of 

platform affordances, privacy settings, and their audience, whereas others remain less digitally 

literate. When discussing generative AI, Matt mentions he was unaware that generative AI 
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could abuse content to create deepfakes. Contrastingly, Gina discusses that she participated in 

the Ghibli art animation trend without realising AI stored the images she uploaded to ChatGPT 

of her child. Gina demonstrates her reflective ability as she mentions her behaviour changed 

after this discovery: “I was very excited with this creation of my child, and after I read this, 

(…) I don’t share anymore of my pictures to AI”. Thus, it displays that Generation Y parents 

are consistently learning through their experiences. Multiple participants voiced creating 

sharenting routines over time, including filtering images, posting unrecognisably, and editing 

images:  

 Gina: I will use pictures that are not showing the face fully. 

 Angela: I just crop out the children.  

Rose: Sometimes you look to see if there is another photo that is less recognisable 
or if I wanted to upload 10 photos first then I put 9 on it. 

Conversely, others express not having enough time to use platform affordances to transfer their 

values into digital actions: “To be honest, I don’t take a lot of time editing videos” (Claire). 

Diverse levels of digital competence among Millennials are displayed in the manner 

influencers included their children for promotions during the netnography. Where one father 

chose to post a picture of his child fully recognisable and in a permanent format, another mother 

photographed her child with only the back profile visible and in a temporary format (Figure 4).  

 
Figure 4: Illustrative Social Media Posts 
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4.2.4. Navigating Cognitive Dissonance: Reframing, Reducing, and Reinforcing 

Cognitive dissonance frequently emerges among Millennials as they experience a conflict 

between their emotional need to participate in sharenting and their ethical concerns around 

privacy. Participants often resolve these negative tensions by either modifying their behaviour 

as they learned from their experiences, reframing their beliefs, or reinforcing personal 

boundaries. Generation Y is characterised by their reflexivity in deciding whether content is 

appropriate to share, as they often learn from previous experiences. For example, Claire 

mentions removing posts after experiencing cognitive dissonance: 

Claire: I have had that a few times. It’s usually content I think is great in the moment. 
I’ve had a few of those, and then once they’re online I think… (…) I usually remove it 
or just decide not to post it after all. 

Likewise, Mary shares a similar experience: 

Mary: I saw that my aunt re-shared like one of my stories on Facebook, even though she 
wasn’t tagged in it, which like shouldn’t have been possible. So, I had to like, re-go 
through all the settings on that. 

Another mother discusses the challenges she faces balancing privacy with her need to stay 

connected with her family that lives abroad. 

Gina: If they were close by, probably I would not share so much through WhatsApp, but 
because they are far away, I need to share all of the pictures and I have privacy concerns. 
So yeah, I just go with it.  

Furthermore, Rose mentioned a situation in which she had to reinforce her boundaries as her 

stepsister had posted a recognisable picture of her child. Explaining that she asked her to delete 

the post or edit the image so her child would become unrecognisable.  

4.3 Generation Z 

Generation Z represent the first generation of digital natives, who have grown up immersed in 

a highly digitalised environment. Therefore, their sharenting practices are shaped by their 

familiarity with platforms, which is not only technical but also instinctual. Despite widespread 

assumptions that digital fluency might cause increased platform presence, this generation often 

participates in strategic and selective sharenting practices, which are less routine and more 

driven by aesthetics. Their behaviour reflects a nuanced awareness of platform risks, a strong 

sense of child autonomy, and a resistance to oversharing. When dealing with cognitive 

dissonance, Generation Z parents often react preventively by limiting exposure, quietly 
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refraining from posting, or making privacy-protective decisions. Thus, it reshapes the 

definition of responsible digital parenting in a hyperconnected world.  

4.3.1. Navigating Cognitive Dissonance: Anticipation and Withdrawal 

Cognitive dissonance occurred when negative tensions between personal expression, child 

autonomy, and privacy protection were experienced. Interestingly, as opposed to older 

generations who resolve cognitive dissonance after posting, Generation Z tends to anticipate 

this discomfort and avoid it by withdrawing from sharenting practices on social media (Anne, 

Bo, Jaden). Instead, the participants argue that they prefer direct communication platforms such 

as WhatsApp to share pictures with friends and family. When discussing pride and showing 

child achievements, Bo states: 

Bo: It doesn’t have to be known to the whole world, but just in a group app with a few 
friends or some family members. But I wouldn’t put that on a platform or place that kind 
of social media where that is fixed, and many people can see it. 

Interestingly, the participants mention still posting pictures of themselves but refraining from 

posting their children to protect their autonomy (Anne, Jaden). Furthermore, to avoid future 

cognitive dissonance, Lisa discusses her plans to limit her child’s visibility in her content 

creation when he becomes recognisable:  

Lisa: I’d say around one and a half to two years old, that’s probably the max for showing 
his face. 

This anticipation and withdrawal show the reflexive decision-making ability of Generation Z 

to avoid cognitive dissonance regarding child autonomy and privacy protection.  

4.3.2. Meanings: Child Autonomy, Resist Oversharing, Privacy-protective 

A common theme emerging among participants was the sentiment that children should have 

autonomy in deciding whether and how they want to be posted online. Jaden substantiates his 

opinion by sharing a memory of how his parents used to post pictures of him online, resulting 

in his negative connotation with sharenting practices: 

Jaden: I think it is a generational thing, like the parents of today do it because they 
couldn’t do it when they were young (…). But I would never, no. 

Participants often feel discomfort with the societal norm of sharenting, as they perceive it as 

excessive exposure. Correspondingly, when discussing posting on social media, Bo shares: 
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Bo: Your child might not be so happy about that either, and you can’t judge that at that 
moment, so you decide for your child that a lot of people see your child on social media. 
And I don’t really think you can make that choice for your child. 

Nonetheless, some parents still value the sense of community that is associated with sharenting, 

for instance, Lisa voices, “What I really like is that many moms comment and react with tips 

and tricks or just some support, so you don’t feel like you’re doing it alone”. Despite that, Lisa 

expresses her privacy concerns about sharenting, arguing:  

Lisa: I feel like a baby’s face is still innocent, but once it really becomes recognisably 
your kid’s face, that might be the moment to stop. Because I’m afraid of people who 
might do something nasty or inappropriate with it. 

