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A B S T R A C T   

Sharenting is a current phenomenon of online communication, which is related to the sharing of images of the 
youngest members of the family (often minors) by parents or relatives, mainly on social networks. However, this 
constitutes a series of consequences that compromise privacy and may put the child at risk. The aim of this work 
was to validate the Sharenting Evaluation Scale (SES), designed to assess the degree of sharenting in the adult 
population, in order to catalogue the type of practice performed through ranges. A rigorous process of design and 
validation of the scale was carried out on a sample of 146 Spanish adults. Different strategies were used, such as 
expert judgement, exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and reliability analysis 
using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. After that, the scale was composed of 17 items configured in three factors: 
implications, social behaviour, and self-control. Finally, the scale showed good psychometric properties, 
providing a unique and reliable instrument to assess the degree of sharenting performed by an adult.   

1. Introduction 

The practice of sharenting refers to sharing content about (underage) 
children or parenting on online social media. This term comes from the 
words ’share’ and ’parenting’ (Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017; Çimke 
et al., 2018). Shared content includes all types of information about 
children (Collins Dictionary, 2013), i.e. it can be text, photographs or 
videos of the child or activities related to their upbringing. Sharenting 
can be conceived from a non-negative perspective, where parents share 
the affection and pride that their children represent in their lives (Dhir 
et al., 2015; Lazard et al., 2019), from a positive perspective parents 
often resort to this practice to share their child’s growth with friends or 
distant relatives, collect memorable moments, as well as receive and/or 
share social support about the dilemmas of parenthood, especially par-
ents whose children face difficulties such as physical or learning dis-
abilities (Siibak & Traks, 2019; Steinberg, 2016). However, the same 
authors warn about the ’dark side’ of sharenting: the emergence of 
computerised childhood, loss of privacy and the distress it could cause 
children in the future. 

The issue of protecting children’s right to privacy in the digital age 
conflicts with parents’ desires to share their information on social net-
works, especially since it is the parents who must actively protect their 
children’s digital safety (Gligorijević, 2019). In this respect, Kopecký 
et al. (2020) describe the negative aspects of sharenting in five ways: (a) 
excessive sharing of photos or videos of their own children (usually 
without their consent), (b) creating profiles of children within various 
kinds of online services (without their consent) - in extreme forms, the 
creation of prenatal profiles, (c) creation of various kinds of online di-
aries, in which the life of the child is monitored day by day, month by 
month, (d) child abuse for creating extremist and hateful content, (e) 
child abuse as a commercial tool, etc. These effects can be multiplied by 
the fact that nowadays the affected minor is not only the children 
(Çimke et al., 2018), but also cousins or younger siblings (Hinojo-Lucena 
et al., 2020). Although regulations already exist to guarantee the safety 
of minors in digital contexts, the protection of their dignity and repu-
tation is not very clear; therefore, the right to privacy should be 
considered not only as a right but also as the best interest of the child 
(Azurmendi et al., 2021; Kravchuk, 2021), as well as the right to be 
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forgotten within the digital world (Leaver, 2020). 
In this regard, appropriate legal frameworks need to be put in place, 

allowing parents to conduct better surveillance as a mechanism to 
protect and preserve their children’s digital identity (Prakash, 2019). 
Previous studies on sharenting indicate that online privacy issues need 
to be considered from an interpersonal perspective in the digital age in 
order to address the issue holistically; this is because this responsibility 
has often been relegated to a solely personal perspective (De Wolf, 
2019). According to Kaesling (2021), considering that participation in 
social networks has become key elements in shaping the lives of 21st 
century children, the implementation of the Convention on the Rights of 
the Child requires legal systems to introduce the right of the child to 
have recourse to a state institution to ensure that the child’s views are 
taken into account in determining the best interests of the child. Simi-
larly, it is necessary to generate legal regulations related to the mone-
tisation of children’s image in advertising campaigns; so-called child 
influencers could even be victims of exploitation thanks to social net-
works (Goanta & Wildhaber, 2019). In current contexts, characterised 
by increased Internet use during the Covid-19 emergency, a framework 
for action is required that addresses the technology, context and policies 
for early childhood cybersecurity for the youngest members of the 
family (Edwards, 2021; Nabila et al., 2021). 

