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Abstract 

This research proposes options for child influencer-specific legislation in Canada. 

Through an understanding of the dynamics of power, choice, and wellbeing present in 

the family influencing context, it highlights areas of risk and legislative gaps under which 

child influencers fall, including emotional harm, financial exploitation, and neglect of 

consent. Interviews with multidisciplinary experts revealed key issues for creating child 

influencer policy: lack of oversight, obtaining meaningful consent, financial risk, and 

promoting dignity. A jurisdictional scan highlighted current policy responses to regulating 

child performers worldwide, showcasing potential regulatory approaches for the 

Canadian context. This research recommends Canadian provinces create a best 

practices guide for influencer parents and develop a permit system for child influencers. 

These policies offer complementary methods of protection and support of children’s 

wellbeing, producing a holistic approach to regulating child influencers in Canada. 

Keywords:  child influencers; monetization; labour protections 
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Chapter 1.  
 
Introduction 

“The internet reshuffles all cards, both public and private. There is a 
difference between work and play… We are faced with a legal vacuum, 
and we have to respond to it.” Member of the French National Assembly 
Bruno Studer, quoted in Binder & Dubois, 2020 

Children are a major part of the social media landscape. Videos featuring 

children who appear to be under 13 receive about three times as many views as any 

other kind of video (Van Kessel, Toor & Smith, 2019). However, the most popular social 

media platforms require users to be at least 13 years old (Meta, 2025; Instagram, 2025; 

YouTube, 2022; TikTok, 2021; X, 2024). Research in the United Kingdom found that 

parents of children under the age of 13 post an average of 100 photos and videos of 

their child to social media each year, positioning parents as the gatekeeper of young 

children’s digital footprints (Nominet, 2018). 

Social media platforms are also home to influencers, who drive the digital 

economy. The influencer marketing industry is projected to reach $32.55 billion 

worldwide in 2025, including influencer marketing spending over $650 million in Canada 

(Influencer Marketing Hub, 2025; Statista, 2024). Influencers are a digital evolution of 

word-of-mouth advertising, building online audiences through authentic personal sharing 

and forming partnerships with brands to advertise products to those audiences, 

effectively “influencing” an audience member’s decision to purchase the sponsored 

product (Abidin, 2015; Abidin, 2017; House of Commons Digital, Culture, Media & Sport 

Committee, 2022). Influencers are also given access to revenue-sharing income by 

certain platforms, receiving pay or bonuses based on the number of views their videos 

receive (Kumer & Lerman, 2023; Masterson, 2021; Yates, 2023). Professional 

influencers can transition from working a traditional job to making content creation their 

full-time work because of the income they can generate by monetizing their personal 

lives (Abidin, 2017; Fineman, 2023). 

It is estimated that mothers make up 30% of the influencer industry (Weintraub et 

al., 2018). Many influencer parents share photos, videos, and information about their 

children as part of their work, to increase the perception of relatability and authenticity by 
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their audience (Binder & Dubois, 2020). Influencer parents can escalate to sharing 

intimate and personal content about their children, including birth videos, potty training, 

and learning how to shave their legs (Fineman, 2023; Yates, 2023). Children in these 

families become social media content, and their young lives form the authentic imagery 

which economically benefits their parents (Mom Uncharted, 2024). In some cases, family 

influencer accounts (run by parents, but featuring children) can fetch tens of thousands 

of dollars for one post (Fineman, 2023). 

In Canada, however, child influencers are not entitled to the income they help 

generate, or any other protections. While child influencers are subjects – and a trust 

metric – of monetized content, there are no mechanisms by which their parents are 

required to save the dollars they help generate (Binder & Dubois, 2020). As a result, 

these children are at risk of financial exploitation, having their young lives documented 

online for their parents’ financial gain (Masterson, 2021; Yates, 2023). In addition, 

potentially sensitive pieces of their childhoods have been posted on the internet, where 

data is subject to “infinite rediscovery” through caching (Steinberg, 2016, p. 844). Where 

adults can make informed choices about the short- and long-term impacts of making 

personal posts online, children have the decision made for them. 

Therefore, this research seeks to understand the labour issues present for child 

influencers and identify possible policy avenues for the Canadian context. France and 

the United States are the only two countries which have begun to address this gap 

through legislation. As a historically slow technology regulator, Canada has an 

opportunity to join these countries in addressing this emerging and urgent issue (Smith & 

Echikson, 2021; Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017). 
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Chapter 2.  
 
Background 

2.1. From mommy blogs to breadwinner babies 

Sharing about our personal lives has been a prominent component of being on 

the internet for many years. As a public record-keeper, the internet is a modern platform 

for media accounting, a term for the practices that people use to document their lives for 

self-presentation and self-reflection (Humphreys, 2018). Blogging was an early example 

of media accounting on the internet, booming in the mid-2000s as a medium for 

professional and amateur writers alike to publish pieces which connected directly with an 

audience (Lorenz, 2023). “Mommy bloggers” were a new and innovative genre in the 

blogosphere: contrasting the traditional women’s media which romanticized parenting, 

moms were sharing the “messy story” of parenting, building cult followings through a 

strong network of other mother-written blogs (Lorenz, 2023). 

Mommy bloggers began to sell advertisement space on their blogs to justify the 

amount of time spent writing and managing their blogs for sizeable audiences (Crawford, 

2023; Lorenz, 2023). These ad spots represented a new labour dynamic for the digital 

world: any person can build an audience through the work of authentic, innovative, and 

consistent sharing, and advertisers will pay to reach that audience (Lorenz, 2023). 

Mommy blogs translated well to booming social media platforms in the 2010s. 

However, compared to the “very raw, very funny, very gritty” text-based mommy blogs 

where some audiences didn’t know what the writer looked like, platforms like Instagram 

encouraged a focus on visual aesthetics (Crawford, 2023). Individuals who grew large 

followings on Instagram curated an aesthetic, developed self-brands, and transitioned 

through life stages as public figures (Abidin, 2015; Crawford, 2023). These early 

influencers evolved the mommy blog model, disclosing and monetizing more about their 

personal lives, including their children (Abidin, 2015). 

Through the consistent sharing of images and videos of their children, influencers 

implicate their children in their public brands. Influencer parents “fram[e] and stag[e]” 

their children to either maintain the curated aesthetic of their account, or to market 
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products (Abidin, 2015, para. 9). The children of influencers can become celebrities in 

their own right, as their parents’ audience can develop parasocial relationships through 

constant access to the child (House of Commons Digital, Culture, Media and Sport 

Committee, 2022). Abidin (2015) coined the term micro-microcelebrities to describe such 

children who are the main subjects of the monetized sharing of “everyday life”. 

Child influencers can make a significant income and are involved in various types 

of content. A pair of third-grade American twins, on a family lifestyle Instagram account 

run by their mother, can earn $25,000 for one post (Fineman, 2023). The highest paid 

YouTuber from 2018-2020 was a primary school-aged child on a toy review channel 

created by his parents when he was four (Robehmed & Berg, 2018; Berg, 2019; Berg, 

2020). While their parents create and manage their social media channels, the presence 

of children in content boosts engagement and drives income: child influencers are the 

stars of their families (Lambert, 2025). 

2.2. The attention economy and influencer industry 

The modern iterations of social media platforms are founded on the attention 

economy. The idea of an “attention economy” was coined by Herbert A. Simon in 1969 

and later applied to the internet by Michael H. Goldhaber in 1997, identifying attention as 

a valuable commodity and the web as a powerful platform and analysis tool for the 

resource of attention (Bueno, 2016, p. 3). Bueno (2016) affirms that the attention 

economy is a foundational framework for “explaining the rapid monetization of internet-

based corporations” because of the value of the attention itself (p.4). Platform business 

models reflect the power of attention generated by content creators and users’ 

consumption potential (Törhönen & Sjöblom, 2019). 

YouTube was the first platform to include its content creators in the 

advertisement revenue through its YouTube Partner Program (YPP) in 2007 (Spangler, 

2021). The revenue shared was based on the length of a creator’s video, as a proxy for 

the attention that could be given to the platform (Ørmen & Gregersen, 2023). By 2022, to 

be eligible for the YPP, content creators had to have at least 1,000 subscribers and 

4,000 watch hours in the previous year, after which they would earn 55% of the ad 

revenue generated by their videos (Hanif, 2022; Spangler, 2021). This model 

emphasized a creator’s ability to both grow an audience and maintain their audience’s 
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interest in their content. The YPP is the biggest creator monetization tools in social 

media, paying out over $50 billion between 2019-2022 alone (Hanif, 2022; Spangler, 

2021). This monetization model was borrowed by TikTok and Instagram in certain 

jurisdictions, offering pay per view once an account has reached a monetization 

threshold (Instagram for Creators, n.d.; TikTok, 2024). 

The revenue share and pay-per-post models offer opportunities for influencers to 

earn an income from their labour of providing value to a social media platform or an 

advertiser, however the reach of the content influencers produce is impacted by 

platforms’ algorithms (Kumer & Lerman, 2023). Under the attention economy, social 

media algorithms prioritize content which is the most engaging, measured on user-based 

metrics such as watch time per viewer (Costello et al., 2023). This algorithmic model 

privileges content which is more extreme because of its ability to drive engagement 

(Costello et al., 2023; Harriger et al., 2022). 

To build and maintain audiences and advertising potential, influencers “bait” their 

audiences by spotlighting intense personal experiences, ultimately capitalizing on the 

increased engagement (Abidin, 2015, para. 24; Abidin, 2017). Family influencers may be 

incentivized to use, and even fake, their children’s emotional moments to gain 

engagement and make money (Fineman, 2023). 

2.3. What is a child influencer? 

Child influencers can broadly be defined as children featured in social media 

content on accounts run by their parents, who can generate income (House of 

Commons DCMS Committee, 2022). Child influencers appear in a variety of monetized 

social media accounts, from lifestyle and vlog-based channels to unboxing and toy 

review content (Abidin, 2015; Lachance, 2024; Masterson, 2021). Children of 

influencers, like children of mid-2000s mommy bloggers, are one way a child influencer 

can be defined (Abidin, 2015). Their personal lives become the content that is posted 

online, positioning them as the stars in the content shared by their parents (Fineman, 

2023; Yates, 2023). Parents commercialize “intimate and diary-like” content through the 

capturing of daily life, significant milestones, and promoting paying brands in other 

content (Kennedy, 2024, para. 5). Influencer families are present across social media, 

producing both image and video content branded as their everyday lives for revenue-
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share and pay-per-post revenue (Masterson, 2021; Yates, 2023). Content made for 

children makes up another significant proportion of influencer content featuring children 

(Van Kessel, Toor & Smith, 2019). Children’s show and toy review channels are some of 

the most popular channels on YouTube, featuring children opening and playing with toys 

(Statista, 2025). These channels are created and managed by parents but are targeted 

towards other children (House of Commons DCMS Committee, 2022). 