Thus, participants often view privacy-protective strategies as a conscious and responsible 

decision. Instead, multiple participants highly prefer micro-sharenting behaviour, such as 

sharing pictures through direct messages, closed groups, or shared albums (Bo, Anne, Jaden). 

4.3.3. Materials: Conventional Platforms and Exploration 

Generation Z predominantly utilise platforms including WhatsApp, Instagram and TikTok. 

However, their engagement with sharenting on these platforms is highly controlled and 

selective, as this generation has a high regard for child autonomy and privacy protection. While 

this generation is highly digitally literate, they often decide to refrain from posting children to 

manage their child’s autonomy and privacy: 

Anne: I would send updates via WhatsApp, and via Instagram I wouldn’t post anything 

from them. 

Jaden: I will share it via WhatsApp because they get to choose who sees it really. 

Instead, several participants indicate that direct messages or closed groups through WhatsApp 

and private cloud albums feel safer alternatives for sharenting. For instance, Bo states, “Look 

in a group app with your friends and family, yes, then I just share more often (…) but really on 

social media? Yeah, I wouldn’t do that so quickly”. Snapchat is also perceived as a more 

suitable alternative for sharenting due to its format, which allows sending pictures that 

disappear after a few seconds (Bo). While substantiating their choices, the participants 

demonstrated a high awareness of platform affordances and could easily pinpoint differences 

in the platform-specific purposes, strengths, and weaknesses. Furthermore, all participants are 

highly familiar with AI tools. Lisa even expresses utilising AI tools for sharenting: “I have 
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asked for video ideas or a catchy caption from ChatGPT. I also use AI for video subtitles in 

my videos”. Contrastingly, despite the wide acceptance of AI tools, the other participants 

express a more critical stance towards AI regarding sharenting practices, causing them to limit 

their child’s digital exposure.  

4.3.4. Competencies: Strategic, Visual, Selective 

Generation Z participants demonstrate to be highly digitally literate as they have acquired 

knowledge of platform-specific controls and affordances. In contrast to older generations, their 

competencies are often expressed through intentional restraint and their awareness of risks, 

audience and privacy settings instead of utilising techniques such as emojis to cover faces. 

Some participants mention intentional positioning as a more suitable alternative: 

Anne: I wouldn’t share a post that they were in at all. So, if they’re in a picture, I wouldn’t 
block them out of it by putting something in front of them. 

Lisa: No, I would never use an emoji, I’d rather film just the back of his head. 

This generation is characterised by their strategic and selective sharenting behaviour, enabling 

them to remain in control and balance personal expression with privacy protection. Their digital 

literacy is also reflected in the ease with which this generation, compared to older generations, 

integrates and critically assesses technological developments: 

Anne: I guess being in the generation that uses it, like grew up with technology and uses 
all technology. I keep it up to date on the technological aspects that are different. 

Jaden: The basics [AI tools] for my generation to understand are easy. 

The generation Z influencers within the netnography exhibit their ability to balance personal 

expression with privacy protection and child autonomy. Both influencers demonstrate a 

sharenting approach characterised by a combination of digital literacy, ethical reflexivity, 

visual aesthetics, and strategic restraint. Both influencers only posted their child 

unrecognisably using emojis, intentional positioning (e.g., backside facing camera or hand of 

parent covering face), or only posting an unidentifiable body part of the child. Figure 5 

demonstrates a few utilised techniques. 
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Figure 5: Illustrative Social Media Posts 

5. Discussion 

5.1 Contributions to Sharenting Research 

This research significantly contributes to growing yet still nascent body of marketing and 

consumer research on sharenting by investigating how and why the sharenting behaviour of 

parents evolves across Generations X, Y and Z, utilising practice theory (Reckwitz, 2002; 

Shove et al., 2012). While previous sharenting research predominantly concentrates on parental 

motives, privacy concerns, and professional sharenting, it fails to address sharenting as a 

practice that is shaped, performed, and adapted over time due to changes in technological, 

cultural and generational contexts (Blum & Livingstone, 2017; Fox & Hoy, 2019; Livingston 

& Helsper, 2009; Tosuntaş & Griffiths, 2024). 

 This research offers a more comprehensive and dynamic understanding of sharenting 

practices by analysing the phenomenon as a routinised social practice consisting of 

interconnected meanings, materials, and competencies, rather than purely as a set of individual 

behaviours (Reckwitz, 2002). This perspective enables an exploration of how different 

generations of parents engage, adapt and refrain from sharenting practices, demonstrating 

differences in responses to changing technologies, privacy concerns, and parenting norms. This 

research challenges the widespread individualistic approach in studies analysing sharenting by 

presenting an analysis of social life that adheres to routinisation, adaptation, and disruption of 
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digital parenting behaviour (Fox & Hoy, 2019; Kopecky et al., 2020; Ong et al., 2022), showing 

that the social practice of sharenting is an evolving practice shaped by interactions between 

generational context, platform affordances, and ethical reflections.  

 Sharenting research predominantly focuses on the motivations and privacy concerns of 

parents (Fox & Hoy, 2019; Ong et al., 2022). However, few studies examine how different 

generations of parents enact the same practice. This research addresses that gap by providing 

a comparative analysis of how a social practice, such as sharenting, differs across Generations 

X, Y and Z. By identifying distinct configurations of practice elements across generations of 

parents, this research emphasises that practices are not merely shaped by age but also by socio-

technological environments (Mannheim, 1952).  

 This generational perspective on sharenting shows that different generations engage in 

sharenting behaviour through diverse configurations of practice elements. Displaying that 

multiple versions of the same practice can co-exist across generations. Thus, contributing to 

future research by showing the benefits of drawing on the sociology of generations to analyse 

social practices (Pilcher, 1994; Manheim, 1952). This research provides new insights into 

family and consumer research by examining how generational differences influence the 

sharenting behaviour of parents, analysing how technologies are adopted, experienced, 

negotiated, and justified.  

