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[bookmark: _Toc212396156]Appendix A: Pre-registration details
The studies presented in this manuscript were all pre-registered on the As Predicted platform. The pre-registration details for each study can be accessed through the following links:

Study 1a: https://aspredicted.org/h9z3-mjbh.pdf
Study launch date: 30 October 2024
Study 1b: https://aspredicted.org/5sqh-rnd4.pdf
Study launch date: 22 August 2025
Study 2: https://aspredicted.org/zsk5-hs7v.pdf
Study launch date: 4 February 2025
Study 3: https://aspredicted.org/739v-sqgp.pdf
Study launch date: 12 February 2025
1
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[bookmark: _Toc212396157]Appendix B: Analysis of real-life social media content
To assess the real-world prevalence of deinfluencing content and to inform the design of our experiments, we conducted analysis of real-life social media content of influencer-generated videos on Instagram and TikTok.
Sampling Procedure
As a starting point, we sought a reliable external overview of popular influencers in the beauty category (i.e., the category we focus on in our experimental studies). We opted for the “25 Top Beauty Influencers Gen Z Are Obsessed With in 2025” published by Later.com (Butcher, 2024), a social media management platform known for curating lists of leading content creators. This overview provides a diverse pool of beauty influencers varying in style, content focus, and audience demographics. From this list, we selected the 20 influencers who were active primarily on Instagram and TikTok (i.e., the platforms we focus on in our experimental studies), excluding five influencers featured for their YouTube presence (see Table B1).
Table B1. Overview of influencers included in the analysis of real-life social media content.
	Influencer
	Platform
	Content focus
	N of followers
	Country of residence

	Rachel Finley @hydrationceo*
	Instagram
	Skincare and beauty
	225K
	USA

	Ave Lee @glowwithava*
	Instagram
	Skincare and beauty
	790K
	USA

	Kelly Gooch @ _kellygooch*
	Instagram
	Beauty and fashion
	42K
	USA

	Mary Skinner @mary_skinner*
	TikTok
	Skincare and lifestyle
	1.4M
	USA/UK

	Ash Calo @caloash*
	TikTok
	Beauty and fashion
	45K
	Puerto Rico

	April Lockhart @aprillockhart
	Instagram
	Beauty and skincare
	175K
	USA

	Donni Davey @donni.davy
	TikTok
	Makeup
	232K
	USA

	Trixie Mattel @trixiemattel
	TikTok
	Drag makeup
	2.6M
	USA

	Toni Bravo @bonitravo*
	TikTok
	Makeup and skincare
	724K
	USA

	Christian Chanel @christianchanel*
	TikTok
	Makeup and beauty
	185K
	USA

	Monet McMichael @monetmcmichael
	TikTok
	Makeup and skincare
	3.8M
	USA

	Alexandra Anele @alexandra_anele*
	Instagram
	Makeup and beauty
	368K
	USA

	Bella Krys @bellaakrys*
	TikTok
	Makeup and beauty
	114K
	Canada

	Another Hanna @not_another_hanna*
	TikTok
	Makeup
	175K
	USA

	Acquired Style @acquired.style
	Instagram
	Haircare
	907K
	USA

	Kensington Tillo @kensnation
	TikTok
	Hair and beauty
	1.7M
	USA

	Nichole Ciotti @nicholeciotti
	Instagram
	Haircare
	2.2M
	USA

	Golloria @golloria*
	Instagram
	Makeup and skincare
	1M
	USA

	Lara Violetta @laravioletta
	Instagram
	Makeup and lifestyle
	234K
	France

	Emily Wood @emilywoodmakeup
	Instagram
	Makeup and beauty
	152K
	UK


Notes: * indicates influencers who shared deinfluencing content in at least one of the 50 coded videos.
For each influencer, we extracted their 50 most recent videos as of July 1, 2025, yielding a total dataset of 1,000 videos, with 500 videos from Instagram and 500 videos from TikTok. 


Analysis Procedure
Two trained coders independently reviewed all videos using a structured coding protocol. The coding captured the following:
Content type: Influencing (positive recommendation); Deinfluencing (discouraging purchase); Unrelated (e.g., personal life content).
Sponsorship disclosure: whether the influencing post was explicitly marked as sponsored.
Perceived sponsorship: for influencing posts without disclosure, coders indicated whether they nonetheless perceived the content as likely sponsored (subjective assessment).
Results
Intercoder reliability was strong when it came to identifying deinfluencing content (agreement 98.6%; Krippendorff’s Alpha Reliability estimate with 5000 bootstrap samples .79; Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007). Nevertheless, out of the 1,000 videos, only 41 (4%) were identified as deinfluencing by either of the two coders. From the 27 videos with full initial agreement, in 12 of the videos deinfluencing was referred to as a general trend, in 10 of the videos one product was specifically not endorsed, in 5 of the videos multiple products were not endorsed and in 7 of the videos an alternative was provided.  
Coders agreed that, from the entire sample, 135 of the videos had clear sponsorship disclosure, while 855 did not have any sponsorship disclosure. However, the coders also agreed that 230 of the videos seemed sponsored irrespective of any formal disclosure. In other words, in almost 10% of all the videos, coders perceived some form of sponsorship in spite of no sponsorship disclosure. This might help explain why at first glance, coders struggled so much with identifying influencing content (initial agreement was only 64%). Nevertheless, coders agreed that influencing content was present in 532 of the videos. Finally, the coders also agreed that 255 of the videos were not specifically beauty related. 
Summarizing Discussion 
The analysis of real-life social media content reveals that deinfluencing does appear in practice but is currently relatively rare. Not all top beauty influencers engaged in it (11 of 20 influencers in our sample shared at least one deinfluencing post). By contrast, influencing was present in more the half the analyzed posts. Interestingly, many influencing posts did not include a sponsorship disclosure, yet coders frequently perceived them as sponsored, suggesting that undisclosed promotional practices are common. This observation aligns with our theorizing and hypothesis development concerning audience skepticism and persuasion knowledge activation. Finally, we note that beauty influencers also frequently share unrelated, personal-life content, highlighting the breadth of their social media presence beyond product-focused posts.

[bookmark: _Toc212396158]Appendix C: Materials for pre-registered studies
Below are materials used in the pre-registered studies, including influencer profile (Image C1) and videos we recorded with an actress who portrayed an influencer following a script designed to keep the experimental conditions as similar as possible except for study manipulations. 
Please note that these videos were integrated seamlessly into the study and were not presented to participants through the YouTube platform. The YouTube channel was created after the completion of all studies, solely for the purpose of hosting supplementary materials for the review purposes. 
Image C1. Influencer profile shown to all participants in the studies.
[image: A screenshot of a social media account

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]

Links to playlists with videos included in the experimental conditions are provided below.