In both cases, child influencers are filmed or photographed by their parents, to be 

posted online with the intention of monetization. They are often staged, directed, and 

given lines, especially when being featured in advertisement content (Rees, 2024). 

Literature connects the experiences child influencers and other young performers such 

as actors or models, who share the responsibilities of “performing” for a camera, and the 

exchange of that content for money (Edney, 2022; Lachance, 2024; Rees, 2024). Child 

influencers are effectively reality television stars for the digital age, in families where 

their parents have chosen to make their children public figures (Abidin, 2017; Masterson, 

2021). 

For the purposes of this project, the term “child influencer” encapsulates any 

child under the age of majority who is being posted online by their parents with the aim 

of generating income. This definition is purposefully open to include the wide range of 

children who are made subjects of monetized online content. 

2.4. How are child influencers at risk? 

Influencers occupy a space between entertainment and marketing, where neither 

industry nor applicable regulations apply. Child influencers, as the young subjects of 

influencer content, are additionally obscured by their parents’ acting as the 

intermediaries between brands, platforms, and performances (Rees, 2024). These 

dynamics place child influencers at risk of key harms. 

One area of risk concerns financial exploitation, as child influencers are the 

driving force behind the popularity – and therefore financial success – of the family 

(Masterson, 2021; Nottingham, 2020; Rees, 2024; Yates, 2023). The consequences of 

failing to protect the financial interests of child influencers have already materialized: one 

child of a mid-2000s mommy blogger discovered there was no money set aside for her 
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upon turning 18, despite working throughout her childhood and adolescence for her 

mom’s blog (Latifi, 2024a). However, in Canada child influencers are not entitled to any 

income gained from their appearances and performances in content posted to a parent-

run account. 

In the work of creating content, child influencers are also at risk of harmful 

working conditions. Since the content is often made in the home, under the purview of 

their parents, the hours spent filming content, and the conditions under which the 

content was created, are invisible (Fineman, 2023; Masterson, 2021; Rees, 2024). In the 

traditional entertainment or marketing industries, children would be protected by 

regulations which address the child’s working hours and conditions (Masterson, 2021; 

Yates, 2023). However, the home-based nature of family influencing allows parents to 

film at their own discretion, which could include long hours or filming late into the night 

(Latifi, 2024; Masterson, 2021). Consequently, filming can impact sleep, rest, and school 

(Latifi, 2024). In Canada, there are no regulations concerning the working hours or 

conditions for producing content with child influencers. 

There are also more personal, nuanced risks of child influencing (Rees, 2024). 

The nature of family influencer accounts requires that personal lives and stories are 

posted for public consumption, including sponsored/advertorial content. Children may 

not be able to understand the consequences of an online, public life, nor be able to 

handle the mental hurdles of being an influencer (Lambert, 2019). The type of content 

that children are featured in can also impact their relationships and self-image (Latifi, 

2024a). For example, one child influencer, when she began menstruating, was made to 

participate in advertorial content for sanitary pads (Latifi, 2024a). Child influencers lack 

the autonomy to say no to filming or posting content which may be embarrassing or 

personally identifiable (Latifi, 2024b). These personal harms are similar to, but distinct 

from, child actors and models. In traditional entertainment and marketing industries, 

children play characters or personas (Fineman, 2023). While child actors and models 

may become embarrassed by their childhood work, they are afforded privacy through 

their performance. Child influencers’ real names and real lives are shared for public 

consumption, forever publicly tying their childhood experiences back to themselves 

(Latifi, 2024b; Fineman, 2023). 
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Finally, child influencers are at risk of these concerns under the direction and 

supervision of their parents. The traditional entertainment and marketing industries are 

subject to regulations in various Canadian provinces which include limits to working 

hours, requirements for working conditions, and supervision (Lachance, 2024). Child 

influencers have no industry infrastructure to enforce good practices – instead they are 

reliant on their parents for making responsible decisions. However, parents must assess 

priorities between income, engagement, and disclosures at the nexus of brands, 

platforms, and performers (Rees, 2024). While some parents may include their children 

in these decisions, it is unclear what constitutes a “good” decision, and what long-term 

effects their decisions may have (Abidin, 2017; Crawford, 2023; Fineman, 2023; Latifi, 

2024b). 
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Chapter 3.  
 
Literature review 

It is critical to understand the dynamics present in the family influencer niche, and 

how those developments have shaped the legislative gap under which child influencers 

fall. This chapter explores the key concerns surrounding minors’ involvement in 

influencing, their real-life impacts, and the policies emerging around the world which aim 

to address those concerns and mitigate their impacts. 

3.1. Whose story is being told? 

“The digital lives of micro-microcelebrities pose new layers of concern 
given their publicness and deliberate publicity, specifically hinged on 
making visible the usually inaccessible, private aspects of everyday life.” 
Abidin, 2015, para. 23. 

Drawing on Humphreys’ (2018) notion of media accounting, keeping a record or 

documenting one’s life on the internet can be a meaningful practice for parents to keep 

memories or share about their children (Crawford, 2023; Keith & Steinberg, 2017). 

However, family influencers walk the line between sharing parenting experiences for 

community or personal satisfaction and posting their family’s private lives to build an 

audience or boost engagement (Latifi, 2024b). In the former, the influencer’s content is 

grounded in personal experiences, from their own perspective (Crawford, 2023). In the 

latter, the focus is shifted to the children, their personalities, and their personal life 

events.  

The term “sharenting”, a portmanteau of the words “share” and “parenting”, has 

been used to describe the practice of a parent sharing information and other details 

about their child online as content (Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017; Fineman, 2023; 

Nottingham, 2020, Steinberg, 2016; Yates, 2023). An additional term, “oversharenting”, 

refers to parental sharing taken to an extreme, especially sharing with the purpose of 

online popularity (Keith & Steinberg, 2017; Steinberg, 2016). While “sharenting” and 

“oversharenting” have slightly varied definitions, these terms mirror public views which 

find these practices unethical (Latifi, 2024b). Sharenting/oversharenting is common, 

even among non-influencer parents. In 2010, it was estimated that 92% of 2-year-olds in 
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the United States had a digital footprint, and that on average in 2018, parents posted 

100 photos and videos of their children on social media (Nottingham, 2020). A 2015 

study identified that parents’ social media posts about their children typically fall under 

five categories. including “getting children to sleep”, “nutrition and eating tips”, 

“discipline”, “daycare/preschool”, and “behavioural issues”, highlighting that 56% of 

participants shared “potentially embarrassing information” about their children 

(Steinberg, 2016). Sharenting/oversharenting can have negative effects on children, 

even in non-influencer families, including the potential for identity fraud and emotional 

harm (Nottingham, 2020; Rees, 2024).  

These practices and effects are prominent among influencer families, due to the 

financial and engagement imperatives of social media careers (Nottingham, 2020). 

Among examples found in the literature, influencer families have posted videos of their 

child’s birth, first menstruation, learning how to shave, shopping for their first bra, and 

waxing their eyebrows (Fineman, 2023; Franke, 2025; Latifi, 2024a; Yates, 2023). For 

child influencers, the consequences of having one’s life milestones and childhoods 

posted for large audiences’ entertainment can be devastating. Some child influencers 

describe feeling “naked,” “disrespected,” and “humiliated,” having been the subjects of 

“mortifying” content (Fineman, 2023; Latifi, 2024a). 

Some parents build public platforms about their child in an effort to raise 

awareness about rare or misunderstood mental health or medical conditions and build 

community with other families (Keith & Steinberg, 2017; Steinberg, 2016). There may be 

some benefits to these social media accounts, such as raising awareness or money for 

research, however many of these parents believe they are their child’s “only voice” 

(Steinberg, 2016, p. 853). This view positions the parent as the narrator of the child’s 

story and perpetuates ableist attitudes while hindering the child’s development of their 

identity (Callus & Farrugia, 2016; Greenaway-Clarke & Franklin, 2023). Additionally, 

disclosing a child’s medical information may impact future social and occupational 

outcomes (Findlay, 2015). Disability activist Carly Findlay underscores how parents 

sharing their children’s medical information online may impede their child’s dignity and 

autonomy: 

I would be mortified if my parents shared my condition at length (and 
publicly as a child or an adult. I am glad I can make the informed educated 
choice to tell my story my way... An adult with a disability may choose not 
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to disclose their condition – the whole condition or certain intricacies of it. 
But sometimes children’s identities are made public before they’ve given 
consent. When a disabled child’s parent has already blogged about their 
disability or shared photos and stories on social media, their condition has 
already been disclosed. (Findlay, 2015, para. 4-7) 

Some child influencers are not only the subjects of their parents’ or family’s 

channel, but they also have accounts created in their name to increase their reach 

(Masterson, 2021). One popular American influencer family’s 12-year-old daughter has 

4.9 million followers on Instagram (she had 5.1 million followers at 7 years old), while her 

dad and mom have 4.9 and 7 million followers, respectively (Masterson, 2021). These 

children are celebrities, but unlike child actors who play fictional roles, child influencers’ 

real lives are the entertainment (Fineman, 2023; Poisson, 2024). 

3.2. Who benefits financially? 

“But I mean, there’s no way that you can look at all of this and not think 
about the enormous amounts of money that are at stake as well.” 
Influencer culture journalist Fortesa Latifi quoted in Poisson, 2024. 

In recent years, social media has created a legitimate business model and career 

opportunity for some adults (Abidin, 2017; Binder & Dubois, 2020; Crawford, 2023). In 

these cases, influencers have multiple revenue channels from multiple platforms, 

including platform revenue sharing, brand advertisements, merchandise & personal 

brands, and subscriptions (Kumer & Lerman, 2023). These adults have turned 

influencing into a career by adding value to a platform or being an attractive advertising 

partner through their labour and perceived authenticity (Abidin, 2017). Influencer 

parents, driven to feature their children to gain advertising partners, can also make a 

living through their social media channels (Edney, 2022; Fineman, 2023; Yates, 2023). 

The normalization of sharenting and a booming influencer advertising industry 

have made children some of the highest-paid and promoted influencers (House of 

Commons DCMS Committee, 2022; Yates, 2023). Influencer families, like other 

influencers, can make enough social media income to allow their parents to dedicate full-

time commitments to their influencing work – earning up to hundreds of thousands or 

millions of dollars per year (Fineman, 2023; Poisson, 2024). Some influencer parents 

use social media income to make mortgage payments or to purchase new cars (Franke, 

2025; Latifi, 2024). While children are made the stars of influencer family channels 
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through parental disclosures about their personal lives, they may not reap the full 

benefits of their celebrification. In contrast to non-family influencers who monetize their 

own lives, and who can make autonomous decisions about disclosing personal details, 

family influencers build businesses by monetizing their children’s personal lives and 

walking a “tightrope” between what is public and private, or performance and reality 

(Abidin, 2015; Latifi, 2024, para. 3; Poisson, 2024). 