Additional generational research could benefit from investigating how social practices are 

influenced within intergenerational households. While marketing literature has begun to 

explore how intergenerational dynamics influence technology use and consumption practices, 

there is still limited insight into how these dynamics affect digital parenting behaviours such 

as sharenting (Epp et al., 2014; Perez et al., 2009). Specifically, future research could explore 

the perspectives of children whose parents participate in the practice of sharenting. Exploring 

this research avenue could provide useful insights into how children might experience, respond 

to or even resist their parents’ sharenting behaviour. Furthermore, as Generation Z becomes 

parents, it could be promising for researchers to continue to analyse how their attitudes and 

sharenting behaviour evolve. Longitudinal studies could examine whether the current privacy-

protective behaviour of Generation Z persists, increases, or declines as they age.  

 Additionally, this study contributes to the sharenting literature by providing nuance in 

understanding how different generations of parents manage internal conflicts between the need 

for sharenting and privacy concerns, by incorporating Festinger’s (1957) CDT. Previous 

research acknowledges that parents often experience internal tensions between the desire to 

share and the need to protect their children’s privacy (Fox & Hoy, 2019; Kopecky et al., 2020). 
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However, they offer limited insights into how these tensions are managed in practice. This 

research demonstrates how these tensions are justified, anticipated, or even avoided through 

diverse strategies that differ across generations. This study highlights that cognitive dissonance 

is both experienced differently by and shapes the sharenting practices of each generation, 

leading to new routines, strategies, or rationalisations. For instance, Generation Z tends to 

avoid discomfort by withdrawing from public sharenting altogether, whereas Generation X 

focuses more on seeking consent from their children. The findings of this study strengthen 

academic literature, as it introduces new perspectives on privacy, autonomy, and digital literacy 

in the context of sharenting. 

Furthermore, this study found that some Generation Z participants actively resisted 

sharenting practices, suggesting the emergence of a counter-practice of anti-sharenting or 

alternative private sharenting practices. Future studies could benefit from exploring whether 

such anti-sharenting practices stabilise into new social routines and how these developments 

influence social norms.  

5.2 Methodological Contribution 

This research contributes methodologically by showing the use of generative AI as an ethical 

and interpretive tool for incorporating visual social media data into qualitative research. Rather 

than including identifiable images, this study utilises AI tools to transform visual 

representations into artistic drawings, protecting participant anonymity within the netnography. 

Therefore, this study builds on the research by Rokka & Canniford (2016), which utilises an 

artist to transform photographic images into accurate illustrations, preserving the integrity of 

the pictures while avoiding copyright or privacy violations. Furthermore, AI-generated image 

transformation represents a novel form of Markham’s (2012) ethical fabrication, preserving the 

visual essence of the content while ensuring anonymity in a practical, time-efficient and widely 

applicable manner. 

The inclusion of AI-altered Instagram images as part of the findings constitutes a 

methodological contribution to the visual representation of digital practices in research. This 

research demonstrates how scholars can ethically integrate social media content into future 

qualitative research that balances interpretive richness with participant protection. Therefore, 

providing new possibilities for data representation in visual contexts, especially within 

ethically sensitive contexts. 
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5.3 Managerial Implications 

This research provides relevant managerial implications on consumer culture and family-

oriented digital engagement. The marketing relevance of sharenting is amplified by broader 

shifts in the digital environment, which are transforming the way brands and consumers interact 

(Dsouza & Panakaje, 2023). For example, Lemon & Verhoef (2016) emphasise the growing 

complexity of consumer journeys across touchpoints, suggesting that parental content can 

become crucial to brand engagement or trust. Similarly, Lamberton & Stephen (2016) 

underscore how personalised content and peer influence shape consumer behaviour. These 

developments imply that brands have new opportunities but simultaneously have ethical 

responsibilities regarding their engagement with online family-generated content. 

The findings support recent observations by Murugan & Madathil (2024), highlighting 

the power of sharenting as a marketing strategy. This development creates opportunities for 

parents to monetise their sharenting behaviour through influencer marketing and branded 

content. However, it also provokes criticism due to the ethical risks associated with the 

inclusion of children, reflected by the dissonance between the need to share and privacy 

protection. Thus, parents across different generations are navigating a delicate tightrope 

between online engagement and protecting their children’s privacy. This is becoming a more 

prominent discussion as Anderson et al. (2024) note that privacy concerns among parents have 

increased with the growth of technology. For managers, the findings of this research underscore 

a critical need to align marketing practices with ethical responsibilities to avoid backlash 

regarding children’s privacy during marketing campaigns. 

 From a generational perspective, this study reveals various patterns in sharenting 

behaviour, implying the need for marketing managers to employ content strategies tailored to 

each generation’s values, boundaries and digital competencies. For example, this study 

highlights that Generation X parents prioritise conventional platforms and value consent before 

including children in posts. Generation Y parents have an open-minded stance towards brand 

interaction but sometimes exhibit caution and value-driven decision-making. Within this 

generation, a divide exists between parents who engage in unrestricted sharenting practices and 

those who engage in sharenting practices while maintaining the anonymity of their children by 

posting unrecognisable pictures. Lastly, Generation Z parents are highly selective and 

protective of their children’s online presence while staying sceptical of over-

commercialisation.  
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 This research serves as a call to action for marketing practitioners to innovate ethically. 

Tools supporting restricted visibility, enhanced consent controls, and AI-altered images (e.g., 

AI-generated image sketches) can empower parents to participate in (monetised) sharenting 

practices without compromising their children’s privacy. Features that encourage control, 

privacy, and transparency will stimulate trust between brands and consumers, serving as market 

differentiators in an increasingly privacy-protective environment. Thus, brands embracing this 

nuanced understanding of sharenting will be more advantageous for achieving commercial 

success and social responsibility. By addressing generational differences and ethical 

considerations, managers can foster long-term relationships with parents navigating the 

tightrope between digital visibility and privacy concerns. 

5.4 Limitations and Future Research Directions 

While this research presents insights into how and why sharenting practices vary across 

generations of parents, some limitations must be acknowledged. These limitations reflect 

choices made in the research design, context, and theoretical framing, which future research 

could address or extend.  