Sharenting has also allowed the visualisation of social problems 
transferred into the world of digital social practices (Lazard et al., 2019). 
Through this phenomenon, some evidence of social problems encoun-
tered can be gendered, such as gender equity biases, as it has been shown 
that parents tend to mention male children more often on social net-
works than female children (Sivak & Smirnov, 2019); the dilemma faced 
by women whether or not to share the news of a pregnancy or related 
aspects on social networks (Cino & Formenti, 2021). Another example 
corresponds to the social aspects represented on Instagram: gender or 
racial stereotypes that are presented in real life or in traditional media 
(Choi & Lewallen, 2017), the growing over-concern about one’s 
appearance, self-image and preoccupation with editing photographs to 
give a ’better’ look (Capdevila & Lazard, 2020), comparing oneself 
through one’s children to demonstrate a higher status (Latipah et al., 
2020). 

The practice of sharenting has implications related to invasion of the 
child’s privacy, ignorance of the Child Protection Act, creation of a 
digital footprint at an early age, digital identity theft, negative re-
percussions on the child’s future and risks of the content posted ending 
up on websites that promote paedophilia. According to Ranzini et al. 
(2020) privacy can be understood between a) general privacy: social and 
institutional and b) situational privacy: platform-based, the user decides 
the level of self-disclosure based on privacy options; which can be 
helpful for parents, as they should be aware of the information they 
share on the Internet (Marasli et al., 2017), who can, or cannot, view the 
content they post. Within this reflection, parents also need to be aware of 
the changing concept of privacy that their children are growing up with 
(Brosch, 2016). There must be a co-responsibility of the family in the 
care of the child’s privacy, for which it is necessary to consider family 
digital education and the development of parents’ digital competences 
in order to safeguard the privacy and digital security of minors (Cino & 
Vandini, 2020; Kopecký & Szotkowski, 2018; Pineda & Jiménez, 2020). 

The creation of a digital footprint at an early age can raise a variety of 
issues. Wachs et al. (2021) warn that publishing photographs or videos 
of the child in political contexts or on controversial topics can lead to 
cyber-attacks on the child, especially when they are published without 
the child’s consent. It can also involve the theft of images for crimes such 
as identity theft (Otero, 2017), publication of photographs on paedo-
phile websites (Piulachs-Castrillo, 2018). Therefore, contrary to what 
some parents believe, Sarkadi et al. (2020) confirm that children believe 
that parents should ask for permission to take and publish content from 
them. This is why it has been argued that there is a need to create clearer 
legal regulations on all digital platforms related to children’s online 
privacy (Brosch, 2018), taking into account the laws of all countries 

where social media are used (Von Teschenhausen Eberlin, 2017). It is in 
this category where legal regulation comes into conflict on the issue of 
advertising campaigns with minors on social networks, where even 
companies can put mothers who share their information in order to 
reach a larger audience on networks at risk (Fox & Hoy, 2019; Siegel 
et al., 2020). 

On the other hand, sharenting is identified by social behavioural 
issues, i.e. issues that address issues at the level of interaction with other 
people. Sharing photos of children can be seen as a metric of connection 
with people by receiving emotional reactions, such as a validation of the 
parenting received through a like, which may prompt the parent to post 
more photos (Cino et al., 2020). Brosch (2016) states that this practice is 
often a response to the social isolation that occurs in the early period of 
parenthood, to be in contact with the outside world and share in the life 
of the new family member, including as a way to compare oneself to 
others, such as in social status or life experiences, to gain social feedback 
and to demonstrate pride in front of others (Wagner & Gasche, 2018). 
Here again, the monetisation of the child’s image comes into play, as the 
intention to post content crosses the boundaries from social reactions 
such as seeking validation of parenthood or seeking to generate re-
actions, to influencing parental purchasing decisions (Kaur & Kumar, 
2021). Likewise, Jorge et al. (2021) describe how ’mummy influencers’ 
turn motherhood in social networks into an essentially consumerist 
agenda. 