Study 1a
Manipulation: Presence of deinfluencing content (No Deinfluencing vs. Deinfluencing)
· Condition 1 (No Deinfluencing):
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDbyAIiMTuDa3I5ArFwBi67N
· Condition 2 (Deinfluencing):
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDZDmjvFOnKF327ua2nQXMWL

Study 1b
Manipulation: Presence of deinfluencing content (No Deinfluencing vs. Balanced Deinfluencing vs. Severe Deinfluencing)
· Condition 1 (No Deinfluencing):
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDY6s0ogNL9yE2_fpcnJJDOF
· Condition 2 (Balanced Deinfluencing): 
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDae1KPZi3-9iEYny2rDFLYO
· Condition 3 (Severe Deinfluencing):
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDaZyZakwIUo5xuyoaZfAF_Y

Study 2
Manipulation: Presence of deinfluencing content (No Deinfluencing vs. Deinfluencing) × Type of endorsement (Non-Sponsored vs. Sponsored)
· Condition 1 (No Deinfluencing × Non-Sponsored):
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDYVblHliPpZLxywvtQFM1-P
· Condition 2 (Deinfluencing × Non-Sponsored):
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDYQFO_sh0vdYERrk_ZL2Krq
· Condition 3 (No Deinfluencing × Sponsored):
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDZqqPfAOGYPBmgRbJI7uBiT
· Condition 4 (Deinfluencing × Sponsored): 
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDacg9iS-qm-alIsswcKD9Lf

Study 3
Manipulation: Presence of deinfluencing content (No Deinfluencing vs. Deinfluencing) × Type of endorsement (Non-Sponsored vs. Sponsored)
· Condition 1 (No Deinfluencing × Non-Sponsored):
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDbYQKz6wVCxwhoS_4TInKC5
· Condition 2 (Deinfluencing × Non-Sponsored): 
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDavuLmIhOREGrX0TqPzHTny
· Condition 3 (No Deinfluencing × Sponsored):
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDZY1vX4Zt1V9E18tFH0slvd
· Condition 4 (Deinfluencing × Sponsored):
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLbgiH7oa2rDYh0hndccNxE0d5-YeeUVma


[bookmark: _Toc212396159]Appendix D: Exclusion criteria
The Pilot Study included bachelor business students who studied digital marketing and participated in the study for course credit. 
All the pre-registered studies recruited participants via Prolific. Prolific pre-screening criteria included the following:
Age: 18–40
Primary language: English
Country of residence: USA
Approval rate: 97-100%
Social media: Instagram, TikTok 
In addition, we excluded participants who participated in preceding studies (e.g., participants in Study 1a could not take part is Study 1b, etc.).
After consenting to participate, participants had to fill in a CAPTCHA to ensure humans and not bots were filling in the survey. Three screening questions followed. First, participants were asked: 
Which social media platforms do you check regularly (choose all that apply)?
• Instagram and/or TikTok (only participants that selected this option proceeded to the study).
• YouTube
• Facebook
• Snapchat
• Pinterest
• Twitter/ X
Second, they were asked to indicate:
Which of the following types of influencers do you enjoy following? (Select all that apply)
• Beauty (only participants that selected this option proceeded to the study)
• Fashion
• Gaming
• Travel
• Food
• Lifestyle
• Technology
• Other
• I do not follow influencers
Third, they were asked to indicate an answer to an audio question to make sure that all the participants can watch the video with sound on. The question included an audio recording of a cat meowing. After listening, all the participants were asked the following question: 

Which animal do you hear?
• Dog 
• Elephant 
• Cat (only participants that selected this option proceeded to the study)
• Horse
Failing to (1) indicate active use of Instagram and/or TikTok (in line with the Prolific prescreening criteria), (2) select “beauty” as one of the influencer categories they follow (in line with the Prolific prescreening criteria) or (3) identify the sound as a cat meowing (in line with the study instructions) resulted in direct termination of the study (i.e., the participants were guided to the end of the survey without seeing any scenarios). 
Participants who passed the screening questions were randomly assigned to one of the scenarios and could answer the study questions. Additional attention checks were employed after the manipulations. 
Attention Check 1: For this question, please select the option "Hotels and travel".
• Beauty and sunscreen
• Hotels and travel (correct answer)
• Self-care
• Cosmetics and makeup
Attention Check 2: In the videos you watched there was one non-product related video. What was it about?
• Vacation
• Food
• A day in Maya's life (correct answer)
• All videos were about products
Failing attention checks 1 or 2 resulted in the exclusion of those participants from the pool of respondents who finalized the study (they nevertheless received payment). Finally, we also excluded participants who took longer than 20 minutes to complete the study. Table D1 provides an overview of the number of participants who finalized the survey but were excluded for at least one of the three reasons above. 
Table D1. Participant exclusion criteria across studies.
	Exclusion Criteria
	Pilot study
	Study 1a
	Study1b
	Study 2
	Study 3

	Total N completing study
	117
	229
	342
	440
	442

	Failed Attention Check 1 (contradicting response)
	15
	0
	0
	2
	3

	Failed Attention Check 2 (video context)
	3
	6
	12
	3
	26

	Duration >20 min
	NA
	17
	20
	24
	21

	Total excluded
	15
	21
	22
	25
	31

	N included in final analyses*
	102
	208
	320
	415
	411


Notes: *Some participants were excluded based on more than one criterion 


[bookmark: _Toc212396160]Appendix E: Pilot study
[bookmark: _Toc212396161]Measurement items (dependent variables)
Measurement items, along with Cronbach’s alpha values and factor loadings, are presented in Table E1.
Table E1. Measurement items for dependent variables in the Pilot study.
	Construct
	Source
	Measures
	α
	Loadings

	
	
	In your opinion, the influencer is …

	Trustworthiness
	Adapted from Ohanian (1990)
	… insincere (1)/sincere (7).
	.88
	.87

	
	
	… undependable (1)/dependable (7).
	
	.75

	
	
	… dishonest (1)/honest (7).
	
	.83

	
	
	… unreliable (1)/reliable (7).
	
	.88

	
	
	… untrustworthy (1)/trustworthy (7).
	
	.78

	
	
	The influencer is motivated to share opinions about products because … (1 = "strongly disagree," 7 = "strongly agree")

	Altruism
	Adapted from Ryan and Connell (1989)
	.. she wants to help her followers make good purchase decisions.
	.87
	.77

	
	
	... she cares about benefiting her followers.
	
	.82

	
	
	... she wants to impact her followers positively.
	
	.93

	
	
	… it is important for her to do good things for her followers.
	
	.83

	
	
	How would you describe your attitudes toward Sephora?

	Attitudes toward Sephora
	Adapted from Kempf and Smith  (1998)
	Unfavorable (1)/Favorable (7)
	.96
	.95

	
	
	Bad (1)/Good (7)
	
	.90

	
	
	Unpleasant (1)/Pleasant (7)
	
	.98

	
	
	I dislike (1)/I like (7)
	
	.89


Notes: N = 102; The reported factor loadings are based on Principal Axis Factoring extraction with Promax rotation.
[bookmark: _Toc212396162]One-way ANOVAs with alternative dependent variables – Additional analyses
One-way ANOVA results revealed that presence of deinfluencing content significantly increases perceived altruism (MNo Deinfluencing = 5.19, MDeinfluencing = 5.74; F(1, 100) = 7.52; p < .01; η2 = .07), suggesting that audiences interpreted such content as reflecting authentic care for their interests. Additionally, attitudes toward Sephora did not differ significantly between conditions (MNo Deinfluencing = 4.91, MDeinfluencing = 5.14; F(1, 100) = 1.00, p = .32), indicating no negative spillover impacts from deinfluencing. 
[bookmark: _Toc212396163]One-way ANCOVAs – Additional analyses with covariates
In the following we report all the analyses from the manuscript including participants’ age (coded as 0 if lower than 24 and 1 if 25 and higher) and gender (coded as 0 if male and 1 as female) as covariates. 
The independent variable across analyses is the presence of deinfluencing content (coded as 0 if absent and 1 if present). The dependent variable is indicated in the title of each table, and per each dependent variable the first table shows the one-way ANCOVA test of between-subject effects, and the second table shows the one-way ANCOVA parameter estimates. 


Table E2.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Influencer Trustworthiness
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	4.87
	1
	4.87
	5.46
	.02
	.05

	Gender
	4.11
	1
	4.11
	4.61
	.03
	.04

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	4.09
	1
	4.09
	4.60
	.03
	.04

	Error
	87.28
	98
	.89
	 
	 
	 

	Notes: N=102; R2 = .16 (Adjusted R2 = .13).



Table E2.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Influencer Trustworthiness
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	5.02
	.20
	25.64
	<.01
	.87

	Age
	-.50
	.21
	-2.34
	.02
	.05

	Gender
	.41
	.19
	2.15
	.03
	.04

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.41
	.19
	2.14
	.03
	.04

	Notes: N=102.