This research relies on a qualitative interview-based methodology supplemented with a 

netnography, providing rich and in-depth data, yet limiting the generalisability of the findings. 

The sample collected across generational cohorts is relatively small and regionally situated in 

a specific cultural context (e.g., the Netherlands and the USA). As such, the insights might not 

be completely transferable to sharenting parents from other cultural contexts, especially in 

contexts where the socio-technological environment differs significantly.  

Building on this limitation, several avenues for future research are suggested to deepen and 

broaden the understanding of sharenting practices across generations of parents. As this study 

primarily incorporated Dutch and some American participants. A suggestion is made to explore 

non-Western societies as socio-technological contexts differ significantly across countries 

(e.g., Tosuntaş & Griffiths, 2024). A comparative analysis could uncover how socio-

technological contexts influence sharenting beyond generational cohorts. Furthermore, studies 

could benefit from integrating or replacing practice with family identity theory (e.g., Epp & 

Price, 2008) or assemblage theory (e.g., Epp et al., 2014) to consider the internal conflicts and 

ethical decision-making that parents encounter. This is particularly crucial to understand 

cognitive dissonance, which can benefit from a more comprehensive understanding. 

It is also noteworthy that only one of the four participants within the Generation Z cohort 

had a child. As a result, the findings partially reflect anticipated or hypothetical sharenting 
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behaviour rather than actual experiences, restricting the depth of the practice-based insights 

that can be drawn from this cohort. Nonetheless, the data gathered from these participants was 

still valuable as they represent soon-to-be parents. Especially, as these participants have 

experienced a lack of autonomy in their childhood, shaping attitudes and future behaviour. 

Consequently, the findings related to Generation Z should be interpreted as emerging 

orientations towards sharenting rather than an established practice.  

Future studies could expand on this research by returning to this cohort as they transition into 

parenthood. For emerging parents, new risks and ethical challenges arise as technologies 

continue to develop. Thus, it can be beneficial to explore how parents respond to new digital 

affordances such as deepfakes, facial recognition tagging, and AI-generated features.  

Furthermore, although reflexivity was stimulated, there is always a potential for social 

desirability bias in interviews when topics are ethically charged. Additionally, the netnography 

focused on influencer parents, who may not fully reflect the attitudes of the wider population, 

especially those who are more private or digitally restrained.  

Additionally, this research applied the practice theoretical perspective, enabling an analysis 

of the practice of sharenting through competencies, materials, and meanings. However, 

practice theory emphasises routine and socially reproduced behaviour, which may discourage 

the internal psychological conflicts that influence individual sharenting behaviour. Thus, 

meaning that highly individualised or exceptional cases might not be adequately incorporated 

into this framework. Although this research tried to address this through the incorporation of 

CDT (Festinger, 1957), future work could build on this interdisciplinary link to uncover how 

emotions and ethical reasoning interact with social practices more dynamically.  

Lastly, further investigation into privacy-preserving techniques, such as transforming real 

pictures to AI-generated illustrations, as utilised in this study, could open a new methodological 

space for ethically engaging with sharenting in online contexts. By addressing these research 

directions, scholars can critically and creatively analyse the interactions between parenting, 

technology, and identity in a progressively more complex digital society.  

6. Conclusion 

In recent years, sharenting has become a widespread and culturally embedded practice. As 

digital technologies continue to evolve and integrate into society, parents are increasingly 

navigating the tightrope between online sharing and privacy in this digital age. Key tensions 

have emerged regarding the need for connection and expression while also safeguarding 
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children’s privacy, autonomy and digital identities. By incorporating practice theory 

(Reckwitz, 2002; Shove et al., 2012) and Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger, 1957), this 

research provides a rich, generational perspective on the sharenting practices of parents. 

Drawing on qualitative interviews and a netnography, this research investigates changes in 

sharenting attitudes and behaviours across generational cohorts of parents from Generations X, 

Y and Z. This study offers a new perspective on sharenting by viewing it as a dynamic and 

evolving social practice shaped by generational identity and cultural values. 

This research aims to address the question: “How and why have parents’ sharenting 

practices changed across generations?” The findings reveal that parents from Generations X, 

Y and Z engage with sharenting practices in diverse ways due to different interactions between 

meanings (e.g., pride, privacy concerns), materials (e.g., digital platforms, affordances), and 

competencies (e.g., digital skills, routines). As Generation X parents have adopted digital 

platforms later in life, they tend to use conventional platforms with caution, prioritising 

children’s consent, connection, and documentation. Millennials demonstrate more diversified 

sharenting behaviour, balancing openness with reflection, often shaped by life-stage and 

awareness of digital affordances. In contrast, Generation Z grew up surrounded by digital 

technologies, causing them to exhibit more critical attitudes towards sharenting practices, 

which often leads to avoidance, private adoption, or alternative sharing methods.   

 Cognitive dissonance plays a pivotal role in forming sharenting practices among 

generations of parents. While older generations tend to justify their actions or adjust their 

behaviour post-hoc, Generation Z anticipates potential discomfort and withdraws or avoids 

sharenting altogether. This emphasises that digital parenting nowadays is not merely about 

platform usage but also about navigating ethical tensions and evolving social expectations.  

 By synthesising insights from interdisciplinary literature (e.g., Blum-Ross & 

Livingstone, 2017; Kopecky et al., 2020), this research bridges important gaps in marketing 

and consumer literature (e.g., Campana et al., 2020; Fox & Hoy, 2019; Ong et al., 2022). It 

contributes to a more nuanced understanding of sharenting by framing the phenomenon as a 

social practice shifting across generations of parents. Challenging individualistic research 

approaches and illustrating how generational cohorts continuously adapt their sharenting 

practices in response to technological affordances, societal and cultural values. Sharenting 

practices continue to evolve with developments in digital technologies, making it essential for 

future research to monitor these developments and their implications for families and society. 