According to Holiday et al. (2020), three profiles of sharenting par-
ents can be found: (a) polished: publications that use their children as 
text or image focused on the parents themselves, using the children 
incidentally, peripherally or as objects of access, (b) promotional: “used 
their children to promote their own skills, abilities, services, and prod-
ucts” (p. 7), (c) intimate: publications with a memorial function to 
capture moments of life in order to preserve them, focusing entirely on 
the child. All profiles can wreak havoc on the child, for example, 
influencing the child’s self-esteem and personal identity development 
(Ouvrein & Verswijvel, 2019), causing frustration about what their 
parents post about them (Lipu & Siibak, 2019) or embarrassment 
(Verswijvel et al., 2019); it has even been reported that children often 
ask parents to delete posted content (Garmendia et al., 2021). The latter 
can be exacerbated by posting photographs in intimate situations, for 
example showing children naked or semi-naked, in swimwear or in 
situations where sensitive information is exposed (Choi & Lewallen, 
2017). It is important for people who engage in this practice to be aware 
that the photographs or videos posted can be misused now and in the 
future, as once they are online, they quickly lose control over them 
(Kopecky et al., 2020). 

Finally, the practice of sharenting is closely related to self-control 
and mobile addiction. Regularly, the high frequency of posting con-
tent about their children is caused by the need to be the centre of 
attention, which some authors call ’oversharenting’ (Klucarova & Has-
ford, 2021). Studies in recent years warn about the excessive use of the 
Internet in the face of the emergence of social networks and the need to 
be connected frequently throughout the day, considering it an important 
addiction among young people (Chung et al., 2019; Malo-Cerrato et al., 
2018; Romero-Rodríguez et al., 2021). This addictive behaviour is 
usually increased with the use of blogs (Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017), 
Instagram (Choi & Lewallen, 2017), Facebook (Marasli et al., 2017) and 
Twitter (Otero, 2017). Previous research has identified that addiction to 
mobile phone use can occur as a way to compensate for psychological 
difficulties or as an escape route from their problems, and this can be 
aggravated when parents have low digital literacy (Garitaonandia et al., 
2020), causing greater vulnerability in their children’s privacy, as they 
are unaware of the privacy infringements committed (Atwell et al., 
2019; Barnes & Potter, 2021). 

Based on these considerations and due to the non-existence of a scale 
that assesses sharenting behaviour, the aim of this work was to design 
and validate the Sharenting Evaluation Scale (SES), to measure the de-
gree of sharenting in the adult population, in order to catalogue the type 
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of practice that is carried out through different ranges. 

2. Method 

The design of the scale followed a systematised process for its crea-
tion and subsequent validation, based on the specialised scientific 
literature (Arnal et al., 1994; Benson & Clark, 1982; Hernández et al., 
2016; Straub, 1989). The phases consisted of: literature review; item 
formulation; content validity; construct validity; reliability analysis. 
Criterion validity was not carried out, as there were no instruments at 
the time of validation that measured something similar to sharenting 
and served as a criterion for comparison. 

2.1. Participants and procedure 

A cross-sectional study design with a non-probabilistic, purposive 
sample was adopted for the validation of the scale. The sample consisted 
of 146 Spanish adults who had ever done sharenting. Specifically, the 
sample included 86 females (58.9%) and 60 males (41.1%), aged be-
tween 18 and 60 years (M = 30.95; SD = 11.29). The relationship be-
tween these adults and the child whose photo was shared on the Internet 
was child (34.2%), nephew (21.9%), cousin (19.2%), sibling (13.7%), 
grandchild (1.4%), and no shared relationship (9.6%). 

The questionnaire was developed in digital format using Google 
Forms in order to reach as many participants as possible. It was 
distributed via email and social networks such as Facebook, Instagram 
and WhatsApp. The administration of the questionnaire was carried out 
during the month of January 2020. 