Influencer families go beyond sharing their child to friends and family or creating 

a “family memory album” (House of Commons DCMS Committee, 2022; Latifi). The use 

of their children’s image and performance to generate income is characteristic of family 

business, social enterprise, and digital child labour (House of Commons DCMS 

Committee, 2022; Rees, 2024). Other entities which benefit financially from the image or 

performance of a child, such as the traditional entertainment and advertising industries, 

are subject to regulations which include the remittance of earned income into a trust fund 

for the child performer (Lachance, 2024; Rees, 2024). Some influencer parents who do 

not put money aside for their children have said that the children benefit from and enjoy 

the elevated lifestyle the family has achieved from social media income (Rosman, 2017). 

This view not only minimizes a child’s contributions to the family’s income which pays for 

their lifestyles but also emphasizes that the ultimate beneficiaries of family influencer 

income are parents, who have the power to make financial decisions for their children. 

Even when children are the subjects of monetized content, parents in Canada 

are not obligated to set money aside respective to the contributions the child made to the 

family’s income. 

3.3. Whose interests take priority? 

“Even though the method of achieving celebrity status has changed, 
certain problems with child stardom remain the same. Some parents are 
willing to sacrifice their children’s privacy, freedom, and mental health in 
their quest for fame and fortune.” Edney, 2022, p. 547 

Within an influencer family which produces content featuring its children and 

makes a significant income, parents are at the nexus of conflicting interests. They are 

responsible for planning and posting the channel’s content – and negotiating and 

managing the family’s income (Latifi, 2024; Rees, 2024). Parents also take on 

production roles – not only staging, directing, and filming the content, but also ensuring 
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branded deliverables are complete by a certain date (Lachance, 2024; Masterson, 2021; 

Rees, 2024). 

In these circumstances, parents take on conflicting roles (Lachance, 2024). 

There is an incentive to make child-focused content to earn fame and money, however, 

as discussed in Section 4.1, child influencer content necessitates publishing a child’s 

personal data (Masterson, 2021). Under the attention economy and within the influencer 

industry, there is a pressure to continue growing and increasing one’s income, and 

influencer parents are not immune to those pressures (House of Commons DCMS 

Committee, 2022). Where the mommy bloggers of the mid-2000s grew their blog 

businesses on raw, provocative disclosures about their personal parenting experiences, 

family influencers’ growth in income and popularity can be attributed to continuous 

disclosures regarding their children (Fineman, 2023; Lorenz, 2023). 

Influencer parents claim that their children have fun making influencer content 

(Abidin, 2017; Edney, 2022; Edwards, 2024; Masterson, 2021; Rees, 2024). One 

concept that could be used to describe children’s participation in influencer content is 

“playbour,” the idea that labour can be performed through commodified leisure (Kücklich, 

2005; Torhonen & Sjoblom, 2019). However, Masterson (2021) contends that “the 

industry has now progressed to a point where the production of this content cannot just 

be considered play – it is work” (p. 592). A form of child labour is present in the creation 

of child influencer content, as children act as “attention lures” on social media, and 

influencer parents rely and capitalize on the attention for economic gain (Rees, 2024). 

A distinction between work and play is helpful for defining a labour relationship in 

child influencing (Rees, 2024). According to advocates for child performers, the 

exchange of a performance or one’s image for economic effect represents a labour 

relationship – the cornerstone of influencer family content generation (Edney, 2022; 

House of Commons DCMS Committee, 2022). This definition, however, fails to account 

for the lack of a duty of care within the exchange, as brands provide the economic effect, 

while parents manage and post the content (Rees, 2024). This exchange, in its current 

form, leaves children’s interests out of the equation: platforms don’t acknowledge them, 

brands contract with their parents, and their parents are beholden to brands and their 

audience (Lachance, 2024; Rees, 2024). 
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3.4. Who consents? 

“There is no ‘opt-out’ link for children and split-second decisions made by 
their parents will result in indelible digital footprints.” Steinberg, 2016, p. 
844 

Consent is a complex part of the concerns for child influencers because they are 

minors, often as young as toddlers and infants (Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017; 

Crawford, 2023; Latifi, 2024b). In Canada, parents have no constitutional “right” to make 

decisions on behalf of their children but instead are expected to act in the best interests 

of their child (Lachance, 2024). Canada is also a signatory to the United Nations 

Declaration on the Rights of the Child which, while not legally binding, ratifies the 

responsibility of all adults to act with a child’s best interests in mind (Government of 

Canada, 2024). The digital nature of influencing requires special attention to consent 

because of the potential short- and long-term impacts described above, and parents 

ultimately bear the responsibility to act in their child’s best interests as they make 

careers out of posting social media content (Fineman, 2023; Lachance, 2024; Steinberg, 

2016). For the mommy bloggers of the mid-2000s, the process of a parent constructing 

consent to sharing their child’s information and imagery was much slower; parents took 

photos and videos on analog devices, which required an upload to a desktop computer, 

and re-upload to blogs (Crawford, 2023). Each of these steps presented moments of 

choice for parents to determine whether, and how, they wanted to share about their 

children. Today, parents have access to photography and videography tools through 

smartphones and can almost instantly upload imagery to the internet (Crawford, 2023). 

The instantaneous nature of sharing on social media can impair a parent’s ability to 

obtain informed consent from their child and interfere with the child’s autonomy. 

Some influencer families are already having consent conversations with their 

children, but not all (Abidin, 2017; Edney, 2022). It is important to understand key 

features of consent to understand the gaps that are applicable to child influencers. One 

analogous sector to family influencing which manages consent conversations with 

children is the medical field. Medical procedures can have lifelong impacts and can be 

comprised of extensive, complicated risks and life-changing benefits. In Canada, 

healthcare providers are required to obtain “informed consent” from their patients 

(Canadian Medical Protective Association, 2024). Informed consent generally includes 

three areas which the physician should adequately explain: the nature of a proposed 
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medical treatment, the anticipated outcomes and risks of the treatment, and any 

available alternatives (CMPA, 2024). According to the Canadian Medical Protective 

Association (CMPA), physicians take a developmental approach to obtaining informed 

consent from minors: 

The determinant of capacity in a minor has become the extent to which the 
young person's physical, mental, and emotional development will allow for 
a full appreciation of the nature and consequences of the proposed 
treatment, including the refusal of such treatments. (CMPA, 2024, para. 24) 

In cases where children are determined to not have the capacity to give informed 

consent, parents have the authority to give consent on their behalf, with the expectation 

that they will act in their child’s best interests (CMPA, 2024). 

Applying the elements of informed consent from healthcare, child influencers 

experience gaps in giving their consent to participate in influencing content, mainly due 

to age and the power imbalance between children and their parents. Child influencers 

may not fully understand the scope, potential risks, benefits, or outcomes, nor the nature 

of other options. Moreover, while these elements may be discussed in an age-

appropriate way, there is an inherent power imbalance between child and parent. 

Parents may be incentivized to portray participating in content creation as helping the 

family. Influencer parents have used money, treats, and fear of losing the family home to 

bribe their children to participate in content, signalling risk of parents misusing their 

authority over their children (Franke, 2025; Latifi, 2024a). In addition, the long-term 

impacts of being a child influencer are not yet known, limiting parents’ ability to give a 

fulsome explanation about the true ramifications of participating in influencer content. 

Ultimately, parents may have to weigh the benefits and risks on behalf of their children, 

giving them the final say in their child’s digital footprint. 

Considering the gaps and implications of consent for child influencers highlights 

the moral issues at the core of family influencing. While regulations or laws may not be 

able to address a parent’s ultimate decision to post their child on social media, it is 

important for any policy endeavour to keep a child’s dignity, financial interests, and 

wellbeing at the forefront. 
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3.5. Key gaps & Policy responses 

This chapter explored the key issues regarding children’s participation in 

influencer content. At the core of concerns for child influencers is their privacy. A child 

influencer’s young life is shared online, including their milestones, and intimate and 

emotional moments. Their personal information can live on the internet indefinitely, 

potentially having negative interpersonal or emotional consequences – either in the short 

or long term. A child influencer’s privacy is at stake because of the economic incentive to 

create child and family content: children can fetch hundreds to thousands of dollars for a 

branded post, and thousands to millions of views and follower engagements (Fineman, 

2023; Yates, 2023). The financial incentives for posting child-focused content are 

weighed against the child’s wellbeing, engendering competing interests in an influencer 

family. Motivations for fame, money, and familial wellbeing must be considered against 

brands’ priorities and audience preferences. Finally, obtaining a child’s consent to 

participate in influencer content is complex, as information imbalances and age may 

impact their full understanding of the scope and consequences of their performance. 

Therefore, as the posters and managers of their channels, parents give consent on 

behalf of their children to the creation of their digital footprint. 

Some legislation has emerged in recent years which attempt to address some of 

the gaps discussed. France was the first jurisdiction to pass child influencer legislation in 

2020, which requires parents to obtain permission from their local authority for their child 

to participate in influencer content, regulates working hours for younger influencer 

children, and directs brands to pay a portion of earnings to a child influencer’s trust 

account (Boring, 2020). Illinois and California passed child influencer legislation in 2024, 

requiring parents to remit a percentage of earnings from content that featured their 

children to a trust account. Additionally, parents are required to keep a record of their 

earnings, the amount of time their child was featured in their content, and how much the 

parent deposited in the child’s trust account. The analyzed policy responses primarily 

target the gap in financial protections and may contribute to the prioritization of children’s 

best interests. Overall, policy responses fail to address the moral and ethical issues of 

consent and personal dignity. Canada has made no policy response to these gaps in 

child influencer protection. 
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Chapter 4.  
 
Methods 

This research aims to identify policy avenues for protecting child influencers in 

Canada, through understanding multidisciplinary perspectives on child performance and 

analyzing emerging legislation worldwide. This study used qualitative methods, including 

semi-structured interviews and a jurisdictional comparative analysis, to understand the 

multifaceted and nuanced family influencer industry. These analyses afford connections 

between the dynamics and decision-making processes within a family, and national and 

international conversations around the influencer industry, the role of the state, and 

emerging labour regulations. 

The researcher conducted 6 semi-structured interviews with 3 scholars, 2 

professionals in the entertainment industry, and 1 child influencer advocate. 

Interviewees were based in Canada, the United States, and the United Kingdom. 

Interviews covered the experiences of children in traditional and digital performance 

work, the effectiveness of existing child performance legislation, as well as the 

development, strengths, and weaknesses of child influencer legislation around the world. 