Especially, since each generational cohort walks its version of the tightrope between online 

sharing and privacy in the digital age. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Interview Guide 
Interviewee Info/Demographic Questions:  
INTERVIEWER:    

DATE & TIME:    

AUDIO/VIDEO 
RECORDED?  

  

OTHER COMMENTS:   
  

 

 

Name:    

AGE (CIRCLE RANGE):  18-24    25-34     35-44     45-54     55-64     65+  

GENDER:  Male / Female / Nonbinary / Transgender / Prefer 
not to say   

RELEVANT SCOPING/DEMOGRAPHIC INFO 
TO TOPIC  

E.g., Experience with Bots; Years as a Brand Fan 

RELEVANT SCOPING/DEMOGRAPHIC INFO 
TO TOPIC  

E.g., Collector; Reseller; Bot-User; Store 
Employee 

 
Get to know you Q’s:  

- What is your age? 
- Which gender do you identify with? 
- What is your level of education? 
- Can you tell me a little about the town or city you live in right now?  
- What do you spend most of your time doing?   
- If you do, what profession do you practice? 

 
Sharenting:  

- How many children do you have, and how old are they? 
- How would you describe your (desired, if future parents) parenting style? How 

has it evolved over time (if it has)? 
- Could you tell us more about using technological tools such as smartphones, 

tablets, and educational apps in your parenting approach? 
 
Motivations, values and meanings: 

- Can you tell me about the last time you shared something about your children 
online? 

- Can you describe the most memorable time you shared something about your 
children online? Why did this moment stand out? 

- What motivates you to share (or not to share) content about your children online? 
- How do you feel when you post (or choose not to post) about your child 
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- Can you provide an example of a recent post that made you feel this way 
- Are there particular moments or milestones that feel especially important to share? 

Why? 
- Are there moments that you deliberately choose not to share? What makes you 

hold back? 
- Can you tell me about a time you hesitated to post about your children online?  
- How did you resolve that feeling of discomfort? Did you change your sharing 

habits, justify the decision, or seek reassurance from others? 
 
Current practices: 

- How do you feel about sharing information, photos, or updates about your 
children online? 

- How often do you share updates about your children online?  
- What platforms or tools do you use to share content about your child? (e.g., 

Facebook, Instagram, WhatsApp, TikTok, Polarsteps, private cloud albums).  
o Why do you prefer these? 

- Do you use different apps for different purposes? (e.g., private WhatsApp for 
family vs. public Instagram stories)  Differences between apps? 

- Do certain features of social media (like memories, story highlights, filters) 
encourage you to post more? 

- Are there specific features or functionalities of these platforms that influence how 
you share content?  

- How confident do you feel in navigating social media or messaging platforms 
when sharing about your child? 

- Do you feel you have gotten better at posting your children online (or choosing 
when to or not to post)? 

- Have you developed specific skills or routines over time to improve how you 
share content? 

- How do you decide what kind of content is appropriate to share, and on which 
platform you share it? 

- What are reasons for you not to share your children online?  
o Do you have personal “rules” about what is okay to share and what is not? 

- Have you ever thought about (or been approached for) posting content with 
commercial or brand involvement? And what would motivations for doing or not 
doing so be? 

- Have comments or messages from others ever made you rethink something you 
posted? 

- How important is the response (likes, comments) you get when posting about your 
child? 

- Have you ever had mixed feelings about a post after sharing it?  
o How did you justify or resolve that feeling? 

 
Strategies for managing privacy: 

- Has there been a specific moment or experience that made you rethink the way 
you share content about your children? If so, what has changed your approach? 

- Have you ever used specific strategies to manage your child’s privacy, like 
posting in closed groups, covering faces, or covering their face with emojis?  
o What led you to choose this approach? 

- Have you ever modified your privacy settings, changed what you share, or 
reconsidered your audience due to privacy concerns? 
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- When you think about potential privacy risks for your children, how do you 
balance these concerns with your desire to share content online?  

- Have you ever received feedback from others that made you reconsider your 
sharing habits? 

- Are there certain platforms or technologies that feel safer or more appropriate for 
sharenting? Why?  

- Are you aware of how generative AI or other advanced technologies can misuse 
shared content, such as creating deep fakes or altering images of your child? 

- Does this awareness influence your decision to share (or not share) content 
online? 

- Looking back, has your attitude toward sharing content about your children online 
changed over time? 

 
Oksana (Generative AI acceptance & usage based on parenting styles) 
 
Parenting Styles: 

- How would you describe your (desired, if future parents) parenting approach? (list 
parenting styles to guide them if need be). Please include details regarding any use 
of technological tools such as AI, smartphones, tablets, and educational apps in 
your parenting approach along with how you’ve been broaching the topic to your 
children. (ie. How have you handled any questions about tech that they have come 
up with or if you’ve had any talks with your children about technology) 

- How do you deal with the growing external pressures about ensuring your child’s 
success? Do you feel these pressures shape your parenting style? If so, how?  

- In what ways do you think your own academic and career achievements influence 
how you address your child’s educational and professional goals (including any 
failures & setbacks)? Do you feel you set high expectations for your child, in 
these areas, and, if so, how does this align with your parenting approach? 

Parents’ use of AI/Technology Ideology in connection to parenting: 
- Could you please tell me about the role that technology plays in your life (ex/ 

types of tech being used for work/personal usage) and how comfortable/quick you 
are to adopt a newly developed technology? Please tell me about a time when you 
adopted a new technology and it had a significant (good or bad) effect on your 
life. 

- Where do you think technology is going (specifically generative AI) and how 
does it relate to your personal beliefs about our society’s challenges, tech, and its 
evolution? Do you think it is a positive or a negative force in the world? Why or 
why not?  

- Could you tell me about a memorable time when you used generative AI in 
parenting (ask to specify which platform if this information is not readily 
offered)(ex/ helping create bedtime stories for babies or using it to help older kids 
with homework)? If you are against using generative AI in parenting, please 
explain why, and if you are for it, could you please state whether you’ve ever 
encountered a situation which made you think twice about being in favor it? 