2.2. Measure 

The approach to the instrument began with a review of the literature 
on sharenting, where no standardised instrument was found to be used 
for its study. In this regard, most quantitative works used ad hoc in-
struments (Hinojo-Lucena et al., 2020; Marasli et al., 2016; Kopecký 
et al., 2020; Kopecký, & Szotkowski, 2018; Verswijvel et al., 2019; Wolf, 
2020), therefore, the decision was made to construct our own instru-
ment based on previous literature. 

The main construct ’sharenting’ was defined as the sharing of images 
of the youngest members of the family (often minors) by parents or 
relatives (Çimke et al., 2018). 

Specifically, the purpose of the questionnaire is to assess the degree 
of sharenting in the adult population, to detect the factors that influence 
it, depending on the dependent variables used, and to catalogue the type 
of practice that is carried out by means of ranges. These ranges were 
established similar to the Internet Addiction Test (IAT) (Young, 1998), 
where 0–20 is normal; 21–39 is mild; 40–69 is moderate; 70–85 is se-
vere. From items 1–9 the scores are summed according to the Likert 
scale, while from items 10–17 are summed inversely, where: 0 is 5; 1 is 
4; 2 is 3; 3 is 4; 4 is 1 and; 5 is 0. The minimum score is 0 and the 
maximum score is 85. Furthermore, the SES scale consists of 17 items 
distributed on a six-level Likert scale based on frequency (0 = never; 1 =
rarely; 2 = occasionally; 3 = frequently; 4 = very often; 5 = always). 

The target audience of the instrument is the adult population of any 
region and country, who are of legal age and who share photographs of 
minors. 

2.3. Data analysis 

Data processing was carried out with SPSS software and AMOS 
software, both in version 25.0. For construct validity, exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were used. The 
analysis of internal consistency was carried out using Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient. 

3. Results 

3.1. Content validity 

The most commonly used technique in content validation is expert 
judgement (Escobar-Pérez & Cuervo-Martínez, 2008). In the dynamics 
proposed for the expert judgement, questions were asked about the 
adequacy of each item with respect to the assessment criteria of clarity, 
coherence and relevance (Dorantes et al., 2016). Each item had to be 
answered on a four-level Likert scale, where 1 corresponded to “Does not 
meet the criterion”; 2 to “Low level”; 3 to “Moderate level”; and 4 to 
“High level”. In addition, the experts had a specific section for com-
ments/suggestions. 

The protocol for the expert judgement can be found in Table 1. The 
experts were selected based on the criteria of experience in the subject 
matter and in the validation of instruments. The invitation was for-
malised by means of a letter sent by e-mail, together with the evaluation 
template. 

3.1.1. Expert judgement 
The experts’ responses were compiled based on the mean, standard 

deviation and concordance index of each item with respect to the 
criteria of clarity, coherence and relevance (Table 2). The concordance 
index was calculated on the basis of the frequency, expressed as the 
percentage of agreement of the experts in terms of the score given to 
each item according to the levels of the Likert scale (1–4). 

With regard to the comments made by the experts on each of the 
items, all of them were taken into account in order to modify and 
improve the instrument based on the suggestions made. These com-
ments concerned formal issues in the wording of the items, none referred 
to the content. The criterion for the elimination of an item was the 
obtaining of a mean equal to or below a value of 2 in any of the criteria 
or the disagreement of two or all of the experts on the item. In this case 
there was no mean equal to or less than a value of 2, nor any 
disagreement, so the initial scale with the 17 items was maintained. 

3.2. Construct validity 

Prior to the EFA, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling ade-
quacy (KMO = 0.779) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were calculated 
(χ2 = 1055.578; df = 136; p-value = 0.000). The values obtained 
confirmed the relevance for conducting the EFA. The analysis of the 
communalities showed that all items were above 0.5, ranging between 
0.527 and 0.841, so they were found to be adequately explained by the 
factor structure (Muñoz-Cantero et al., 2019). In the principal compo-
nent analysis with Quartimax rotation with Kaiser, the 17 items were 
grouped into three components that explained 54.295% of the variance. 
Regarding the distribution of items per factor, the first factor explained 
25.79% of the variance and included seven items, those referring to the 
implications of sharing images of minors online. The second factor 
accounted for 20% and comprised the six items concerning social 

Table 1 
Expert judgement protocol.  