Table E3.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Altruism
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	4.63
	1
	4.63
	5.59
	.02
	.05

	Gender
	12.49
	1
	12.49
	15.01
	<.01
	.13

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	4.76
	1
	4.76
	5.74
	.02
	.05

	Error
	81.15
	98
	.83
	 
	 
	 

	Notes: N=102; R2 = .25 (Adjusted R2 = .22).



Table E3.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Altruism
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	T
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	5.38
	.19
	28.49
	<.01
	.89

	Age
	-.48
	.20
	-2.36
	.02
	.05

	Gender
	.72
	.18
	3.88
	<.01
	.13

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.44
	.18
	2.40
	.02
	.05

	Notes: N=102.




Table E4.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Attitude towards Sephora 
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	1.49
	1
	1.49
	1.53
	.22
	.02

	Gender
	25.43
	1
	25.43
	26.15
	.00
	.21

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.35
	1
	.35
	.36
	.55
	.00

	Error
	95.29
	98
	.97
	
	
	

	Notes: N=102; R2 = .24 (Adjusted R2 = .22).





Table E4.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Attitude towards Sephora
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	T
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	4.42
	.19
	22.96
	.00
	.84

	Age
	-.27
	.22
	-1.24
	.22
	.02

	Gender
	1.03
	.20
	5.11
	.00
	.21

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.12
	.20
	.60
	.55
	.00

	Notes: N=102.



Table E5.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Perception of Sponsorship 
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	7.40
	1
	7.40
	2.61
	.11
	.03

	Gender
	6.21
	1
	6.21
	2.19
	.14
	.02

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	33.75
	1
	33.75
	11.89
	.00
	.11

	Error
	278.10
	98
	2.84
	
	
	

	Notes: N=102; R2 = .17 (Adjusted R2 = .14).

	


Table E5.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Perception of Sponsorship
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	T
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	5.05
	.33
	15.37
	.00
	.71

	Age
	.61
	.38
	1.62
	.11
	.03

	Gender
	-.51
	.34
	-1.48
	.14
	.02

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-1.17
	.34
	-3.45
	.00
	.11

	Notes: N=102.


[bookmark: _Toc212396164]Thematic analysis of open-ended questions
After the completion of the pilot study, we employed thematic analysis to examine participants' responses to open-ended questions about deinfluencing content. This approach enabled us to explore participants’ perceptions and understand the meanings they attach to this emerging phenomenon. Participants were provided with a brief introduction to deinfluencing content and were then asked to respond to two open-ended questions: “What is your opinion regarding the trend of deinfluencing?” and “What implications do you think this trend has for (1) consumers, (2) influencers, and (3) brands?” These questions were designed to capture diverse perspectives and insights into how online audiences interpret the implications of this trend. In total, we received 117 completed qualifying responses.
Following Braun and Clarke (2012), we began by familiarizing ourselves with the data through repeated readings of participants' responses. We then generated initial codes by identifying s recurring elements within the text, such as references to “influencers and trust,” “impacts on brands”, “ethical concerns”. In the third phase, we searched for themes by grouping similar codes. These themes were reviewed and refined by revisiting the data to ensure their relevance and internal coherence. Finally, we defined and named the finalized themes to reflect the underlying ideas expressed by participants.
The thematic analysis of participants’ open-ended responses produced three overarching themes that capture how audiences interpret deinfluencing. The first theme, Authenticity and Trust, points to perceptions of deinfluencing as a corrective to commercialized influencer marketing. Participants described such content as increasing credibility by offering opinions that were perceived as more genuine and occasionally diverging from the promotional tone common in influencer culture. The second theme, Consumer Education and Ethical Consumption, reflects the idea that deinfluencing can assist consumers in making more thoughtful choices, help decrease overconsumption, and bring ethical considerations into purchasing decisions. Several responses further noted the potential role of influencers in encouraging responsible consumption and in pressuring brands to adopt more conscientious practices. The third theme, Risks of Manipulation and Misinformation, captures concerns that deinfluencing could also be misused—potentially disseminating biased or inaccurate claims that disadvantage certain brands or confuse consumers, particularly if such content were to be influenced by competing commercial interests. Table 1 presents illustrative quotes from participants that exemplify each theme.
Table E6. Illustrative quotes from the thematic analysis. 
	Theme
	Illustrative Quotes

	1. Authenticity and Trust
	
“I'm a little bit skeptical about product promoting because they are most of the time paid to do this and it can affect their true opinion. So, when you have people telling you not to buy product for certain reasons, I usually listen because they are not influenced by anything other than their real experience.”

“I think the trend of deinfluencing is very useful for consumers in many ways like for instance, if I saw an influencer advising his/her followers not to buy a product I would potentially start trusting that influencers recommendations more than if I were to see the influencer always, only promoting products. I also believe that deinfluencing is important because it can help consumers save money, they would otherwise spend on trying a product because they were "influenced" to try.”


	2. Consumer Education and Ethical Consumption
	
“Influencers can get cancelled too they are not immune to getting cancelled. Influences need to think about what products and brand to recommend and make sure they are ethical and if they know something is not ethical, they should share the knowledge. Brands need to really look at what they offer especially with cosmetics because people put that on their skin, so they need to know that the product is safe, and the production is responsible and ethical.”

“I think it is a good thing if it educates the audience on why they should not buy it and that there’s a positive purpose - sustainability, ethics, safety, etc. It helps me to better understand the industries, for instance the beauty industry here. I for example learned that cosmetics are most often produced in the same factories and the main thing differentiating brands are the branding and/or one small component.”


	3. Risks of Manipulation and Misinformation
	
“As I stated before, deinfluencing can be an important part of product transparency but it can also spread misinformation and create damage. Influencers have a lot of power, and they also have their own beliefs which are not always objective or even the truth. That is why media criticism should be always taken in account when scrolling social media.”

“Compared with the traditional methods, deinfluencing behaviors can be easily manipulated by competitors. In fact, I think the bad comments are more likely to stand out in all of the comments. Therefore, deinfluencing behaviors can be used to destroy the reputation of some particular products, which is not fair and not objective.”



In addition to these core themes, participants also reflected on the deinfluencing trend as an opportunity for influencers to engage with audiences through a new type of content, which could help them retain existing followers and attract new ones. They also acknowledged the potential for influencers to face backlash from brands or followers who disagree with their opinions. Lastly, several participants suggested that deinfluencing content could compel brands to become more accountable and align their products with consumer expectations, thereby avoiding being featured in deinfluencing posts.

[bookmark: _Toc212396165]Appendix F: Study 1a
In the following we provide complete outputs for the more complex analyses reported in the manuscript (i.e., multicategorical mediation). Additionally, we report all the analyses including the control variables we measured in the survey: participants’ age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing. Participants’ age was a self-reported integer, gender was coded as 0 if male or undisclosed and 1 as female, education was coded as 0 if less than a Bachelor’s degree and 1 as Bachelor’s degree or higher, familiarity with the brands  was coded as 0 if participants were familiar with either of the two brands in the videos or 1 if they were not familiar with any of the two brands. General skepticism toward influencer marketing was measured with 6 items based on the skepticism toward advertising scale by Gaski & Etzel (1986) (See Table 3 in manuscript for the items). The independent variable across analyses is the presence of deinfluencing content (coded as 0 if absent and 1 if present). The dependent variable is indicated in the title of each table. 
[bookmark: _Toc212396166]One-way ANCOVAs – Additional analyses with covariates
Per each dependent variable the first table shows the one-way ANCOVA test of between-subject effects, and the second table shows the one-way ANCOVA parameter estimates.
 Table F1.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Influencer Trustworthiness
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	2.10
	1
	2.10
	1.41
	.24
	.01

	Gender
	.86
	1
	.86
	.58
	.45
	.00

	Education
	.03
	1
	.03
	.02
	.90
	.00

	Familiarity
	1.75
	1
	1.75
	1.18
	.28
	.01

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	137.07
	1
	137.07
	91.97
	.00
	.31

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	18.43
	1
	18.43
	12.37
	.00
	.06

	Error
	299.55
	201
	1.49
	
	
	

	Notes: N=208; R2 = .35 (Adjusted R2 = .33).