Table 4.1. Interview participants, locations, and occupations 

 Location Occupation 

Participant 1 Canada Scholar (labour and media) 

Participant 2 Canada Child actor agent 

Participant 3 Canada Former child actor 

Participant 4 United States Child influencer advocate 

Participant 5 Canada Scholar (law) 

Participant 6 United Kingdom Scholar (law and digital labour) 

In addition, the researcher undertook a jurisdictional comparative analysis of the 

United States (U.S.) and France. The U.S. was chosen for its past or current legislative 

actions regarding child influencers in addition to its cultural similarities to Canada. Like 

provinces in Canada, states in the U.S. are responsible for labour law and can choose to 

pursue policies which address region-specific issues. For example, California and British 

Columbia are hubs for the traditional entertainment industry and therefore have industry-

specific child labour legislation. Further, while Canada and the U.S. do not have similar 
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legislative models, they do share cultural ties through traditional and digital media and 

therefore experience similar emerging media issues. France was the first country to 

create child influencer legislation in 2020, making it a crucial jurisdiction to analyze and a 

potential source of inspiration for Canadian legislation. Between the U.S. and France, 

each jurisdiction offers different kinds of “mirrors” to hold up to the Canadian context, 

revealing trends in the regulation of child influencers and providing frameworks after 

which Canadian legislation could be modeled. 
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Chapter 5.  
 
Expert interviews 

Qualitative semi-structured interviews provided two avenues for deepening 

understanding of this policy issue. First, interviews with professionals in the traditional 

entertainment industry provided a more nuanced window into the experiences of child 

actors, whose performances and work are regulated in Canada and other jurisdictions 

explored above. Drawing on child actors’ experiences as young professional performers 

can help shed light on the gaps that child influencers experience, as child actors work 

within a regulated industry, while child influencers do not. Second, interviews with 

scholars and advocates provided in-depth scholarly expertise on the labour and law 

implications of potential policy in Canada and detailed explanations on current policy 

efforts underway in jurisdictions worldwide. This section highlights gaps between the 

traditional entertainment industry and the influencer industry, identifies key issues for 

child influencer policy, and raises potential policy approaches. 

5.1. Key issues for child influencer legislation 

5.1.1. Lack of formal industry reduces oversight 

“This is the unregulated netherworld of work” [Participant 1, scholar] 

The major difference between child actors/other performers and child influencers 

is the protection offered by the respective industries. Paradoxically, there is a long 

history of well-documented issues within the traditional entertainment industry. The 

history and size of the industry, however, has caused jurisdictions and labour unions to 

develop remedial policy. Interviewees highlighted how the “entertainment machine” 

provides protection to children, both on set and outside of production. Participant 3 

shared their experiences on kid-friendly sets, supported by the entertainment machine: 

As soon as you step foot on set and your call time begins, you’re 
working. And that involves going to the makeup trailer, getting your 

makeup done… Makeup people are very good with kids because they 
can make it really fun and light and perky… It’s usually like def nice, 

loud music and everybody’s just working, but the vibes are usually really 

good because it’s part of the train, right? It’s part of the work. And 
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again, if it’s a lot of kids on set, the crews are very, very careful with 
language… So, there’d be swear jars, right? Just things like that. So, it’s 

a very safe place for kids for the most part. [Participant 3, former child 

actor] 

Participant 2 described their place as a mediator of a child actor’s career, 

becoming a supportive connective tissue within the industry, including submitting clients 

for auditions, liaising between parents, child performers, and the production: 

It’s not like we go to, you know, working in a shoe store and we just sell 
shoes all day. It’s, you know, this minute where we might be talking to 

a parent and then we’re doing an audition, then we’re doing a 

breakdown. I have a client currently in [another city in North America] 
doing a commercial shoot – she’s on set today. But she’s been there 

since Sunday and there’s been some things happening – so we’ve been 
in touch. All throughout this whole week, we’ve been in touch back and 

forth with production this morning, literally. I just emailed them to say, 

hey, we need to follow up on this and this and this. [Participant 2, child 

actor agent] 

An agent’s work also signifies the considerable separation of roles and clear 

boundaries present in the traditional entertainment industry. The actor, parent, and each 

person on set has a well-defined job description and function within the entertainment 

machine. These separations provide implicit protection, as clear roles help define 

responsibilities and duties of care. As opposed to family influencers, where parents are 

parents – but also director, videographer, and scene partner. Participant 3 shared about 

the value of clear role separation on set: 

It is so much easier having the traditional separation… For safety too, 

it’s understanding where you fit in the machine. So, for example, my 
job as an actor is, ‘I control my stuff’ and I can have suggestions, but 

I’m not going to tell what my other actor’s supposed to do. That’s not 

my job. That’s the director’s job. ‘Cause that’s disruptive. [Participant 

3, former child actor] 

Further, Participant 2 explained their role in connection to a child actor and their family: 

It’s really important for us that our kids walk on to set and are 100% 
ready. All they have to [do] is be an actor, and the parents just have to 

walk on and say, ‘What kind of snack am I having at crafty’. We don’t 

want them worrying about contracts, and did they get a permit, and all 

of these other things. [Participant 2, child actor agent] 

As part of the clearly defined boundaries, a child actor is provided with clear 

expectations for their pay, their performance, and their privacy. Participant 2 explained 

that before they sign a client, they discuss how payments work, including how much the 
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agent and the child will get paid. When the agent submits a child for an audition, there is 

a discussion with the parent and child about who’s casting the role, where it’s filming, the 

producer’s past work, and the tone of the show (Participant 2). These details help a child 

performer, and their parent, to understand what kind of work they are about to 

undertake, adding to a child’s ability to give informed consent. Participant 1 expressed 

that child actors also have an expectation of privacy based on their role within the 

traditional entertainment industry: 

For the traditional media we’re talking about… the expectation for 
privacy is almost absolute in the sense that they’ve signed up to be in a 

movie. So, all that filming that happens results in a 2-hour product… 

And then they have to contend with paparazzi, you know, that kind of 
stuff. But for their employment relationship, their labour is being sold 

for that finite period of time. They’re not giving up their right to privacy 

that – whatever rights we all have now in a digital world – they haven’t 

given those up. [Participant 1, scholar] 

In the traditional entertainment industry, production companies contract the work 

of performers, placing the duty of care and burden of accountability on the company. 

However, influencers occupy a space between entertainment and marketing, blurring the 

duty of care. Therefore, there may not always be clear expectations for child influencers, 

and child influencers are not obligated to have a third-party partner who helps them 

access the industry. Within this blurred space, influencer parents take on the burden of 

responsibility. Participant 6 explained the blurring of the duty of care and parents’ roles: 

So, it bypasses the parental role completely, in terms of attributing 

accountability for the child and their well-being, and the provision – the 
compliance aspects with the regulation onto the people who have 

commercialized that performance in some way. From my view, in this 
industry, what we’re seeing is brands and agencies saying, ‘We contract 

with parents. It’s their responsibility’. We have platforms saying, ‘The 

child’s under 13, so we don’t recognize them as being there at all.’ And 
it’s like, well, they’re quite obviously there. But because a parent is 

hosting the account and is doing the management of the account, and 

it’s ostensibly in their name, they’re bypassing that as well. [Participant 

6, scholar] 

With no industry scaffolding, the work of influencing is invisible. Participant 1 explained 

the gap in visibility, compared to the traditional entertainment industry: 

Nobody’s watching that, right? Like if a director’s being a total abusive 
[person] on set, people see it. Whether they intervene or not is another 

story, but the potential’s there. Even if it’s just a gaffer who’s like, ‘You 
know what, I’m reporting you”. That doesn’t exist… Where’s the 
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supervision? So, if you’re on a movie set, there has to be one parent for 
every kid, but we also know that there’s also lighting people, the sound 

people, the director, the other actors. And we still have stories of terrible 
exploitation. But for influencers, there’s none of that infrastructure – or 

literally, just those people. It’s so private. [Participant 1, scholar] 

The traditional entertainment industry has a clear duty of care, has third-party 

professionals who can relay expectations to performers, and provides advance notice to 

performers on the conditions of their work. These protective features support a child 

actor’s ability to give informed and continuous consent for their participation in their 

performance work, while the lack of an established influencer industry impedes a child 

influencer’s ability to consent to their participation. 

5.1.2. Obtaining meaningful consent 

Consent was another key issue raised by interviewees. Participants were 

concerned with a child’s ability to give informed consent, due to their age and implicit 

power imbalances within the family, leaving the burden on the parent to explain the 

implications of being posted publicly online in an age-appropriate way: 

Yes, you do have a lot of, like, really young kids on these channels, and 

that means that it’s really difficult to have informed consent from them, 

right? Because if you imagine trying to talk to a 7-year-old and being 
like, “Okay, I’m going to be sharing your face and your name online. 

And here’s what the implications might look like in five to ten years when 
you can’t adjust it… Your potential future classmates, bosses, romantic 

interests – they might all have access to this information about you, and 

be able to find out information without you telling them directly. How 
does that make you feel?” Trying to explain that to a kid is like, really, 

really difficult. [Participant 4, advocate] 

Let’s talk about how much consent can you really have when your mom 
or your dad or your aunt or your grandma is filming you. [Participant 1, 

scholar] 

These concerns are reflected in the medical literature surrounding informed consent, 

which emphasize the ability to freely understand potential risks and benefits of a life-

altering decision (CMPA, 2024). Participants explained that influencer parents are used 

as “a conduit to consent” when making public disclosures about their children 

(Participant 6). However, where the medical field has industry practices to support 

practitioners and parents navigate informed consent on behalf of a child, influencer 

parents have no guidance. 
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Participants also supported the ideas behind the United Nations Declaration on 

the Rights of the Child, emphasizing the importance of a child’s input on content that 

their parent posts: 

Before you put your pictures of your child on Facebook, you should be 

thinking not only about privacy, but also about consent. Do your children 

consent to these pictures being out there now? And will they, in the 
future, consent to those? Because at this point, again, when we talk 

about children having a right to be heard, and having to be part of the 
decision, they’re not part of the decision when parents are deciding to, 

you know, showcase what their child is doing, and post all their pictures 

on Facebook. [Participant 5, scholar] 

There are families that are having regular consent conversations around 

content. So, checking in regularly around what content, or what’s being 
shared externally, and whether the kids are still comfortable with that, 

and/or removing content that may no longer be appropriate. [Participant 

6, scholar] 

Participants show that consent in influencer families can mean the implementation of 

simple and ongoing check-ins with the child. This approach was reflected in the 

literature, where influencer parents give their child final veto power (Latifi, 2024b). While 

this approach is a step towards preventing humiliation and giving children decision-

making power, it does not address the deeper concern of parents’ willingness to turn 

vulnerable childhood moments into monetized content. 