 
Children’s Achievement: 

- Have your children used AI? Can you tell me about this use (why or why not)? 
- What role do you think AI plays in preparing your children for future success, 

especially in terms of developing skills like problem-solving, critical thinking, or 
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social intelligence? Do you feel that earlier, grade-school, introduction of this 
technology may impact the development of those very skills?  

- Do you think there are risks to using AI in your child’s pursuit of achievement, 
such as encouraging them to be too dependent or decreasing their motivation? 
How does this support or challenge the values you are hoping to instill in them?  

- How do your ethical beliefs about success and achievement shape your 
willingness to allow AI to take an active role in your child’s learning or 
development?  

- How do you think society’s increasing reliance on AI will impact future 
generations’ views on achievement? Do you believe AI will redefine what success 
means for your child(ren)? 

 
Rico (Generative AI usage (can be anything) in professional work) 
 
AI usage in daily work: 

- Can you tell me the most recent time that you used AI at work? What for and why 
did you use it? 

- Can you tell me the most memorable time that you used AI at work? What made 
this memorable?  

- Could you have done this work yourself? (just as easy/efficient)? 
 
Reliance on AI and skill evolution: 

- Do you feel AI enhances your skills or replaces skills you once used? Why? 
- How do your managers view the use of AI in your field? Is it allowed or maybe 

even supported? Do you co-workers also use it? Why or why not? 
- How confident are you in completing tasks if you suddenly lose access to AI? 
- Are there tasks where you actively choose not to use AI, even if you could? Why? 

 
Practice Theory: 
Competence:  

- Have you had to learn new skills because of AI adoption in your work? If so, 
which ones?  

- Would you say you rely on AI in your work (in terms of competence)? 
- Have you stopped using certain skills since adopting AI? 

Meaning:  
- Does using AI impact how you see yourself as a skilled professional? If so, in 

what ways?  
- Do you feel your job has become easier or harder with AI? Why? 
- How do you balance the convenience of AI use with maintaining your own 

professional expertise? 
Materiality:  

- How does AI fit into the tools and technologies you already use for work?  
- Do AI tools integrate well, or do they create challenges in ease of use or 

understanding? 
- What are other tools/technologies/programs at your work? 

 
Closing questions: 
- What’s something that we did not talk about that you feel is worth mentioning? 
- Do you have any questions for me? 
-    Is there anyone you recommend I should talk to?   



 48 

Appendix B: Plain Language Form  
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Appendix C: Verbal Consent Script 
 
Participation in this research study is completely voluntary. It is up to you to decide whether 

or not to take part. If you do decide to take part, you will be given adequate time to read the 

participant information sheet and ask questions. You will then be asked to give your verbal 

consent before participating in the study. If you decide to take part, you are still free to 

withdraw at any time for any reason and withdraw any unprocessed data previously supplied. 

You can refuse to answer any individual question and request for the researcher to not use 

certain types of information at any time. You will not be penalised or disadvantaged in any 

way for your decision whether or not to participate in this study.  

 

With your permission, interviews will be audio-recorded and then transcribed. The data will 

be transcribed, with personally identifiable information removed. All information collected 

will be strictly confidential and will only be retained for the purpose of this study. 

Confidentiality, privacy and anonymity will be ensured in the collection, storage and 

publication of research material. To protect the privacy of participants, direct identifiers such 

as names, places, occupations, institutions and email addresses will be replaced with 

pseudonyms when transcribing interviews. Identifiable personal data will be anonymised using 

pseudonyms.  

 

Would you like to continue the interview by offering your verbal consent to participate 

in this research study? 
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Appendix D: Fieldnotes Netnography  
Time period (26 March – 16 April) 
 
Mikky Kiemeney (26 years) 
Total photos/videos posted: 81 

- 13 posts of or with their child 
- 7 slide deck posts (timeline), 6 story posts 

26 March 
• Story post with her child turned away, 
• Story post a close-up of her hands and her child’s hands drinking. Face not visible  
• Slide deck post of son in buggy faced away, cap on his head  
• Slide deck post hugging son and another child who are facing away from the camera 
• Slide deck post of son and another child in a car facing away from the camera 
• Slide deck post of her child’s feet (shoes) 
• Slide deck post of her child facing away from the camera  
31 March 
• Slide deck post together with her child facing away from the camera 
• Slide deck post of the feet of the child 
2 April 
• Story post backside of son (Miles) 
6 April 
• Story post backside of son in car (Miles) 
• Story post son and another child faced away on the beach 
• Story post child facing away 
 
Monica Geuze (30 years)  
Total photos/videos posted: 114 

- 13 story posts of or with their child 
27 March 
• Story post of her child walking away  
• Story post of a letter from her daughter 
29 March 
• Story post of daughter faced away 
4 April 
• Story post daughter facing away 
5 April 
• Story post of children with face covered  
6 April 
• Story post of child with face covered  
11 April 
• Story post of child’s hands 
12 April 
• Story post of daughter cycling from backside  
• Story post of daughter’s hair 
13 April 
• Story post of backside of daughter in bicycle  
• Story post of backside of two children 
• Story post selfie, faces of two children covered with hearts 
14 April 
• Story post of daughter facing away 
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Thijs Boermans (28 years) 
Total photos/videos posted: 109 

- 18 posts of or with their child 
- 6 slide deck posts (timeline), 12 story posts 

26 March 
• Story post of a close-up of the body of his child 
27 March 
• Story post of his child eating, only the hands are in the picture 
28 March 
• Story post of child’s foot 
30 March 
• Story post child’s back 
2 April 
• Story post of child unidentifiable because of text  
3 April 
• Story post with child, emoji on face 
5 April 
• Story post of food, child’s hand grabbing from mothers’ plate 
6 April 
• Story post of child facing away 
• 5 Slide deck post child facing away  
• Slide deck post of hands of child 
9 April  
• Story post of daughter hand covering face 
12 April 
• Story post of daughter far away and face covered with text 
• Story post child’s hands 
14 April 
• Story post child’s feet 
 
Kris Jenner (69 years) 
Total photos/videos posted: 275 

- 92 posts of or with their children/grandchildren 
- 33 slide deck posts (timeline), 59 story posts 