Table F1.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Influencer Trustworthiness
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	7.46
	.80
	9.38
	.00
	.30

	Age
	-.02
	.02
	-1.19
	.24
	.01

	Gender
	-.18
	.24
	-.76
	.45
	.00

	Education
	.02
	.18
	.13
	.90
	.00

	Familiarity
	.26
	.24
	1.08
	.28
	.01

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.65
	.07
	-9.59
	.00
	.31

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.60
	.17
	3.52
	.00
	.06

	Notes: N=208.





Table F2.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Skepticism about Influencer Motives
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	.77
	1
	.77
	.68
	.41
	.00

	Gender
	2.88
	1
	2.88
	2.55
	.11
	.01

	Education
	.00
	1
	.00
	.00
	.96
	.00

	Familiarity
	.00
	1
	.00
	.00
	.96
	.00

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	162.97
	1
	162.97
	143.88
	.00
	.42

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	14.40
	1
	14.40
	12.71
	.00
	.06

	Error
	227.67
	201
	1.13
	
	
	

	Notes: N=208; R2 = .45 (Adjusted R2 = .44).


Table F2.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Skepticism about Influencer Motives
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	.10
	.69
	.14
	.89
	.00

	Age
	.01
	.01
	.82
	.41
	.00

	Gender
	.33
	.21
	1.60
	.11
	.01

	Education
	.01
	.15
	.05
	.96
	.00

	Familiarity
	-.01
	.21
	-.05
	.96
	.00

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.71
	.06
	11.99
	.00
	.42

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.53
	.15
	-3.57
	.00
	.06

	Notes: N=208.


Table F3.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Perception of Sponsorship 
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	.00
	1
	.00
	.00
	.99
	.00

	Gender
	.48
	1
	.48
	.19
	.67
	.00

	Education
	16.00
	1
	16.00
	6.20
	.01
	.03

	Familiarity
	.19
	1
	.19
	.07
	.79
	.00

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	90.67
	1
	90.67
	35.13
	.00
	.15

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	61.13
	1
	61.13
	23.68
	.00
	.11

	Error
	518.83
	201
	2.58
	
	
	

	Notes: N=208; R2 = .26 (Adjusted R2 = .23).


Table F3.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Perception of Sponsorship 
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	2.85
	1.05
	2.72
	.01
	.04

	Age
	.00
	.02
	.02
	.99
	.00

	Gender
	-.14
	.32
	-.43
	.67
	.00

	Education
	-.58
	.23
	-2.49
	.01
	.03

	Familiarity
	.09
	.32
	.27
	.79
	.00

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.53
	.09
	5.93
	.00
	.15

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-1.09
	.22
	-4.87
	.00
	.11

	Notes: N=208.




[bookmark: _Toc212396167]Mediation Analysis (PROCESS Model 4)
Table F4. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness 
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2 = .03, F(1,206)=6.37, p=.01 

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	3.54
	.14
	25.95
	.00
	3.27
	3.81

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.49
	.19
	-2.52
	.01
	-.87
	-.11

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .76, F(2,205)=322.94, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.87
	.15
	52.96
	.00
	7.58
	8.17

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.11
	.10
	1.06
	.29
	-.09
	.31

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.91
	.04
	-24.83
	.00
	-.98
	-.84

	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	
	.11
	.10
	1.06
	,.9
	-.09
	.31

	Indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	.45
	.18
	
	
	.09
	.79

	Notes: N=208; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 4) with 5,000 bootstrap samples.




[bookmark: _Toc212396168]Mediation with Covariates (PROCESS Model 4) – Additional analysis
Table F5. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness. Age, gender, education familiarity with featured brands and influencer marketing skepticism included as covariates. 
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2 =.45, F(6,201)=27.64, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	.10
	.69
	.14
	.89
	-1.27
	1.46

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.53
	.15
	-3.57
	.00
	-.82
	-.24

	Age
	.01
	.01
	.82
	.41
	-.02
	.04

	Gender
	.33
	.21
	1.60
	.11
	-.08
	.74

	Education
	.01
	.15
	.05
	.96
	-.30
	.31

	Familiarity
	-.01
	.21
	-.05
	.96
	-.43
	.41

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.71
	.06
	11.99
	.00
	.60
	.83

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 =.76, F(7,200)=92.74, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.54
	.48
	15.70
	.00
	6.60
	8.49

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.11
	.11
	1.08
	.28
	-.10
	.32

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.92
	.05
	-18.71
	.00
	-1.01
	-.82

	Age
	-.01
	.01
	-.88
	.38
	-.03
	.01

	Gender
	.12
	.15
	.84
	.40
	-.16
	.41

	Education
	.03
	.11
	.28
	.78
	-.18
	.24

	Familiarity
	.25
	.15
	1.73
	.09
	-.04
	.54

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.00
	.05
	-.03
	.98
	-.11
	.11

	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	
	.11
	.11
	1.08
	.28
	-.09
	.32

	Indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	.48
	.15
	
	
	.20
	.79

	Notes: N=208; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 4) with 5,000 bootstrap samples.




[bookmark: _Toc212396169]Appendix G: Study 1b
In the following, we provide complete outputs for the more complex analyses reported in the manuscript (i.e., multicategorical mediation). All analyses include the control variables measured in the survey: participants’ age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands, general skepticism toward influencer marketing, and perceived video quality. Participants’ age was a self-reported integer, gender was coded as 0 if male or undisclosed and 1 as female, education was coded as 0 if less than a Bachelor’s degree and 1 as Bachelor’s degree or higher, familiarity with the brands  was coded as 0 if participants were familiar with either of the two brands in the videos or 1 if they were not familiar with any of the two brands. General skepticism toward influencer marketing was measured with 6 items based on the skepticism toward advertising scale (Gaski & Etzel, 1986; see Table 3 in manuscript for the items). Finally, the quality of the videos was measured with 3 items (The videos look similar to videos I see influencers share on social media, The videos look realistic, and The quality of the videos is up to the standards of social media; Cronbach’s alpha .82). The independent variable across analyses is the presence of deinfluencing content (coded as 0 if absent, 1 if present – balanced and 2 if present – severe). The dependent variable is indicated in the title of each table. 
[bookmark: _Toc212396170]One-way ANCOVAs – Additional analyses with covariates
Per each dependent variable the first table shows the one-way ANCOVA test of between-subject effects, and the second table shows the one-way ANCOVA parameter estimates.
Table G1.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Influencer Trustworthiness
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	2.06
	1
	2.06
	1.59
	.21
	.01

	Gender
	.00
	1
	.00
	.00
	1.00
	.00

	Education
	.60
	1
	.60
	.46
	.50
	.00

	Familiarity
	3.85
	1
	3.85
	2.97
	.09
	.01

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	100.86
	1
	100.86
	77.79
	.00
	.20

	Quality of videos
	42.59
	1
	42.59
	32.85
	.00
	.10

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	38.57
	2
	19.28
	14.87
	.00
	.09

	Error
	401.91
	310
	1.30
	
	
	

	Notes: N=319; R2 = .37 (Adjusted R2 = .35).


Table G1.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Influencer Trustworthiness
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	4.36
	.68
	6.42
	.00
	.12

	Age
	-.02
	.01
	-1.26
	.21
	.01

	Gender
	.00
	.17
	.00
	1.00
	.00

	Education
	.09
	.14
	.68
	.50
	.00

	Familiarity
	.27
	.16
	1.72
	.09
	.01

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.44
	.05
	-8.82
	.00
	.20

	Quality of videos
	.36
	.06
	5.73
	.00
	.10

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	.77
	.16
	4.90
	.00
	.07

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	.72
	.16
	4.55
	.00
	.06

	Notes: N=319.