5.1.3. Financial risk 

Participant 4 emphasized the extent to which family influencer accounts are 

monetized, including revenue from Google AdSense, affiliate links, partnerships, 

sponsorships, and merchandise. Participants were aware of potential risk of financial 

exploitation and the notable conflicting interests that parents must balance between 

financial incentives and their child’s wellbeing. This sentiment was illustrated by 

Participant 1: 

Fundamentally, it does seem that having the person and people that are 
legally required to look after their children’s best interests also have the 

conflicting best interests of their profit motive is so problematic. 

[Participant 1, scholar]  

The lack of financial regulation, according to Participant 1, can create 

circumstances where young people may not be aware of the amount of money that their 
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performances can generate, and therefore would not be aware whether that income was 

being “siphoned” from them – similar to the experiences of child actors before Jackie 

Coogan. Coogan was a famous young actor in the 1920s who starred in movies 

alongside Charlie Chaplain, and who found out after turning 21 that none of his earnings 

belonged to him (SAG-AFTRA, n.d.). The importance of protecting a child influencer’s 

finances was also highlighted by Participant 5: 

We also need to make sure that they’re protected from abuse and other 

forms of harm, but also financial abuse. And sometimes that means 
protecting from the very people who are inside their house who want to 

harm them financially, because for the first time they’re making more 

money than their parents are. [Participant 5, scholar] 

Ultimately the lack of financial regulations on the family influencer industry impacts both 

children and their parents, with children left unprotected and parents left to manage their 

social media money without guidance. 

5.1.4. Protecting privacy, promoting dignity 

Participants also raised the issue of privacy in the digital age, and the 

considerations for defining and maintaining a child’s privacy. Issues of privacy are 

closely connected to financial concerns because families monetize their children’s 

private lives by posting personal details online. Participant 5 illustrated these dynamics: 

We also need to try and limit their public exposure as much as possible 

when developmentally, it may not be in their best interest. And I think 
these are decisions that need to be made. There’s times for influencing, 

and there’s also times where we need to protect their privacy. Especially 

when parents themselves are the ones marketing or promoting their 
child to be influencers, and they’re basically benefitting from their 

children’s exposure online, that can create risk. [Participant 5, scholar] 

A major piece of upholding a child’s privacy is a focus on their dignity, which participants 

emphasized is an important part of making disclosure choices. Participant 4 illuminated 

how disclosure decisions and their consequences can erode a child influencer’s dignity: 

So much of [privacy protection] hinges not just on protecting the dignity 

of the child, because a lot of the things that get shared are things that 
you wouldn’t want shared about yourself, right? But another piece of it 

is actually the safety and security of these kids. A lot of the followers of 

the channel start to develop really strong parasocial relationships with 
the kids with the kids because they’re viewing this almost – well, not 
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almost – they are viewing it as a form of entertainment, almost akin to 

that of a family reality TV show. [Participant 4, child influencer advocate] 

It is important to make a distinction between the traditional entertainment industry 

and child influencers. Where children have been used traditionally in the marketing or 

entertainment spheres, their roles end when they walk off set. However, as Participant 6 

explained, the use of influencers as trust proxies in influencer marketing also has privacy 

implications: 

It’s an escalated form of word-of-mouth advertising where real babies 

and real children are being used as a kind of trust metric of like, ‘Oh, 

no, you can trust us because we are real and we really use these 
products, and we’re using them in our real day-to-day lives.’ And that 

escalates it beyond – from a privacy point of view, that escalates it 
because you no longer have a child playing a role and hiding behind 

that. It’s the real child’s real name, in their real home, with their real 

parents. So, while it elevates the trust and the authenticity and the 
influence, it actually diminishes, on the other hand, that child’s rights 

and privacy and data… It actually comes at such a cost where that 

realness really matters. [Participant 6, scholar] 

Therefore, the importance of authenticity in influencer marketing, like the financial 

incentive, presents another conflicting interest for parents to balance. 

According to participants, the pre-eminence of a child’s dignity should be at the 

centre of any policy approach to protecting child influencers. Interviews highlighted 

content at the heart of the child influencing phenomenon which surprise, prank, and 

humiliate children (Participant 1, Participant 6). Participants’ descriptions underscore the 

need to prioritize a child’s dignity, especially in the digital context, where disclosures can 

live on forever and impact a child’s life after they have grown up and become adults. 

Participant 6 summarized these concerns: 

There are endless consequences of what could happen now. [The] child’s 

never going to forget it. It’s gone viral, everybody’s seen it. It’s just like, 
at what point can you put the genie back in the bottle? [Participant 6, 

scholar] 

Although participants supported a variety of policy approaches, all participants agreed 

that children should be afforded the same opportunities for choice and considerations 

about wellbeing that are given to adults. 
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5.2. Approaches to policy 

5.2.1. Best practices 

Supporting parents by providing best practices resources was a major theme 

across all interviewees. Participants who work in traditional entertainment shared how 

providing guidance to parents, even in a highly defined industry, can help them navigate 

their family’s involvement in the industry. Participant 3 highlighted how challenging it is 

for inexperienced parents to navigate the competitive entertainment industry: 

And a lot of [parents] don’t [have experience with the industry]. And 
then they’re expected to just know. Which is so dumb because how are 

you supposed to know how to guide someone else’s career when you’ve 

never been part of that industry. That would be like, you know, asking 
someone to watch over an engineer if they’ve never been an engineer, 

you know what I mean? So, it’s – I’d say the green parents have it 

really, really hard. And they’re trying to grasp a finding the how-tos and 
the ‘what you’re supposed to do’ because it is very vague and – there’s 

a lot of gatekeepers out there in this industry because everyone wants 
to be part of it. So, it’s so challenging to find answers when you’re a 

parent. [Participant 3, former child actor] 

Influencer families navigate a relatively new and expanding industry which is 

largely unregulated, adding a burden on parents to make choices for which they may not 

know the short- and long-term consequences. Participants across geographies 

emphasized the value in providing parents with resources for making informed content 

decisions and supporting their children in the process of content creation: 

To me, the better approach is to inform parents how best to support 

their children’s creative endeavours. [Participant 5, scholar] 

Dana Boyd also says about digital seatbelts for kids - you know, we’re 

not not wanting them to get to do things online, or to be part of a family 

process of content creation. But it’s like, cool. What’s the digital seatbelt 

here? What does safe practice look like? [Participant 6, scholar] 

Outside of the legislation is where we’re trying to change behaviour… 
Here’s how to safely talk about yourself online, here’s what an influencer 

did and here’s how maybe you can avoid doing what they did to make 

sure that your kids are being safe. [Participant 4, advocate] 

A focus on informing influencer parents with evidence-based recommendations keeps 

parents in the driver’s seat regarding their decisions about their family, while providing 

them with tools to navigate the key risks for their children. Parents themselves have 
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expertise in navigating the influencer industry, making them both potential beneficiaries 

and key assets to the development of a best practices resource (Participant 6). 

5.2.2. Parents as employers 

Another policy approach described by participants was to formally define 

influencer parents as employers through regulation. A “parents as employers” approach 

helps to establish a level of oversight, identify a duty of care, and create guardrails for 

parents’ conduct. Participants illustrated the formalized dynamic between influencer 

parents and their children: 

It’s not parenting anymore. You’re really like an employer. And that’s 
where I’m having to think about it. You’ve changed. You’ve transformed 

your parenting responsibility and your parenting relationship into that, 

kind of, pseudo-employer. And if this is now a workspace, these are the 

sorts of things you have to do.” [Participant 6, scholar] 

I think maybe another way to come at it: You’re an employer. How are 

you supposed to behave as an employer? [Participant 1, scholar] 

This framework also validates the similarities between influencing and the traditional 

entertainment industry, opening the door for similar protective measures to those which 

production companies are subject. Participants also discussed some protective 

measures that would support influencer parents and children through an employer-

employee relationship, including remitting a percentage of income into a trust account 

and limiting or negotiating hours of work with advertisers (Participants 1, 5, 6). 

Under a “parents as employers” framework, it is important to define what it 

means for influencer families to become businesses. Participant 4 described the dual-

threshold method used in current American legislation (discussed in Chapter 6) which 

identifies influencers who earn substantial income and attributes the income to 

significant inclusion of children in their content. Participant 5, who is based in Canada, 

suggested that families making significant income engage with legal and financial 

professionals to receive guidance on negotiating contracts which will protect their 

children. Both approaches offer targeted interventions for families who have transitioned 

into professional influencing work.  
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Chapter 6.  
 
Jurisdictional scan 

To understand how jurisdictions are responding to the legislative gap presented 

by child influencers, this scan explored legislative approaches to both children 

performing in the traditional entertainment industry and child influencers. The scan aims 

to identify key features in child influencer legislation and discuss how these policy 

responses address the gaps discussed in the literature and interviews. California and 

Illinois were chosen as comparative jurisdictions from the United States because they 

are the first two States to pass unique child influencer legislation in North America. 

Additionally, France is the only national jurisdiction worldwide which has passed child 

influencer legislation, making the country a key jurisdiction from which Canada can take 

inspiration. 

6.1. California 

California was the second American state to introduce laws to protect child actors 

in 1936 due to the experience of Jackie Coogan. In response, California introduced the 

idea of a “Coogan Account”, a trust fund where parents are required to remit a certain 

percentage of a child actor’s income to be protected for the child until they turn the age 

of majority or are emancipated from their parents (SAG-AFTRA, n.d.). 

Laws related to child performers can be found in both California’s Labour Code 

and its Family Code (Family Code, 1994; Labour Code, 1937). However, the Division of 

Labour Standards Enforcement (DLSE) has administrative jurisdiction over child 

performers under 18 years old, including the state’s permit system mediating under-16 

child performer labour relationships. The current version of California’s child performer 

laws applies to minors who provide “artistic services,” including actors, actresses, 

dancers, musicians, comedians, singers, stuntpeople, voice-over artists, other 

performers or entertainers, songwriters, musical producers or arrangers, writers, 

directors, producers, production executives, choreographers, composers, conductors, or 

designers. This definition was amended in 2024 to include “content creators”. 
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In September 2024, California passed two pieces of legislation which relate to 

the protection of child influencers (AB1880 and SB764). These laws create new legal 

terms for digital labour relationships and introduce two main provisions for a child 

influencer: documentation and a trust account. SB764 created the terms and definitions 

for “content creator”, “online platform”, “vlog”, “vlogger”, and “vlogging”, adding content 

creators as a covered role under artistic services in its existing child performer 

legislation, and giving children who are engaged in podcasting and streaming coverage 

under those laws. AB1880 and SB764 use the term “vlogger” to identify parents or 

families living in California who create image or video content, performed in California in 

exchange for compensation. Notably, this definition does not refer to minors under 18 

who produce their own content, emphasizing the parent-child dynamic that sets the 

stage for risk. 