26 March 
• Story post of her daughter’s make-up campaign (Kylie Cosmetics) 
• Story post of her daughter (Kylie) 
• Video of daugther Khloe (advertising Khloe in wonderland) 
• Comments 
• Thank you for making such an amazing, kind, empathetic daughter. I am so appreciative  
27 March 
• Slide deck post 1 picture with her daughter Kim, and her grandchildren  
• Story post advertisement of Khloe Fabletics (Reel) 
• Story post Kris Jenner’s Martini recipe (picture with Kylie) 
• Story post video together with Khloe (martini) (Reel) 
28 March 
• Story post grandchild in video (Reel) 
• Story post podcast of child Khloe 
• Story post Khloe in Wonderland Spotify 
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29 March 
• Story posts Kylie Cosmetics 
• Story post Kardashians 
• Timeline video Kardashians 
• Story post skims from Kim Kardashian 
31 March 
• Story post Fabletics Khloe Kardashian 
1 April  
• Story post Kylie Cosmetics (video) 
• 7 story posts Fabletics (Khloe Kardashian) (1 video) 
• 1 story post Kylie Cosmetics 
• 1 story post Kardashians (video) 
• Slide deck post Skims 6 photos of Kim 
2 April Story 
• Story post Khloe in Wonderland 
• Story post Kendal sprinter 
• 2 story posts Kardashians (videos) 
3 April 
• 2 story posts Kardashians (Reels) 
• Story post Kylie 
• 1 timeline post Khloe in wonderland 
4 April 
• 2 Story posts of Khloe (videos) 
• Timeline post Kardashians (video) 
8 April 
• 2 Story posts Kardashians (videos) 
• Story post Fabletics Khloe 
9 April 
• Story post Khloe Fabletics 
• Story Kylie Cosmetics 
• 5 Story posts of drawings of her daughters advertising for Crumble 
10 April 
• Timeline post video Kardashians (video) 
• Story post Kardashians (video) 
• Timeline post video Khloe in Wonderland (video) 
11 April 
• Story Kylie Cosmetics 
• Story post Kardashians (video) 
• Story post Kylie  
12 April  
• 4 Story posts Kylie  
• Slide deck post 20 photos for granddaughter’s birthday (4 also with daughter Khloe) 
14 April 
• Story post Kylie Cosmetics (Reel) 
15 April 
• Story post with Khloe and granddaughter  
• 2 Story posts with Khloe (1 video) 
• Story post Kendall Prada (video) 
• 3 Story posts of Kylie 
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16 April 
• 2 Story posts of Khloe (Reels) 
• Story post of Kendall 
• Story post Kylie Cosmetics  
 
Alex van der Zouwen aka Kraantje Pappie (38 years) -> has an Instagram account for 
his children @whataremaeveandmarlydoing 
Total photos/videos posted: 123 

- 21 posts of or with their children 
- 5 slide deck posts (timeline), 16 story posts 

28 March 
• Slide deck post 3 posts of daughter Maeve (2 videos) 
• Slide deck post of daughter Marly (video) 
• Story posts 6 of daughter Maeve (3 videos) 
• Story post of daughter Marly 
31 March 
• Slide deck post daughter Maeve 
• Story post of daughter Maeve 
16 April 
• 4 Story posts of daughter Maeve  
• 2 Story posts of daughter Marly 
• 2 Story posts with daughters (videos) 
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Appendix E: Supplementary Data Table 

 Generation X Generation Y Generation Z 

Materials “I ask my child to agree if I can tag 

him” (Erica). 

“[TikTok], I have never looked at it” 

(Erica). 

“Friends tag you and then I will 

repost that too (Donna)”. 

“They do a lot via Snapchat and 

TikTok, so you don’t have much 

insight into it either (Donna)”. 

“I hate Snapchat (Geoff)” 

“I hate it [TikTok]. Same goes for 

Facebook Reels and YouTube Shorts 

(Geoff)”. 

“I also like to organize things into 

albums or story highlights (Angela).” 

“WhatsApp you know who it is sent to, 

so I share a bit more on that (Rose).” 

“Depends on which platform. Facebook 

and Instagram are not too frequent, 

WhatsApp really often (Rose).” 

“Stories, but I don’t put much in them, 

filters every now and then such a color 

filter over a photo. It is not more than 

that (Rose).” 

“I post a short vlog every evening, and 

they usually appear in it at least once. 

But I try to film them from behind or 

from above, so their faces aren’t visible 

(Joy).” 

“I also have Facebook, but that’s 

apparently for old people now (Joy).” 

“It’s different because I do share 

different things on WhatsApp than on 

Instagram (…) my Instagram followers 

don’t really get life updates (Anne)”. 

“That is what I really like about the 

TikTok community. It’s more public, 

but you also have more reach and more 

moms who find you and give you tips, 

people you can connect with (Lisa).” 

“I have enough technology around me. 

I basically have everything (Bo).” 

“Really on social media, yeah, I 

wouldn’t do that so quickly (Bo).” 

Meanings “It’s always a birthday, a graduation, 

or a special trip or any fun things you 

do together. (Wendy)” 

“I actually like it because it lets 

family far away keep up to date. 

(Erica)” 

“That’s just my moments of 

happiness that I would like to share 

with people. Well, those that are very 

close or a little further away” (Erica). 

“Just really special moments so to 

speak (Donna)”. 

“Then I’m proud. That gives a sense 

of pride” (Donna)” 

“Birthdays, fun activities, basically 

everything (Geoff)”. 

“When I post things about my children, 

I feel happy because it’s saving 

memories. I can look back on it 

(Angela).” 

“I’d say once a week at least (Angela).” 

“I just don’t like it when his whole face 

is on it (Rose).” 

“His first run I only have videos from the 

front, yes, I’m not going to put them on 

there. But I also have a video from 

behind two days later, yes, I don’t really 

care (Rose).” 

“If you put a sticker on it or something 

puts extra emphasis, so I don’t really try 

to do that. Rather take a photo where it 

is just not visible (Rose).” 

“Connect with other moms (Claire).” 

“In the hope that it can inspire others and 

show that they’re not alone. There are 

“I don’t really see the purpose of it. You 

know, like a picture of only the child. I 

don’t, I don’t see why (Jaden)”. 