Table G2.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Skepticism about Influencer Motives
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	3.08
	1
	3.08
	2.67
	.10
	.01

	Gender
	2.23
	1
	2.23
	1.94
	.16
	.01

	Education
	.08
	1
	.08
	.07
	.79
	.00

	Familiarity
	3.65
	1
	3.65
	3.17
	.08
	.01

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	152.62
	1
	152.62
	132.37
	.00
	.30

	Quality of videos
	32.69
	1
	32.69
	28.35
	.00
	.08

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	26.17
	2
	13.09
	11.35
	.00
	.07

	Error
	357.45
	310
	1.15
	
	
	

	Notes: N=319; R2 = .42 (Adjusted R2 = .41).



Table G2.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Skepticism about Influencer Motives
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	3.30
	.64
	5.14
	.00
	.08

	Age
	.02
	.01
	1.63
	.10
	.01

	Gender
	-.22
	.16
	-1.39
	.16
	.01

	Education
	-.03
	.13
	-.27
	.79
	.00

	Familiarity
	-.27
	.15
	-1.78
	.08
	.01

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.54
	.05
	11.51
	.00
	.30

	Quality of videos
	-.32
	.06
	-5.32
	.00
	.08

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	-.59
	.15
	-4.01
	.00
	.05

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	-.63
	.15
	-4.25
	.00
	.06

	Notes: N=319.



Table G3.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Perception of Sponsorship
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	.05
	1
	.05
	.02
	.89
	.00

	Gender
	.13
	1
	.13
	.06
	.81
	.00

	Education
	.00
	1
	.00
	.00
	.99
	.00

	Familiarity
	2.08
	1
	2.08
	.85
	.36
	.00

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	73.63
	1
	73.63
	30.17
	.00
	.09

	Quality of videos
	8.83
	1
	8.83
	3.62
	.06
	.01

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	129.31
	2
	64.65
	26.49
	.00
	.15

	Error
	756.64
	310
	2.44
	
	
	

	Notes: N=319; R2 = .42 (Adjusted R2 = .41).





Table G3.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Perception of Sponsorship
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	5.08
	.93
	5.44
	.00
	.09

	Age
	.00
	.02
	-.14
	.89
	.00

	Gender
	.06
	.24
	.23
	.81
	.00

	Education
	.00
	.19
	-.01
	.99
	.00

	Familiarity
	-.20
	.22
	-.92
	.36
	.00

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.38
	.07
	5.49
	.00
	.09

	Quality of videos
	-.16
	.09
	-1.90
	.06
	.01

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	-1.33
	.22
	-6.17
	.00
	.11

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	-1.40
	.22
	-6.45
	.00
	.12

	Notes: N=319.





[bookmark: _Toc212396171]Multicategorical Mediation Analysis (PROCESS Model 4)
Table G4. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2 = .04, F(2,317)=6.35, p < .01 

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	3.61
	.13
	26.80
	.00
	3.35
	3.88

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	-.58
	.19
	-3.11
	.00
	-.95
	-.21

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	-.59
	.19
	-3.08
	.00
	-.96
	-.21

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .75, F(3,316)=313.68, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.78
	.13
	61.73
	.00
	7.53
	8.03

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	.24
	.10
	2.39
	.02
	.04
	.43

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	.17
	.10
	1.67
	.10
	-.03
	.36

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.86
	.03
	-29.53
	.00
	-.92
	-.80

	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness* 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	.24
	.10
	2.39
	.02
	.04
	.43

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	.17
	.10
	1.67
	.10
	-.03
	.36

	Relative indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	.50
	.16
	
	
	.17
	.82

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	.50
	.17
	
	
	.18
	.83

	Notes: n=319; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 4) with 5,000 bootstrap samples; 
Independent variable treated as multicategorical with indicator coding; 
*Omnibus test of direct effect of presence of deinfluencing content on influencer trustworthiness: R2 change <.01, F(2,316)=2.98, p=.05.



[bookmark: _Toc212396172]Multicategorical Mediation Analysis with Covariates (PROCESS Model 4) – Additional Analysis
Table G5. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness. Age, gender, education familiarity with featured brands, influencer marketing skepticism and video quality included as covariates.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2 = .42, F(8,310)=28.47, p < .01 

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	3.30
	.64
	5.14
	.00
	2.03
	4.56

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	-.59
	.15
	-4.01
	.00
	-.89
	-.30

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	-.63
	.15
	-4.25
	.00
	-.93
	-.34

	Age
	.02
	.01
	1.63
	.10
	.00
	.04

	Gender
	-.23
	.16
	-1.39
	.17
	-.54
	.09

	Education
	-.03
	.13
	-.27
	.79
	-.29
	.22

	Familiarity
	-.27
	.15
	-1.78
	.08
	-.56
	.03

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.54
	.05
	11.51
	.00
	.45
	.64

	Quality of videos
	-.32
	.06
	-5.32
	.00
	-.43
	-.20

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .75, F(9,309)=107.17, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.11
	.44
	16.19
	.00
	6.24
	7.97

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	.28
	.10
	2.75
	.01
	.08
	.47

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	.19
	.10
	1.90
	.06
	-.01
	.39

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.83
	.04
	-22.31
	.00
	-.91
	-.76

	Age
	.00
	.01
	.04
	.97
	-.01
	.02

	Gender
	-.19
	.11
	-1.76
	.08
	-.40
	.02

	Education
	.06
	.09
	.76
	.45
	-.10
	.23

	Familiarity
	.05
	.10
	.52
	.60
	-.14
	.25

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.01
	.04
	.29
	.77
	-.06
	.08

	Quality of videos
	.10
	.04
	2.39
	.02
	.02
	.18








Table G5. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness. Age, gender, education familiarity with featured brands, influencer marketing skepticism and video quality included as covariates. (CONTINUED)
	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness* 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	.28
	.10
	2.75
	.01
	.08
	.47

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	.19
	.10
	1.90
	.06
	-.01
	.39

	Relative indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Presence of deinfluencing content (balanced)
	,50
	,12
	
	
	,26
	,73

	Presence of deinfluencing content (severe)
	,53
	,12
	
	
	,30
	,77

	Notes: n=319; PROCESS 4.2 Macro  (Model 4) with 5,000 bootstrap samples; 
Independent variable treated as multicategorical with indicator coding;
*Omnibus test of direct effect of presence of deinfluencing content on influencer trustworthiness: R2 change <.01, F(2,316)=2.98, p=.05




[bookmark: _Toc212396173]Appendix H: Study 2
In the following we provide complete outputs for the more complex analyses reported in the manuscript (i.e., mediation, moderated mediation, serial mediation and serial moderated mediation). All analyses include the control variables measured in the survey: participants’ age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands, general skepticism toward influencer marketing, and perceived video quality. Participants’ age was a self-reported integer, gender was coded as 0 if male or undisclosed and 1 as female, education was coded as 0 if less than a Bachelor’s degree and 1 as Bachelor’s degree or higher, familiarity with the brands  was coded as 0 if participants were familiar with either of the two brands in the videos or 1 if they were not familiar with any of the two brands. General skepticism toward influencer marketing was measured with 6 items based on the skepticism toward advertising scale by Gaski & Etzel (1986) (See Table 3 in manuscript for the items). The independent variable across analyses is the presence of deinfluencing content (coded as 0 if absent, 1 if present – balanced and 2 if present – severe). The moderator across analyses is the type of endorsement (coded as 0 for non-sponsored endorsement and 1 for sponsored endorsement). The dependent variable is indicated in the title of each table. 
[bookmark: _Toc212396174]Two-way ANCOVAs – Additional analyses with covariates
Per each dependent variable the first table shows the two-way ANCOVA test of between-subject effects, and the second table shows the two-way ANCOVA parameter estimates.
Table H1.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Influencer Trustworthiness
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	4.15
	1
	4.15
	3.22
	.07
	.01

	Gender
	11.67
	1
	11.67
	9.05
	.00
	.02

	Education
	1.12
	1
	1.12
	.87
	.35
	.00

	Familiarity
	8.98
	1
	8.98
	6.96
	.01
	.02

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	192.95
	1
	192.95
	149.61
	.00
	.27

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	17.34
	1
	17.34
	13.44
	.00
	.03

	Sponsored endorsement
	6.85
	1
	6.85
	5.31
	.02
	.01

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement
	4.75
	1
	4.75
	3.68
	.06
	.01

	Error
	523.63
	406
	1.29
	
	
	

	Notes: N=415; R2 = .34 (Adjusted R2 = .32).