Oversight 

California provides additional oversight to the entertainment industry’s internal 

infrastructure through a permit system and provides minimum working conditions 

requirements to promote the child’s best interests. The potential employer applies for a 

permit to employ a child, and, if the application is satisfactory, the Chief of the DLSE 

issues the permit in the form of written consent. The applicant must include a description 

of the performance environment and explain why it is appropriate for the child performer, 

an explanation that the conditions of the employment will not be detrimental to the child 

performer’s health, and evidence that the child performer’s education will not be 

negatively impacted by their participation in the performance. An additional permit is 

required if a child performer between the ages of 8-18 will be in a performance which 

ends between 10:00pm-midnight. Further, a special certification from a licensed 

physician and surgeon is required for infants under one month to perform to ensure their 

health will not be at risk during the course of a performance. Employers or parents who 

do not seek a permit for the performance of a child are guilty of a misdemeanour 

according to the Labour Code. California’s child performer permit system adds to the 

social protective features of the entertainment industry by providing a level of 

government oversight on the work of child performers and the working conditions they 

will experience, and offers an avenue for restitution if the conditions of a permit are not 

met. 
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California’s child influencer legislation (SB764) includes a form of self-reporting 

oversight. The law requires parents to create and maintain documentation about their 

influencing work, including the child’s age when they started vlogging, how many vlogs 

generated compensation, how many minutes of the vlogs generated compensation, and 

the total compensation generated from vlogs featuring the child during a given period, in 

addition to the amount deposited during that period into the child’s trust account. Parents 

are required to make this information available to the child influencer if requested. While 

documentation does not directly involve a third-party or governmental layer of oversight, 

the documentation process may prompt a parent to self-monitor their activity. Under 

SB764, a child can pursue legal action if a parent fails to adhere to the documentation 

regulations. Interviews revealed that it is unlikely a child would know or choose to pursue 

legal action against their parents due to the financial and relational consequences of 

suing one’s parents (Participant 5). 

Financial protection 

As described above, the keystone of California’s traditional child performer 

protections is the Coogan Trust Account. In the current form of the law, an employer is 

required to remit 15% of the child performer’s gross earnings in a trust account, from 

which no withdrawals can be made until the child performer turns 18 years old or is 

declared emancipated. In California, the trust account safeguards a guaranteed portion 

of the income generated by a child performer, ensuring that they will reap the financial 

benefits of their labour. A trust account also provides a level of deterrence to parents 

who have a financial incentive for having their child perform professionally (Lachance, 

2024; Stechyson, 2025). 

Financial protections are also present in California’s recent child influencer 

legislation. SB764 establishes Coogan-style trust accounts for children engaged in the 

work of vlogging and parents are required to create a trust account with an insured 

financial institution in California within 60 business days of their child meeting the 

monetization threshold described below.  

SB764 establishes guidelines to determine whether a parent should remit to their 

child’s trust account, and if so, the required amount. To determine whether a child meets 

the threshold to be considered “engaged in the work of vlogging,” three criteria should be 
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met: First, a child must be featured in 30% of compensated video or image content 

which includes a child under 18. This is measured by the amount of time the likeness, 

name, or photograph of the child visually appears, or is the subject of an oral narrative in 

a video segment, compared to the total length of the video. Second, either the views per 

image or video meet a platform’s threshold for compensation, or the parent or family 

received compensation which is equal to or greater than $0.10 per view. Third, the 

parent or family received actual compensation of at least $1,250 in the month. 

SB764 determines that children determined to be engaged in the work of 

vlogging should be owed a proportionate amount of the compensation for content which 

significantly features them, and that 65% of that proportionate amount should be placed 

in trust. In cases where more than one child can be engaged in the work of vlogging, the 

amount of compensation proportionate to the total percentage of time where the children 

were featured is divided equally between the children, regardless of time differences 

between them.  

California’s child influencer financial protections signal that children provide equal 

value as their parents to the monetized social media content in which they are featured. 

Establishing trust accounts for child influencers aligns with the needs of child performers 

in the traditional entertainment industry, establishing that the money made belongs to 

the child and placing fiduciary responsibility on the parent (SAG-AFTRA, n.d.) 

6.2. Illinois 

Illinois introduced its child performer legislation in 1970, found in the State’s Child 

Labour Law. The Illinois Department of Labour oversees the administration of work 

permits for all children under the age of 16, including child performers. In August 2023, 

Illinois became the first U.S. State to pass regulations protecting child influencers 

(SB1782). The law, like California’s, introduces terminology to help define the labour 

relationship happening in influencer families and creates the same documentation and 

trust account requirements. 

SB1782 also created new terms for “online platform”, “vlog”, and “vlogger”, 

however it does not specify what a “content creator” is, nor does it amend the definition 
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of “artistic services” found in the Child Labour Law. This can be seen as a focus on the 

specific phenomenon of influencer families engaged in video/image-focused content. 

Oversight 

Like California, Illinois requires a permit for children in the traditional 

entertainment industry to work. The permit application is in the child’s name, signed by 

their parent/guardian, and is issued by a regional school superintendent. The application 

includes documentation regarding the child’s age, and submissions about the specific 

work, the exact hours when the minor will work, the child’s regular educational status 

and schedule, and the child’s physical fitness. In addition, a trust fund must be 

established before a child performer applies for a permit. Illinois differentiates its child 

performer regulations from California in that its permit system includes the direct 

participation of the child's local education authority. Making a permit application to a 

regional school authority gives the superintendent the ability to deny an application if 

they are concerned that the child’s education is at risk. 

The Illinois Child Labour Law also specifies certain working conditions for child 

performers, including restricting the number of performances per day or per week for 

children performing live entertainment, and the number of hours and time of day a child 

may work depending on their age. The Illinois law also requires that children performing 

in live entertainment be accompanied by a parent/guardian or chaperone whenever at 

the work location. Children in broadcast performances and modeling have strict 

requirements around the number of hours they can be at the work location, including 

required time for “rest and recreation” and schooling when the child is working on a 

school day. If an employer may need the child to work outside of the restricted hours, 

they can apply for a waiver to the Director of Labour, with the signature of the child’s 

parent/guardian and a representative of the child’s union if applicable. The employer 

must explain the specific reasons why the child will have to work during those restricted 

hours, ensure that the child’s safety and education will not be jeopardized during the 

extra hours, and confirm that the child will not exceed legal limits in number of hours 

worked. 

Like California, the child influencer law requires that parents must keep a record 

of the child’s age, the number of vlogs which reached a monetization threshold, the total 
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number of minutes for which the parent received compensation, the number of minutes 

each child was featured in any vlogs, and the compensation generated by vlogs which 

featured the child. The documentation must also include how much money was 

deposited into the child’s trust account and must make any of this information available 

to the child upon request. SB1782 makes provisions similar to California’s for child 

influencers to pursue civil action if any of the documentation or deposits were not made 

by the parent. 

Financial protection 

The Illinois child performer laws also require that employers deposit 15% of the 

child’s gross earnings to a trust account, only to be withdrawn by the child upon turning 

18 or being emancipated. 

Illinois’ child influencer legislation contains a threshold to determine whether a 

child is engaged in the work of vlogging, and a calculation of how much of the family’s 

income should be deposited in the child’s trust account. These differ slightly from 

California’s and therefore may have different impacts on Illinoisan children. In Illinois, a 

child is determined to be engaged in the work of vlogging when they meet the criteria of 

being featured in 30% of compensated content, and the family meets the platform’s 

monetization threshold or receives actual compensation of a minimum of $0.10 per view. 

The Illinois law does not include a minimum monthly compensation that California does 

($1,250 received in one month in California). Excluding minimum monthly compensation 

from this definition may impact more children, as more families may meet platform 

monetization thresholds but not make a consistent amount of significant income. This 

slight change gives more children guaranteed trust deposits based on their monetized 

lives and doesn’t require the family to benefit by a certain amount every month. 

The calculation to determine how much money a family should deposit in the 

child’s trust account is also slightly different from California. The calculation requires 

that, for the percentage of time a single child appears in monetized content, at least half 

of that percentage should be placed in the child’s trust account. For example, if 50% of 

the video features the child, then 25% of the money generated from that video should be 

placed in the trust account. When more than one child is considered to be engaged in 

the work of vlogging, the halved percentage would be split between each of the children 
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(for example, if 50% of a video features three children, then the parent should split 25% 

of the earnings three ways). Like the documentation provisions, SB1782 also provides 

that a child can pursue civil action against their parent if the parent “knowingly or 

recklessly” violates the trust account regulations. 

6.3. France 

France’s Labour Code (Code du travail) encompasses regulations for child 

performers. In 2020, French policymakers became the first in the world to create 

regulations for child influencers, affording them many of the same protections to which 

children in the traditional entertainment and advertising industries are entitled. The 

French laws are unique from other analyzed jurisdiction, adding responsibilities for 

advertisers and platforms. 

Oversight 

Like jurisdictions covered above, child performers under the age of 16 are 

regulated by a permit system in France. Productions planning to hire children apply to 

the local authority where the company’s headquarters is located. The application 

includes the child’s personal information, proof of authorization of the child’s past or 

current work, documentation about the physical or emotional challenges or morality of 

the performance, as well as plans for working conditions, pay, and arrangements made 

for school attendance. 

France’s child influencer legislation requires parents whose child meet either a 

content volume or monetization threshold to apply for a permit. Upon approval of their 

permit, parents receive recommendations from their local authority about working 

conditions during content creation, mitigating risks of publicizing their child, ensuring 

their child’s school attendance, and carrying out the regulations for earned income. 

France’s child influencer legislation also includes a selection of responsibilities 

for video-sharing platforms, which order platforms to create and adopt several policies. 

The policies aim to inform all users on the child influencer laws, encourage users to 

report content of children under 16 which may “violate” their dignity or integrity, inform 

minors on the risks and consequences of publicizing their image on social media and 
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their rights to erasure, and introduce measures to prevent the commercial use of minors’ 

personal data. While the platform responsibilities do not establish a legal duty of care, 

France’s law recognizes the critical role platforms play in the prioritization and 

moderation of content, especially of content featuring children. 

Financial protection 

France has financial protection laws for both traditional child performers and child 

influencers. The local authority outlines the percentage of income required to be remitted 

to an account made in the child’s name at the Caisse des dépôts, France’s public bank, 

and the share of income which can be given to the child’s parents. Like American trust 

fund accounts, the child’s account at the Caisse des dépôts are safeguarded until the 

child turns the age of majority or is emancipated. 

Advertisers in France may play a role in remitting pay to a child’s bank account. 