Purpose Confirm the suitability of each item in the scale. 

Experts ⋅ Expert 1. PhD specialising in prevention of risky virtual 
communication. It has more than 50 projects and 150 publications 
on the topic of Internet risks. 
⋅ Expert 2. PhD specialising in educational technology. It has more 
than 10 projects and 120 publications on the topic of Information 
and Communication Technologies (ICT) and Internet Risks. 
⋅ Expert 3. PhD specialising in educational communication. It has 
more than 7 projects and 75 publications on the topic of ICT, 
Internet Risks and educational communication. 

Validation 
mode 

Individual method by which the information of each expert has 
been obtained without any contact between them.  
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behaviour in sharenting. The third factor accounted for 8.49% and 
included four items, corresponding to the adult’s self-control when 
sharing images or videos of the child. The factor model was shaped by 
adequate construct indicators, as no items were collected with factor 
loadings below 0.30 (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988) (Table 3). 

For the CFA, goodness-of-fit indices were collected that were 
appropriate for the model established in the validation of the instru-
ment. Thus, the Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA =
0.017), indicated the anticipated fit with the total population value; the 
Standarized Root Mean-Square (SRMR = 0.056), indicated measures of 
model error size; Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI = 0.925), and Adjusted 
Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI = 0.886), indicated the absolute rates of 
best performance; Normalised Fit Index (NFI = 0.905), evaluated the 
decrease of the χ2 statistic of the adopted model with respect to the base 
model; and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI = 0.996), indicated the 
percentage of covariance representativeness that could be reproduced 
by the model (Byrne, 2013). 

On the other hand, the correlations between the dimensions were 
positive in implications-social behaviour (R = 0.101), and social 
behaviour-self-control (R = 0.251), while a negative correlation was 
established between implications-self-control (R = − 0.058) (Table 4). 
Only the correlation between social behaviour-self-control turned out to 
be statistically significant (p = .037). 

The factor weights of each of the dimensions showed the appropri-
ateness of each item with respect to the dimension of which they are 
part. Likewise, the dimension “implications” was composed of items 11, 
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 with factor weights ranging from 0.37 to 0.91. In 
“social behaviour”, composed of items 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, the factor weights 
ranged between 0.37 and 0.92. And “self-control”, composed of four 
items (1, 2, 3, 4), had factor weights between 0.41 and 0.86. (Fig. 1). 

3.3. Reliability analysis 

Reliability was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (α) 
(Table 5), which is the most commonly used index for calculating the 
reliability of instruments (Ledesma et al., 2002). The overall reliability 
of the instrument was acceptable (α = 0.76). On the other hand, for each 
of the dimensions the reliability was: implications (α = 0.871); social 
behaviour (α = 0.697); self-control (α = 0.672). Only if items 1 and 2 
were removed would the reliability increase by only 0.01, so it was 
decided to keep all 17 items of the scale due to their acceptable values in 
the content and construct validation. 

4. Discussion and conclusions 

The design and validation of the Sharenting Evaluation Scale (SES) 
arose from the need to create an instrument to assess the degree of 
sharenting in the adult population, in order to catalogue the type of 
practice carried out through different ranges: normal, mild, moderate or 
severe use. Thus, a pioneering instrument is established, derived from 
the non-existence of a validated instrument to measure this construct 
(Hinojo-Lucena et al., 2020; Marasli et al., 2016; Kopecký et al., 2020; 

Table 2 
Mean, standard deviation and agreement index based on frequency.  

Item Clarity Coherence Relevance 

M/SD (%) 

1 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
2 3/0 (100) 3.66/0.47 (66.6) 4/0 (100) 
3 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
4 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
5 3.66/0.47 (66.6) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
6 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
7 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
8 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
9 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
10 3.66/0.47 (66.6) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
11 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
12 3.66/0.47 (66.6) 3.66/0.47 (66.6) 4/0 (100) 
13 3.66/0.47 (66.6) 3.66/0.47 (66.6) 3.66/0.47 (66.6) 
14 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
15 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
16 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 
17 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100) 4/0 (100)  

Table 3 
Rotated component matrix.  