Table H1.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Influencer Trustworthiness
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	6.76
	.38
	17.82
	.00
	.44

	Age
	.02
	.01
	1.79
	.07
	.01

	Gender
	-.49
	.16
	-3.01
	.00
	.02

	Education
	.11
	.12
	.93
	.35
	.00

	Familiarity
	.38
	.14
	2.64
	.01
	.02

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.58
	.05
	-12.23
	.00
	.27

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.63
	.16
	4.02
	.00
	.04

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.04
	.16
	-.28
	.78
	.00

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.43
	.22
	-1.92
	.06
	.01

	Notes: N=415.


Table H2.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Skepticism about Influencer Motives
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	1.89
	1
	1.89
	1.83
	.18
	.00

	Gender
	2.40
	1
	2.40
	2.33
	.13
	.01

	Education
	.05
	1
	.05
	.04
	.83
	.00

	Familiarity
	4.11
	1
	4.11
	3.99
	.05
	.01

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	276.02
	1
	276.02
	267.96
	.00
	.40

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	14.74
	1
	14.74
	14.31
	.00
	.03

	Sponsored endorsement
	12.13
	1
	12.13
	11.77
	.00
	.03

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement
	6.58
	1
	6.58
	6.39
	.01
	.02

	Error
	418.20
	406
	1.03
	
	
	

	Notes: N=415; R2 = .34 (Adjusted R2 = .32).



Table H2.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Skepticism about Influencer Motives
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	1.28
	.34
	3.78
	.00
	.03

	Age
	-.01
	.01
	-1.35
	.18
	.00

	Gender
	.22
	.14
	1.53
	.13
	.01

	Education
	-.02
	.11
	-.21
	.83
	.00

	Familiarity
	-.26
	.13
	-2.00
	.05
	.01

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.69
	.04
	16.37
	.00
	.40

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.63
	.14
	-4.54
	.00
	.05

	Sponsored endorsement
	.09
	.14
	.65
	.52
	.00

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.51
	.20
	2.53
	.01
	.02

	Notes: N=415.



Table H3.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Purchase Intentions 
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	5.07
	1
	5.07
	3.16
	.08
	.01

	Gender
	21.52
	1
	21.52
	13.39
	.00
	.03

	Education
	6.95
	1
	6.95
	4.33
	.04
	.01

	Familiarity
	17.78
	1
	17.78
	11.06
	.00
	.03

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	115.88
	1
	115.88
	72.11
	.00
	.15

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	10.22
	1
	10.22
	6.36
	.01
	.02

	Sponsored endorsement
	8.47
	1
	8.47
	5.27
	.02
	.01

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement
	1.12
	1
	1.12
	.70
	.40
	.00

	Error
	652.44
	406
	1.61
	
	
	

	Notes: N=415; R2 = .24 (Adjusted R2 = .23).





Table H3.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Purchase Intentions
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	6.15
	.42
	14.53
	.00
	.34

	Age
	.02
	.01
	1.78
	.08
	.01

	Gender
	-.66
	.18
	-3.66
	.00
	.03

	Education
	.28
	.13
	2.08
	.04
	.01

	Familiarity
	.53
	.16
	3.33
	.00
	.03

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.45
	.05
	-8.49
	.00
	.15

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.42
	.17
	2.41
	.02
	.01

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.18
	.18
	-1.04
	.30
	.00

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.21
	.25
	-.84
	.40
	.00

	Notes: N=415.




[bookmark: _Toc212396175]Mediation Analysis (PROCESS Model 4)
Table H4. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness 
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.03, F(1,413)=12.77, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	3.80
	.09
	41.45
	.00
	3.62
	3.98

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.47
	.13
	-3.57
	.00
	-.72
	-.21

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .69, F(2,412)=450.82, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.93
	.12
	65.22
	.00
	7.69
	8.17

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.09
	.08
	1.15
	.25
	-.06
	.24

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.84
	.03
	-29.35
	.00
	-.90
	-.79

	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	
	.09
	.08
	1.15
	.25
	-.06
	.24

	Indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	.39
	.11
	
	
	.18
	.62

	Notes: N=415; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 4) with 5,000 bootstrap samples.





[bookmark: _Toc212396176]Mediation Analysis with Covariates (PROCESS Model 4) – Additional Analysis
Table H5. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.42, F(6,408)=12.77, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	1.32
	.34
	3.90
	.00
	.66
	1.99

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.39
	.10
	-3.84
	.00
	-.59
	-.19

	Age
	-.01
	.01
	-1.45
	.15
	-.03
	.00

	Gender
	.23
	.15
	1.54
	.12
	-.06
	.52

	Education
	.03
	.11
	.24
	.81
	-.19
	.24

	Familiarity
	-.23
	.13
	-1.73
	.08
	-.48
	.03

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.69
	.04
	16.06
	.00
	.60
	.77

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .70, F(7,407)=134.04, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.83
	.26
	30.59
	.00
	7.32
	8.33

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.10
	.08
	1.29
	.20
	-.05
	.25

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.82
	.04
	-22.46
	.00
	-.90
	-.75

	Age
	.01
	.01
	1.17
	.24
	-.01
	.02

	Gender
	-.31
	.11
	-2.81
	.01
	-.52
	-.09

	Education
	.10
	.08
	1.19
	.23
	-.06
	.25

	Familiarity
	.17
	.10
	1.73
	.08
	-.02
	.36

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.01
	.04
	-.20
	.84
	-.09
	.07

	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	
	.10
	.08
	1.29
	.20
	-.05
	.25

	Indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	.32
	.09
	
	
	.16
	.49

	Notes: N=415; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 4) with 5,000 bootstrap samples.





[bookmark: _Toc212396177]Moderated Mediation Analysis (PROCESS Model 8)
Table H6. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism and Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.05, F(3,411)=7.46, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	3.70
	.13
	29.07
	.00
	3.45
	3.95

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.62
	.18
	-3.43
	.00
	-.97
	-.26

	Sponsored endorsement
	.20
	.18
	1.11
	.27
	-.16
	.56

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.32
	.26
	1.25
	.21
	-.18
	.83

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .69, F(4,410)=224.77, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.91
	.13
	60.24
	.00
	7.65
	8.17

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.09
	.11
	.85
	.39
	-.12
	.30

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.85
	.03
	-29.07
	.00
	-.90
	-.79

	Sponsored endorsement
	.06
	.11
	.57
	.57
	-.15
	.27

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.01
	.15
	-.05
	.96
	-.31
	.29

	Conditional direct effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.09
	.11
	.85
	.39
	-.12
	.30

	Sponsored endorsement
	.08
	.11
	.77
	.44
	-.13
	.30

	Conditional indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness through Skepticism about influencer motives

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.52
	.15
	
	
	.23
	.83

	Sponsored endorsement
	.25
	.16
	
	
	-.07
	.56

	Notes: N=415; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 8) with 5,000 bootstrap samples;
Index of moderated mediation -.27, bootstrapped standard error .22, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.71,.14. 