When a family meets content and monetization thresholds, any advertiser whose 

contracted advertorial content features a child under 16 must pay the recommended 

percentage of income directly to the child’s bank account, and the other percentage to 

the parents. These obligations create a duty of care on advertisers for ensuring the 

children featured in their branded or sponsored content are paid a proportionate share of 

the value created by their performance. 

Privacy & dignity 

France’s child influencer legislation also enshrines a child’s right to erasure, a 

core personal right enshrined by the European Union’s digital policy (European 

Commission, n.d.). Children featured in social media content may, without their parent’s 

consent, request platforms to delete their data. Interviews underscored the complicated 

nature of the right to erasure (Participant 4, Participant 6). One view holds that a right to 

erasure gives children back the power over their image, validating their autonomy and 

pursuit of dignity. Another perspective maintains that the right to erasure does not 

address the core issue of the initial disclosure, and that the deletion of an original post 

does not delete the saved or cached versions of that disclosure on archives or private 

devices. 
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6.4. Canada 

Four provinces in Canada have regulations for child performers, using two 

different approaches. British Columbia (B.C.) and Ontario have child performer-specific 

labour laws, while Alberta and Manitoba use permit systems to manage child 

performers. Canada has not developed child influencer legislation. 

Oversight 

British Columbia’s Employment Standards Regulations (ESR) outline protections 

for children in live and recorded entertainment. In B.C., there are no child performer 

permits, however the employer must obtain written permission from the child’s parents to 

engage them in performance work. It is also recommended by the BC government that 

someone representing the employer should explain the child’s role to their 

parent/guardian. Like other jurisdictions discussed, the ESR details strict working hours 

and hours free from work, depending on the child’s age, in addition to nighttime hours 

restrictions and meal breaks. The employer must apply for a waiver from the 

Employment Standards branch if the child performer might work outside of the restricted 

hours. The employment regulations also require that a child have a chaperone on the 

production set. Educational requirements, including minimum hours for receiving tutoring 

on set, were notably won by collective bargaining by UBCP/ACTRA, BC’s actor’s union 

(UBCP/ACTRA, n.d.). 

Ontario’s Protecting Child Performers Act provides similar protections to B.C.’s 

ESR. The Act requires that prior to employing a child performer, the employer must hold 

a meeting with the parent/guardian to share information about the role, location, hours of 

work, any health or safety hazards and precautions being taken, any special skills the 

child is expected to perform and any special effects that may be exposed to the child. 

The child is also entitled to attend this meeting. The Act expects that the employer 

discloses any changes to the information initially discussed and obtains written 

permission from the parent/guardian to enact those changes. The employer is also 

required to share portions of the script which include the child’s role to the child before 

production begins. A written agreement is required for the child to be in the employ of 

the production. Ontario’s regulations also require employers to provide the child 

performer with appropriate tutoring time. 
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Alberta and Manitoba use a permit system, where child performers may only 

begin working after having received their permit from the Director of Employment 

Standards. In Alberta, a potential employer submits a permit application if they wish to 

employ a child aged 14 or younger in an artistic endeavour, including work in recorded 

and live entertainment, or voice performance. The permit application includes 

information about the employer, the child performer, and the type of work the child will 

be doing. The child, their parent/guardian, and the employer must sign the application. 

The Director may require other information about the location and hours of the work as 

part of the permit granting process. 

The permit system in Manitoba is focused on preventing sexual and physical 

exploitation in the traditional entertainment industry and establishes a joint duty of care 

between talent agencies and parents. A child performer permit application in Manitoba 

includes the child’s personal information, and signatures from the child’s parent and a 

representative from the child’s talent agency. An approved permit will contain terms and 

conditions regarding the child’s working conditions to which the child’s talent agency 

must adhere. In addition to a permit, the child performer’s talent agency and parents are 

sent a “Code of Conduct for Working with Child Performers” (Government of Manitoba, 

2020). The Code of Conduct was developed by Canadian experts in child exploitation, 

and violations of the Code can result in permit refusal, suspension, and revocation in 

addition to “whatever action is necessary to protect a child’s interest” (Government of 

Manitoba, 2020, p. 5). 

Financial protection 

British Columbia also requires that employers remit 25% of the child performer’s 

earnings–over $2,000 in recorded entertainment and over $1,000 in live entertainment– 

to B.C.’s Public Guardian and Trustee, or to the actor’s union to be held in trust. 

Ontario’s Protecting Child Performers Act also requires that employers deposit 25% of 

earnings over $2,000–regardless of what type of entertainment is being performed–to a 

trust account. In Alberta, a child performer permit entitles the child to being paid for a 

minimum number of hours, at a rate that is no less than minimum wage, however there 

are no regulations around remitting any percentage of earnings to a trust fund. 

Manitoba’s child performer permit system also does not include regulations which 

protect a child’s earnings. 
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6.5. Summary 

This jurisdictional scan uncovered multiple approaches to regulating child 

performers, both in traditional entertainment, and in influencing. A summary of the 

analyzed jurisdictions and their policy responses can be found in Tables 6.1 and 6.2. 

Most jurisdictions regulate child performers under their respective labour codes, while 

Illinois and France appoint local educational authorities to oversee child performers. 

These choices indicate both the legitimacy of child performance as work, and the pre-

eminence of education in a child’s development. Permits and registration processes 

signal a method for acting as consent to a child’s performance and an avenue for 

oversight. Jurisdictions generally use one of two approaches to the authorization 

process, either placing the onus on production companies to outline their plans for 

keeping the child safe, or on the family of the child performer for consenting to the child’s 

participation in a performance. In both cases, governmental departments or local 

authorities approve and keep record of a child’s participation in a performance. Ontario 

uses a novel approach by excluding government involvement in the approval process 

but requiring the production and family to agree on the scope and terms of the child’s 

performance. Finally, Canadian jurisdictions have the most generous minimums for 

income remittance to a trust fund, while all jurisdictions agree that some portion of 

earnings belongs to a child performer. 

In terms of child influencer legislation, France establishes oversight and 

responsibilities for parents, advertisers, and platforms, and gives children the right to 

erasure. Meanwhile, American jurisdictions take a more passive approach to oversight, 

requiring parents to keep records in a situation where a child influencer requests 

information regarding their participation or monetization. Analyzed American child 

influencer legislation does not enshrine working conditions or privacy rights (note that 

upcoming legislation in Utah and Minnesota, in effect May 7, 2025, and July 1, 2025, 

respectively, do include a right to erasure). 

Canada does not have any child influencer legislation, nor any public bodies 

investigating the legislative gap in the influencing industry. While the lack of legislation 

leaves child influencers at risk of the harms discussed in the literature and expert 

interviews, existing Canadian frameworks may lend themselves to future legislation 

development. Child influencers lack oversight in Canada, however each of the provinces 
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discussed have processes for acquiring permission from parents and governments to 

conduct work with child performers. Child influencers have no financial protections in 

Canada, however BC and Ontario provide potential examples of how young people’s 

earnings can be protected. The working conditions of child influencers are not regulated, 

however the working hour limits and required education breaks found in BC and 

Ontario’s legislation show that children’s time in front of cameras can be limited. 

Manitoba’s dissemination of a code of conduct is unique from other North American 

jurisdictions and supports interview findings which suggested the creation and sharing of 

a best practices guide for influencer parents. 

Like Canada, the United Kingdom does not have any child influencer regulations; 

however, the House of Commons Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee published 

a landmark report in 2022 which explores the influencer industry, specific issues around 

child influencers, and potential policy solutions to the legislative gap. The report 

concludes that addressing the gap in labour rights and ethical concerns presented by 

child influencers will require new legislation: 

We are deeply concerned that a lack of action in the booming influencer 
market will lead to even more children in the industry being exploited, with 
potentially lifelong consequences. We recommend that the Government 
urgently addresses the gap in UK child labour and performance regulation 
that is leaving child influencers without protection. We recommend that this 
be achieved through comprehensive new legislation in order to adequately 
address the complexities of the influencer industry. This should include 
provisions on working hours and conditions, mandate the protection of the 
child’s earnings, ensure the child’s right to erasure, and bring the child’s 
labour arrangements under the oversight of local authorities. (House of 
Commons DCMS Committee, 2022, p. 49) 

The report highlights the unique issues presented by child influencers and the need for 

legislation to address key risks through targeted policy approaches. For Canadian 

policymakers, the findings from this research have identified policy avenues which can 

begin to address some of the gaps found for child influencers in Canada. 
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Table 6.1 Summary of legislation covering child performers in traditional 
entertainment 

 Jurisdiction Permit/Registration Trust fund Working 
conditions/hours 

California Division of Labour 
Standards 
Enforcement 

Employer applies 15% of child’s 
gross earnings 
remitted by 
employer 

Established in 
permit application; 
Law limits time of 
day, number of 
hours per day 

Illinois Department of 
Labour; regional 
superintendent 

Application in child’s 
name, signed by 
parent/guardian 

15% of child’s 
gross earnings 
remitted by 
employer 

Established in 
permit application; 
Law limits number 
of performances, 
hours per day and 
per week, by age 
and includes 
breaks and 
educational time 

France Local authority Production applies Subject to permit Subject to permit 

British 
Columbia 

Employment 
Standards 

No regulations 25% of earnings 
over $2,000 
(recorded 
entertainment) or 
$1,000 (live 
entertainment) 

Law limits time of 
day, number of 
hours per day, by 
age and includes 
breaks, hours free 
from work, and 
mealtimes. Union 
agreement 
requires 
educational time. 

Ontario Child Performers 
Act 

Written agreement 
between employer 
and child’s 
parent/guardian 

25% of earnings 
over $2,000 

Law limits time of 
day, number of 
hours per day by 
age and includes 
breaks  

Alberta Employment 
Standards 

Application in child’s 
name, signed by 
parent/guardian 

No regulations Subject to permit 

Manitoba Employment 
Standards 

Talent agency & 
parent/guardian 
apply 

No regulations Subject to permit 
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Table 6.2 Summary of legislation covering child influencers 

 Jurisdiction Permit/Registration Trust fund Working 
conditions/hours 

Illinois Child Labour 
Code 

Parent record-
keeping 

Determined by 
percentage of 
monetized 
content featuring 
child; Remitted by 
parent 

No regulations 

California Labour Code Parent record-
keeping 

Determined by 
percentage of 
monetized 
content featuring 
child; Remitted by 
parent 

No regulations 

France Local authority Parent applies Subject to permit; 
Remitted by 
advertiser 

Recommendations 
made by authority 
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Chapter 7.  
 
Evaluation criteria 

Policy interventions which aim to protect child influencers will have to address the 

unique gaps and risks present in the family influencer industry. Based on this research, 

certain criteria can be used to assess the effectiveness and feasibility of future policy. 