Item 1 2 3 

1. How often have you shared pictures or videos of the 
minor on your social media profile?    

0.669 

2. How often have you sent photographs or videos of the 
minor by private message to another person?    

0.814 

3. How often have you shared more than one photo or 
video per day?    

0.676 

4. How often have you felt the need to want to share the 
minor’s photographs or videos on social media?    

0.465 

5. How often have you shared a photo or video of the 
minor in order to receive positive feedback from your 
contacts?   

0.645  

6. How often have you shared photographs or videos of 
the minor in intimate situations (e.g. nude or semi- 
nude, in swimwear or in situations where sensitive 
information is exposed)?   

0.738  

7. How often have you shared photographs or videos 
that may cause frustration and/or embarrassment to 
the minor?   

0.804  

8. How often have you shared pictures or videos of other 
minors that you have received from other people (e.g. 
pictures of children of a family member or friend or 
even memes, stickers or viral videos)?   

0.354  

9. How often have people around you reproached you 
for sharing photos or videos of the minor?   

0.588  

10. How often have you deleted the photo or video after 
sharing it on social media after receiving feedback 
from someone else?   

0.659  

11. How often have you felt that you were invading the 
minor’s privacy by sharing the child’s photograph or 
video?  

0.408   

12. How often have you considered the Child Protection 
Act when sharing your photo or video?  

0.530   

13. How often have you considered that the photographs 
or videos you share on social media are creating a 
digital footprint of the minor?  

0.705   

14. How often have you considered that the photograph 
or video shared may have a negative impact on the 
minor’s future?  

0.885   

15. How often have you considered that sharing a photo 
or video presents a risk to the minor?  

0.833   

16. How often have you considered that the photographs 
or videos you have shared of the minor could be used 
for identity theft on the Internet?  

0.909   

17. How often have you considered that the photographs 
or videos you have shared of the minor could end up 
on websites that promote paedophilia?  

0.858   

Note. 1 = Dimension 1. Implications; 2 = Dimension 2. Social behaviour; 3 =
Dimension 3. Self-control. 

Table 4 
Covariances and correlations of CFA.  

Relation Covariance SE CR p R 

Implications ↔ Social 
behaviour  

0.111  0.086  1.287  0.198  0.101 

Implications ↔ Self- 
control  

− 0.035  0.058  − 0.606  0.544  − 0.058 

Social behaviour ↔ Self- 
control  

0.102  0.049  2.082  0.037  0.251 

Note. SE = Standard Error; CR = Critical Ratio. 
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Kopecký, & Szotkowski, 2018; Verswijvel et al., 2019; Wolf, 2020). The 
validation process followed different phases that ensure the validity and 
reliability of the data (Arnal et al., 1994; Benson & Clark, 1982; 
Hernández et al., 2016; Straub, 1989), where communalities were above 
0.5 (Muñoz-Cantero et al., 2019), factor loadings above 0.3 (Guadagnoli 
& Velicer, 1988) and reliability at adequate values above 0.75 (Ledesma 
et al., 2002). 

The data obtained from the study sample showed that the images 
shared were mostly of children (Çimke et al., 2018), but also with other 
family relationships such as nieces, nephews, cousins, siblings and 
grandchildren (Hinojo-Lucena et al., 2020). However, it is of concern 
that despite the fact that most of the photos shared were of adults’ rel-
atives, there were almost 10% of shares of images of minors who were 
not related. This may be due to the viral phenomena of children in 

networks, which are shared by a large proportion of social network 
users, generating a digital footprint of children that is very difficult to 
erase (Ranzini et al., 2020). 