[bookmark: _Toc212396178]Moderated Mediation Analysis with Covariates (PROCESS Model 8) – Additional Analysis
Table H7. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism and Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.44, F(8,406)=40.34, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	1.28
	.34
	3.78
	.00
	.61
	1.95

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.63
	.14
	-4.54
	.00
	-.90
	-.36

	Sponsored endorsement
	.09
	.14
	.65
	.52
	-.19
	.37

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.51
	.20
	2.53
	.01
	.11
	.90

	Age
	-.01
	.01
	-1.35
	.18
	-.03
	.01

	Gender
	.22
	.14
	1.53
	.13
	-.06
	.51

	Education
	-.02
	.11
	-.21
	.83
	-.23
	.19

	Familiarity
	-.26
	.13
	-2.00
	.05
	-.51
	.00

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.69
	.04
	16.37
	.00
	.61
	.77

	Conditional effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Skepticism about influencer marketing 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	-.63
	.14
	-4.54
	.00
	-.90
	-.36

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.12
	.14
	-.86
	.39
	-.41
	.16

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2=.70, F(9,405)=103.79, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.81
	.26
	29.95
	.00
	7.30
	8.33

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.10
	.11
	.97
	.33
	-.11
	.32

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.83
	.04
	-21.97
	.00
	-.90
	-.75

	Sponsored endorsement
	.03
	.11
	.29
	.77
	-.18
	.24

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.01
	.15
	-.08
	.94
	-.31
	.29

	Age
	.01
	.01
	1.17
	.24
	-.01
	.02

	Gender
	-.31
	.11
	-2.78
	.01
	-.52
	-.09

	Education
	.09
	.08
	1.15
	.25
	-.07
	.25

	Familiarity
	.17
	.10
	1.71
	.09
	-.02
	.36

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.01
	.04
	-.18
	.85
	-.09
	.07


Table H7. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism and Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates. (CONTINUED)
	Conditional direct effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.10
	.11
	.97
	.33
	-.11
	.32

	Sponsored endorsement
	.09
	.11
	.84
	.40
	-.12
	.31

	Conditional indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness through Skepticism about influencer motives

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.52
	.12
	
	
	.29
	.77

	Sponsored endorsement
	.10
	.12
	
	
	-.13
	.33

	Notes: N=415; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 8) with 5,000 bootstrap samples;
Index of moderated mediation -.42, bootstrapped standard error .17, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.76,.-10. 






[bookmark: _Toc212396179]Serial Mediation Analysis (PROCESS Model 6)
Table H8. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.03, F(1,413)=12.77, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	3.80
	.09
	41.45
	.00
	3.62
	3.98

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.47
	.13
	-3.57
	.00
	-.72
	-.21

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .69, F(2,412)=450.82, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.93
	.12
	65.22
	.00
	7.69
	8.17

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.09
	.08
	1.15
	.25
	-.06
	.24

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.84
	.03
	-29.35
	.00
	-.90
	-.79

	Outcome variable: Purchase intentions R2 = .44, F(3,411)=107.17, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	2.38
	.57
	4.16
	.00
	1.26
	3.50

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.03
	.11
	.26
	.80
	-.18
	.24

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.14
	.07
	-1.91
	.06
	-.27
	.00

	Influencer trustworthiness
	.58
	.07
	8.37
	.00
	.44
	.71

	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions  

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	
	.03
	.11
	.26
	.80
	-.18
	.24

	Indirect effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Total
	.34
	.09
	
	
	.16
	.53

	Deinfluencing → Skepticism→ Purchase intentions
	.06
	.04
	
	
	.00
	.16

	Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions
	.05
	.05
	
	
	-.03
	.15

	Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions
	.23
	.07
	
	
	.10
	.37

	Notes: N=415; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 6) with 5,000 bootstrap samples.


[bookmark: _Toc212396180]
Serial Mediation Analysis with Covariates (PROCESS Model 6) – Additional Analyses
Table H9. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates. 
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.41, F(6,408)=48.89, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	1.32
	.34
	3.90
	.00
	.66
	1.99

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.39
	.10
	-3.84
	.00
	-.59
	-.19

	Age
	-.01
	.01
	-1.45
	.15
	-.03
	.00

	Gender
	.23
	.15
	1.54
	.12
	-.06
	.52

	Education
	.03
	.11
	.24
	.81
	-.19
	.24

	Familiarity
	-.23
	.13
	-1.73
	.08
	-.48
	.03

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.69
	.04
	16.06
	.00
	.60
	.77

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .46, F(8,406)=43.72, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.83
	.26
	30.59
	.00
	7.32
	8.33

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.10
	.08
	1.29
	.20
	-.05
	.25

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.82
	.04
	-22.46
	.00
	-.90
	-.75

	Age
	.01
	.01
	1.17
	.24
	-.01
	.02

	Gender
	-.31
	.11
	-2.81
	.01
	-.52
	-.09

	Education
	.10
	.08
	1.19
	.23
	-.06
	.25

	Familiarity
	.17
	.10
	1.73
	.08
	-.02
	.36

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.01
	.04
	-.20
	.84
	-.09
	.07

	Outcome variable: Purchase intentions R2 = .44, F(3,411)=107.17, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	2.70
	.65
	4.17
	.00
	1.43
	3.97

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.05
	.11
	.50
	.62
	-.16
	.26

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.12
	.08
	-1.60
	.11
	-.27
	.03

	Influencer trustworthiness
	.52
	.07
	7.59
	.00
	.39
	.66

	Age
	.01
	.01
	.96
	.34
	-.01
	.03

	Gender
	-.37
	.15
	-2.41
	.02
	-.67
	-.07

	Education
	.20
	.11
	1.83
	.07
	-.01
	.42

	Familiarity
	.30
	.14
	2.23
	.03
	.04
	.57

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.06
	.06
	-1.11
	.27
	-.17
	.05




Table H9. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates. (CONTINUED)
	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions  

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	
	.05
	.11
	.50
	.62
	-.16
	.05

	Indirect effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Total
	.27
	.07
	
	
	.13
	.42

	Deinfluencing → Skepticism→ Purchase intentions
	.05
	.03
	
	
	-.01
	.12

	Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions
	.05
	.04
	
	
	-.03
	.14

	Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions
	.17
	.05
	
	
	.08
	.28

	Notes: N=415; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 6) with 5,000 bootstrap samples.





[bookmark: _Toc212396181]Serial Moderated Mediation Analysis (PROCESS Model 85)
Table H10. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism, Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness and Deinfluencing → Purchase intentions.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.05, F(3,411)=7.46, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	3.70
	.13
	29.07
	.00
	3.45
	3.95

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.62
	.18
	-3.43
	.00
	-.97
	-.26

	Sponsored endorsement
	.20
	.18
	1.11
	.27
	-.16
	.56

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.32
	.26
	1.25
	.21
	-.18
	.83

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .69, F(4,410)=224.77, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.91
	.13
	60.24
	.00
	7.65
	8.17

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.09
	.11
	.85
	.39
	-.12
	.30

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.85
	.03
	-29.07
	.00
	-.90
	-.79

	Sponsored endorsement
	.06
	.11
	.57
	.57
	-.15
	.27

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.01
	.15
	-.05
	.96
	-.31
	.29

	Outcome variable: Purchase Intentions; R2 = .44, F(5,409)=64.19, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	2.42
	.58
	4.20
	.00
	1.29
	3.55

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.03
	.15
	-.22
	.83
	-.33
	.26

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.13
	.07
	-1.86
	.06
	-.27
	.01

	Influencer trustworthiness
	.58
	.07
	8.37
	.00
	.44
	.71

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.11
	.15
	-.75
	.45
	-.41
	.18

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.12
	.21
	.58
	.56
	-.30
	.54





Table H10. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism, Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness and Deinfluencing → Purchase intentions. (CONTINUED)
	Conditional direct effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	-.03
	.15
	-.22
	.83
	-.33
	.26

	Sponsored endorsement
	.09
	.15
	.60
	.55
	-.21
	.39

	Conditional indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions

	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Skepticism→ Purchase intentions*

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.08
	.05
	
	
	-.01
	.20

	Sponsored endorsement
	.04
	.04
	
	
	-.01
	.13

	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions**

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.05
	.06
	
	
	-.07
	.19

	Sponsored endorsement
	.05
	.07
	
	
	-.08
	.19

	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions***

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.30
	.09
	
	
	.13
	.50

	Sponsored endorsement
	.14
	.09
	
	
	-.04
	.33

	Notes: N=415; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 85) with 5,000 bootstrap samples;
* Index of moderated mediation -.04, bootstrapped standard error .04, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.15,.02;
** Index of moderated mediation -.00, bootstrapped standard error .09, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.18,.16;
***Index of moderated mediation -.16, bootstrapped standard error .13, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.42,.09.