This chapter outlines five criteria which are used to evaluate the strengths and limitations 

of recommended policy options. 

7.1. Oversight 

This research identified lack of oversight as a key protective gap for child 

influencers in Canada. Where the traditional entertainment industry has established 

infrastructure, the influencing industry lacks visibility into the activities of families. 

Therefore, parents are left to make filming and content decisions which are at odds with 

financial incentives and the best interests of their children. To prioritize child influencers’ 

wellbeing, future policy should increase transparency and establish a duty of care, 

including avenues for restitution. 

7.2. Consent 

Due to the permanent nature of the internet, there are short- and long-term 

personal consequences of being featured in influencing content as a child. In the 

traditional entertainment industry, parents and agents are conduits for a child’s consent 

through their roles as protectors and facilitators, and the scope of a child’s performance 

is well-known at the beginning of a production. These conditions help a child, or their 

parent and agent, assess whether the work will support the child performer’s wellbeing. 

Conversely, influencing work is not as well-defined, and family influencing often relies on 

more spontaneous content. It is important for future policy to ensure a child can choose 

to participate in influencing content by receiving developmentally appropriate information 

about the scope, benefits, and risks of their participation. When the child is too young, 

policies should guide a parent to act in the best interests of their child. 
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7.3. Financial protection 

This research identified financial exploitation as a major risk in family influencing, 

where the regular disclosure of children’s personal information generates income, 

however there are no regulations in Canada which entitle a child to a share of that 

money. In the traditional entertainment industry, children are seen as workers who add 

value to a project through their performance. Future child influencer policy should 

include remittance of a percentage of earnings to a trust fund and reflect the significant 

contributions a child makes to the monetization of a family influencer channel. 

7.4. Dignity 

This research highlighted moral and ethical concerns with family influencing. 

While governmental policy may not be able to completely solve the ethical dilemma of 

sharing about one’s child on the internet, creating policy can encourage parents to 

support their child’s autonomy and dignity. Future policy should prioritize a child’s 

personhood and support healthy childhood development. 

7.5. Parental buy-in 

The key stakeholders in any child influencer policy will be parents. As the 

managers of their channels, facilitators of contracts, and heads of their families, parental 

buy-in is critical. This research highlighted the competing interests and numerous roles 

that influencer parents must balance, making any future policy an added layer of 

responsibility to their influencer business. Parental compliance is critical to the success 

of any future child influencer legislation. Future policy should centre the child influencer 

while maintaining a low administrative barrier for influencer parents. 
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Chapter 8.  
 
Policy options & Recommendations 

Child influencer legislation is in its infancy. While some national and sub-national 

jurisdictions have begun to address the gaps where child influencers fall, Canada has 

yet to make steps towards this policy conversation. Based on this research, 

implementing multiple policy options over time can address the key concerns for child 

influencers in Canada. 

Table 8.1 Summary of policy evaluation 

 Best practices guide Business thresholds Permit system 

Oversight Low Moderate High 

Consent Moderate Low Moderate 

Financial protection Moderate Moderate High 

Dignity High Low-Moderate Low-Moderate 

Buy-in High Low Moderate 

 

8.1. Best practices guide 

Creating a best practices guide can give low-barrier resources and 

recommendations to influencer parents. Where parents have largely been left to manage 

their influencing work on their own, a best practices resource can offer guidance on how 

to navigate the influencing industry and balance competing priorities. Like the Code of 

Conduct for Working with Child Performers in Manitoba, a guide should be developed by 

experts in child development, the influencer economy, and child labour, centring a child’s 

personhood. A guide should address the key risks to child influencers, outline expected 

behaviours of parents, and indicate responsibilities of other entities involved in the family 

influencing ecosystem. 

The main challenge of a best practices guide is that it does not establish 

governmental oversight, a legal duty of care, nor avenues for restitution for 

maltreatment, ultimately leaving child influencers potentially unprotected. However, a 

guide will likely help influencer parents develop self-reflection and self-moderation 
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practices. These self-governing impacts may extend to issues of consent, financial 

protection, and autonomy and dignity. While a best practices guide does not create any 

law or regulation, children can benefit from their parents’ increased knowledge. This 

policy option maintains parents’ authority over their children and finances and upholds a 

family’s ability to choose what they believe is best. Providing research-based guidance 

allows parents to opt-in to guardrails–or opt-out if they choose. 

A best practices guide would provide the unique benefit of supporting non-

influencer parents and other adults who participate in social media. An open-source 

resource provided by government can act as a guide for good digital decision-making 

through increasing public knowledge about online risks and mitigating strategies. 

Further, empowering the public with best practices can help shift societal preferences 

and behaviours over time, creating a social guardrail for what the public sees as 

acceptable and unacceptable treatment of children. Interviews and literature highlighted 

how some exploitative behaviours can be attributed to societal support for some child 

influencer phenomena, highlighting the need for widespread education about child-

centred best practices for social media. 

8.2. Self-regulating businesses 

Developing self-regulating influencer businesses would encompass two 

coordinating regulations: establishing influencer parents as pseudo-employers under 

provincial labour law and outlining responsibilities in relation to the children whose image 

and information benefit those employers. The main characteristic of this policy is its self-

monitoring nature, requiring influencer families to adhere to regulations outside of 

government record. This policy would be modeled after existing American legislation, 

which (a) identifies families making regular, significant income from their influencing 

work; (b) attributes that income to the contributions of children to that work; and (c) 

defines the responsibilities of parental employers. This policy also reflects child 

performer regulations in British Columbia and Ontario, which identify an income 

threshold at which production companies are required to remit a percentage of the 

child’s income to a trust fund. This policy can cover a range of responsibilities, from 

establishing trust funds and working hours and conditions to a right to deletion and 

financial documentation. Therefore, the development of this policy should consult 
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provincial legal experts in child labour and Canadian influencer parents to identify the 

point at which influencer families become family businesses. 

Creating self-regulating businesses and responsibilities establishes a minimum 

level of oversight over influencer families and introduces a duty of care. Currently, 

parents balance multiple priorities and roles, creating conflicts of interest. A self-

regulating businesses policy takes some of the guesswork out of managing an influencer 

family and can provide children with a minimum level of financial and other protections. 

The main challenge of this policy option is the likelihood of parental buy-in, as it requires 

the performance of ongoing administrative duties, however acceptability may increase if 

influencer parents are consulted throughout the policy’s development. Further, while 

regulations could provide children with avenues for restitution, interviews revealed that 

the financial barrier to legal aid is high and willpower to pursue legal action against one’s 

parents may be low. 

8.3. Permit system 

A permit system can complement the self-regulating businesses policy described 

above and would reflect France’s legislation and established permit systems in Alberta 

and Manitoba. The labour or educational authorities of a province or school district can 

certify influencer families who meet monetization thresholds on a case-by-case basis or 

require brands to co-sign a permit application if their sponsored content includes a child. 

Reflecting the child performer permits in Canadian jurisdictions, parents provide basic 

information about their child and their influencing business, and receive a best practices 

guide or recommendations on mitigating financial, consent, and dignity risks. This policy 

option integrates with the self-regulating businesses system described above, 

establishing governmental supervision of family influencer businesses and their 

employer responsibilities. 

Implementing provincial permit systems creates the highest level of oversight 

over influencer families and establishes a legal duty of care for parents. A Canadian 

permit system could additionally include advertisers in the burden of care, adding a level 

of oversight on brands who regularly contract for content which features children. In a 

permit system, the issuing governmental body provides consent to the influencing 

activity, weighing the information provided from the family against the child’s wellbeing 
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and educational participation. The dissemination of best practices guides helps families 

have meaningful consent conversations with their child while alleviating part of an 

influencer’s conflicting interests. A permit system also gives formal requirements for 

financial protections and can establish a fine or other penalties as an avenue for 

recourse. Moreover, established Canadian permit systems exist for the support of 

children’s development and wellbeing, upholding their personhood in industries which 

present risks to their best interests. This policy does require a moderate level of parental 

buy-in, as parents would have to track their income and content volume to identify when 

they are required to apply for a permit, however a permit system may require only one 

application. A permit system would require ongoing co-operation between influencer 

families and governments, ultimately sharing the administrative burden. 

8.4. Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study and the evaluation of policy options, it is 

recommended that Canadian provinces pursue both the creation of a best practices 

guide for influencer parents and the development of a permit system for child 

influencers. A best practices guide is a low-barrier and effective way to assist influencer 

parents in managing their social media businesses through education, while a permit 

system offers governmental oversight and minimum protections for child influencers. In 

tandem, these policies offer complementary methods of protection and support of child 

influencers’ wellbeing in Canada. 
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Chapter 9.  
 
Conclusion 

This research has identified policy avenues for protecting child influencers in 

Canada. Through an understanding of the key issues in family influencing, expert 

interviews, and a scan of jurisdictions which have taken progressive action, certain 

considerations for developing policy for child influencers emerged. Industry scaffolding, 

consent, financial risk, and dignity were identified as key areas which set child 

influencing apart from analogous policy areas such as child acting. Additionally, this 

research identifies policy approaches for regulating child influencers in Canada: a best 

practices guide for parents, business thresholds, and a permit system. Each option 

provides protective potential for child influencers, addressing core issues at different 

levels of effectiveness and feasibility. Based on this research, it is recommended that 

Canadian provinces pursue multiple policy avenues to safeguard the physical, 

emotional, financial, and digital futures of the next generation. 

Limitations & Future research 

The key limitation of this research is the small sample of qualitative interviews. 

While interviewees reflect a variety of backgrounds, their expertise and experiences may 

not cover the depth of issues related to this topic. In addition, this project did not reach 

complete data saturation, and additional interviews may have highlighted other themes 

or policy approaches. This indicates a knowledge gap in Canada, providing an 

opportunity for future research in labour, law, and technology to gain a deeper 

understanding of alternative approaches for regulating child influencers in Canada. 

Another limitation of this research is the absence of family influencer expertise 

and experiences in the data. Firsthand knowledge would provide critical insight into how 

families “do” influencer work, and their successes and struggles in including their 

children in their work. While some research including family influencers is underway in 

other countries, we lack an understanding of the Canadian context. Future research 

could work with Canadian family influencers to identify key decision points, processes, 

and behaviours that impact their work and their family’s wellbeing. In addition, more 
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research is needed to determine what “best practices” for family influencers are in 

Canada, which synthesize academic knowledge and lived experience. 

This research also lacks data about the participation of advertisers/brands in the 

family influencer industry in Canada. In tandem with insight into family influencers’ 

experiences, gaining a deeper understanding of brands’ interactions and negotiations 

with influencer parents would paint a more fulsome picture of the family influencer 

ecosystem in Canada. Future research is needed to explore how advertisers and brands 

interact with influencer parents and their practices for paying for content which includes 

children. 
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