On the other hand, the correlations between the dimensions were 
positive for implications-social behaviour and social behaviour-self- 
control, the latter being significant. While a negative correlation was 
established between implications-self-control. This indicated the high 
influence of the self-control variable on sharenting, as some studies have 
begun to reflect (Hinojo-Lucena et al., 2020; Klucarova & Hasford, 
2021). 

Among the limitations of the study, it is worth highlighting the dif-
ficulty in carrying out the study due to the fact that data collection was 
carried out in the incipient stage of the COVID-19 pandemic. This has 
delayed the development and validation of the SES instrument. Future 
lines of research include: (i) the application of the scale itself to obtain 
data on sharenting behaviour in the adult population; (ii) the inclusion 
of dependent variables to analyse the factors influencing sharenting; (iii) 
the validation of the scale in other contexts and languages. 

Finally, as a product, a valid and reliable scale is established to assess 
the practice of sharenting. Thus, it is considered a useful tool to deter-
mine the degree of sharenting in the adult population, through the 
response to 17 items, with a response mode based on a six-level Likert 
scale according to frequency (0 = never; 1 = rarely; 2 = occasionally; 3 
= frequently; 4 = very often; 5 = always). Therefore, the minimum score 
that can be obtained on the scale is 0 and the maximum is 85 points, with 
ranges of 0–20 (normal), 21–39 (mild), 40–69 (moderate), 70–85 (se-
vere). This will boost research on sharenting worldwide, which is a 
challenge that needs to be addressed to increase the field of knowledge 
on this growing phenomenon in our society. 
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Jorge, A., Marôpo, L., Coelho, A. M., & Novello, L. (2021). Mummy influencers and 
professional sharenting. European Journal of Cultural Studies. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/13675494211004593 

Kaesling, K. (2021). Children’s digital rights: Realizing the potential of the CRC. Global 
Reflections on Children’s Rights and the Law, 183–196. https://doi.org/10.4324/ 
9781003131144-22 

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

Klucarova, S., & Hasford, J. (2021). The oversharenting paradox: When frequent parental 
sharing negatively affects observers’ desire to affiliate with parents. Current 
Psychology, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1007/S12144-021-01986-Z 

Kopecký, K., & Szotkowski, R. (2018). Parents and fatherhood in the digital age. Olomouc. 
Kopecký, K., Szotkowski, R., Aznar-Díaz, I., & Romero-Rodríguez, J. M. (2020). The 

phenomenon of sharenting and its risks in the online environment. Experiences from 
Czech Republic and Spain. Children and Youth Services Review, 110, Article 104812. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.104812 

Kravchuk, N. (2021). Privacy as a new component of “the best interests of the child” in 
the new digital environment. The International Journal of Children’s Rights, 29(1), 
99–121. https://doi.org/10.1163/15718182-29010006 

Latipah, E., Kistoro, H. C. A., Hasanah, F. F., & Putranta, H. (2020). Elaborating motive 
and psychological impact of sharenting in millennial parents. Universal Journal of 
Educational Research, 8(10), 4807–4817. https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2020.0810 
52. 

Lazard, L., Capdevila, R., Dann, C., Locke, A., & Roper, S. (2019). Sharenting: Pride, 
affect and the day-to-day politics of digital mothering. Social and Personality 
Psychology Compass, 13(4), Article e12443. https://doi.org/10.1111/SPC3.12443 

Leaver, T. (2020). Balancing privacy: Sharenting, intimate surveillance, and the right to 
be forgotten. The Routledge Companion to Digital Media and Children, 235–244. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351004107-22 

Ledesma, R., Molina, G., & Valero, P. (2002). Análisis de consistencia interna mediante 
Alfa de Cronbach: Un programa basado en gráficos dinámicos. Psico-USF, 7(2), 
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Pineda, L. O., & Jiménez, S. C. (2020). Amenazas a la privacidad de los menores de edad 
a partir del Sharenting. Revista Chilena de Derecho y Tecnología, 9(2), 105–130. 
https://doi.org/10.5354/0719-2584.2020.55333 

Piulachs-Castrillo, A. (2018). Sharenting y límites ́eticos en la era 2.0.: análisis de la situación 
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