“I keep the milestones for yourself. You 

can show the world that you’re proud 

but, but, like show it on a on a birthday 

or something, you know, and the people 

who care, they will always know 

(Jaden).” 

“I would never post (Jaden)”. 

“I think it’s a generational thing, like 

the parents of today. Do it because they 

couldn’t do it when they were young. 

Those pictures of themselves, and I 

don’t know. But I would never 

(Jaden)”. 

“I wouldn’t do it myself just because I 

didn’t like it too that my pictures of my 



 56 

more people going through similar 

things. So, it’s mainly about offering 

and seeking that recognition (Claire).” 

“I try to post daily, but sometimes I skip 

two or three days (Claire).” 

“Most of what I share online about him 

is for like friends and family, it can be 

really hard to keep in touch with every 

single person on a regular basis (Mary).” 

“The internet and TikTok are full of 

weird creepy people, and I just don’t 

want to expose my children to that 

(Joy).” 

“TikTok has always appealed to me too 

I just wanted to give it a try to vent and 

to find some recognition or connection 

(Joy).” 

younger self were free to see for 

everybody (Jaden).” 

“Your circle stays somewhat up to data 

with your life and your child. And that 

way you can receive positive reactions 

(Lisa).” 

“Mainly pride, and also the tips and 

tricks (Lisa)”. 

“A child in a highchair is already 

vulnerable, and this whole topic is 

getting more attention these days, 

which is very positive (Lisa)”. 

“Not on a page where a lot of people can 

see it (…) But maybe just my 

immediate friends and family (Bo)”. 

Competencies “No there is no difference for me. I 

might know every little detail, but 

what I know is sufficient (Wendy)”. 

“[AI] it’s unclear and hard to 

understand (Wendy)”. 

“There are no moments I consciously 

do not share” 

 (Wendy)”. 

“I think AI is only helpful (Erica)”.  

“I think more that if someone says oh 

yes, this is useful, I guess. Oh, then 

I’l5 find out about that too, but then 

someone has to say that’s useful 

(Donna)”. 

“I do use it [AI], but I don’t use it as 

it shoul*  (Donna)”. 

“I personally don’t use AI myself, not 

even at home (Geoff)”. 

“I choose not to share personal 

vulnerable moments like when my 

children are upset or having a hard time. 

I also try to avoid posting things that can 

embarrass them later in life (Angela)”. 

“When my baby was born, people were 

asking for picture, and I would just post 

something and cover the child’s face 

(Angela).” 

“It’s a bit difficult to keep up with the 

time, I think (Matt).” 

“I put like pictures that are from sideway 

or backside (Gina).” 

“I always consider my child is not two 

years old, but she will be 20 or 14 

someday (Gina).” 

“I drew a line over the other faces. So, to 

hide it (Gina).” 

“The first time I got a laptop it was for 

my Master these. So, imagine so late I 

get access to all of these things (Gina).” 

“I never really show him in full view 

(Claire).” 

If they’re in a picture, I wouldn’t block 

them out of it by putting something in 

front of them ore like suggesting that I 

have a child in that sense. So, I just keep 

it a bit to myself (Anne)”. 

I know what the usage of the apps are 

and if there are any problems. I know 

how to report them and block for 

example specific uses that are not acting 

as I would want (Anne)”. 

“The world is full of weird people, and 

you don’t know. You don’t always 

know who gets to see the pictures you 

post (Jaden).” 

“There are definitely moments where I 

choose not to post. But even the 

moments when you do choose to post, a 

lot can go wrong with video and 

technology these days (Lisa).” 

“I actually do that [use ChatGPT] more 

often now. Not only for parenting 

things, but just in general. I’ll ask 
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“I don’t use filters and stuff like that a 

lot (Mary).” 

“I don’t use AI a lot (Mary).” 

“The internet is forever. I don’t even 

want to think about who could get access 

to my kids’ faces and what they could do 

with them, especially now with AI 

(Joy).” 

“A shot of the situation but without their 

face or with it blurred to remain 

unrecognizable (Joy).” 

“I haven’t really thought of AI in this 

context, but I do find it scary what it is 

capable of (Joy).” 

ChatGPT a question instead of looking 

it up on Google (Lisa)”. 

Cognitive 

Dissonance 

Theory 

“[privacy settings] I have adjusted it 

when I went to participate in a like 

and share action or something 

(Erica)”. 

“I like to do it. And why, for God’s 

sake, are you going to abuse me or 

my content or my photos? Or 

anyway, I think it happens. Yes. 

(Erica)”. 

“Well, if there is a financial 

compensation in return, then I think, 

well then I want to think about it 

[posting children] again (Donna)”. 

“I think you only really start to care 

about it [AI] once it affects you 

personally (Geoff)”. 

“Honestly, the personal things we do 

share aren’t revealing enough for 

people to misuse (Geoff)”. 

“There is not much that people could 

misuse for their album, well, they 

better do it quickly (Geoff)”. 

“I feel guilty to share her pictures 

without her permission (Gina).” 

“I never thought that the pictures that I 

shared through Instagram, through 

WhatsApp can also leak, so even if I’m 

sending it to my parents. But I keep on 

doing. But I keep doing it because I have 

to do it. I don’t have another option. So, 

I’m not so confident, but I am hoping it 

goes well (Gina).” 

“Everyone makes their own choices of 

course, and I eventually took it offline or 

chose not to post it because I thought, 

this might just stir the pot unnecessarily 

(Claire).” 

“I am very concerned about deepfakes 

and stuff like that um we, we, try not to 

post like a lot of personal information 

(Mary).” 

“At that point [one and a half to two 

years old], I might post once in a while 

but not show his face. I don’t think I’ll 

ever go as far as never showing him, 

because he’s part of my life and 

motherhood is central to what I share 

(Lisa)”. 

“Your child might not be so happy 

about that either and you can’t judge 

that at that moment, so you decide for 

your child that a lot of people see your 

child on social media. And I don’t really 

think you can make that choice for your 

child (Bo).” 

 

 