[bookmark: _Toc212396182]Serial Moderated Mediation Analysis with Covariates (PROCESS Model 85) – Additional Analysis
Table H11. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism, Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness and Deinfluencing → Purchase intentions. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.44, F(8,406)=40.34, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	1.28
	.34
	3.78
	.00
	.61
	1.95

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.63
	.14
	-4.54
	.00
	-.90
	-.36

	Sponsored endorsement
	.09
	.14
	.65
	.52
	-.19
	.37

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.51
	.20
	2.53
	.01
	.11
	.90

	Age
	-.01
	.01
	-1.35
	.18
	-.03
	.01

	Gender
	.22
	.14
	1.53
	.13
	-.06
	.51

	Education
	-.02
	.11
	-.21
	.83
	-.23
	.19

	Familiarity
	-.26
	.13
	-2.00
	.05
	-.51
	.00

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.69
	.04
	16.37
	.00
	.61
	.77

	Conditional effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Skepticism about influencer marketing 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	-.63
	.14
	-4.54
	.00
	-.90
	-.36

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.12
	.14
	-.86
	.39
	-.41
	.16

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .70, F(9,405)=103.79, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.81
	.26
	29.95
	.00
	7.30
	8.33

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.10
	.11
	.97
	.33
	-.11
	.32

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.83
	.04
	-21.97
	.00
	-.90
	-.75

	Sponsored endorsement
	.03
	.11
	.29
	.77
	-.18
	.24

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.01
	.15
	-.08
	.94
	-.31
	.29

	Age
	.01
	.01
	1.17
	.24
	-.01
	.02

	Gender
	-.31
	.11
	-2.78
	.01
	-.52
	-.09

	Education
	.09
	.08
	1.15
	.25
	-.07
	.25

	Familiarity
	.17
	.10
	1.71
	.09
	-.02
	.36

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.01
	.04
	-.18
	.85
	-.09
	.07


Table H11. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism, Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness and Deinfluencing → Purchase intentions. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates. (CONTINUED)
	Outcome variable: Purchase Intentions; R2 = .46, F(10,404)=35.04, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	2.75
	.65
	4.22
	.00
	1.47
	4.03

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.02
	.15
	.12
	.90
	-.28
	.31

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.11
	.08
	-1.48
	.14
	-.27
	.04

	Influencer trustworthiness
	.53
	.07
	7.60
	.00
	.39
	.66

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.15
	.15
	-1.01
	.31
	-.44
	.14

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.08
	.21
	.35
	.72
	-.34
	.49

	Age
	.01
	.01
	.96
	.34
	-.01
	.03

	Gender
	-.38
	.15
	-2.47
	.01
	-.68
	-.08

	Education
	.22
	.11
	1.92
	.06
	.00
	.44

	Familiarity
	.31
	.14
	2.24
	.03
	.04
	.57

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.06
	.06
	-1.14
	.26
	-.18
	.05

	Conditional direct effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.02
	.15
	.12
	.90
	-.28
	.31

	Sponsored endorsement
	.09
	.15
	.62
	.54
	-.21
	.39

	Conditional indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions

	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Skepticism→ Purchase intentions*

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.07
	.05
	
	
	-.03
	.19

	Sponsored endorsement
	.01
	.02
	
	
	-.02
	.07

	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions**

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.05
	.06
	
	
	-.05
	.18

	Sponsored endorsement
	.05
	.06
	
	
	-.07
	.17


Table H11. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism, Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness and Deinfluencing → Purchase intentions. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates. (CONTINUED)
	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions***

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.27
	.07
	
	
	.14
	.43

	Sponsored endorsement
	.05
	.06
	
	
	-.07
	.18

	Notes: N=415; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 85) with 5,000 bootstrap samples;
* Index of moderated mediation -.06, bootstrapped standard error .05, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.17,.02;
** Index of moderated mediation -.00, bootstrapped standard error .08, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.16,.15;
***Index of moderated mediation -.22, bootstrapped standard error .09, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.41,.-04.




[bookmark: _Toc212396183]Appendix I: Study 3
In the following we provide complete outputs for the more complex analyses for Study 3 reported in the manuscript (i.e., mediation, moderated mediation, serial mediation and serial moderated mediation). We report all the analyses manuscript including the control variables we measured in the survey: participants’ age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing. Participants’ age was a self-reported integer, gender was coded as 0 if male or undisclosed and 1 as female, education was coded as 0 if less than a Bachelor’s degree and 1 as Bachelor’s degree or higher, familiarity with the brands  was coded as 0 if participants were familiar with any of the three brands in the videos or 1 if they were not familiar with any of the two brands. General skepticism toward influencer marketing was measured with 6 items based on the skepticism toward advertising scale by Gaski & Etzel (1986) (See Table 3 in manuscript for the items). The independent variable across analyses is the presence of deinfluencing content (coded as 0 if absent, 1 if present – balanced and 2 if present – severe). The moderator across analyses is the type of endorsement (coded as 0 for non-sponsored endorsement and 1 for sponsored endorsement). The dependent variable is indicated in the title of each table.
[bookmark: _Toc212396184]Visualizations of significant interaction effects
	Figure I1. Visualization of Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement → Deinfluencing Manipulation Check (Based on PROCESS Model 1 estimation).


	

	Notes: N=411;
Interaction effect: Coefficient .69, Standard Error .28, t = 2.45, p=.01.
Manipulation check question: "The influencer shared only positive product recommendations” (1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”).







	Figure I2. Visualization of Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement → Influencer Trustworthiness (Based on PROCESS Model 1 estimation).


	

	Notes: N=411;
Interaction effect: Coefficient -.55, Standard Error .29, t = -1.91, p=.06.



	Figure I3. Visualization of Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement → Skepticism about Influencer Motives (Based on PROCESS Model 1 estimation).


	

	Notes: N=411;
Interaction effect: Coefficient .52, Standard Error .27, t = 1.90, p=.06.


[bookmark: _Toc212396185]Two-way ANCOVAs – Additional analyses with covariates
Per each dependent variable the first table shows the two-way ANCOVA test of between-subject effects, and the second table shows the two-way ANCOVA parameter estimates.
Table I1.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Influencer Trustworthiness
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	1.38
	1
	1.38
	.94
	.33
	.00

	Gender
	4.87
	1
	4.87
	3.31
	.07
	.01

	Education
	.03
	1
	.03
	.02
	.90
	.00

	Familiarity
	10.93
	1
	10.93
	7.42
	.01
	.02

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	225.33
	1
	225.33
	152.99
	.00
	.28

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	2.38
	1
	2.38
	1.61
	.20
	.00

	Sponsored endorsement
	4.35
	1
	4.35
	2.95
	.09
	.01

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement
	8.21
	1
	8.21
	5.57
	.02
	.01

	Error
	592.07
	402
	1.47
	
	
	

	Notes: N=411; R2 = .32 (Adjusted R2 = .31).




Table I1.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Influencer Trustworthiness
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	7.25
	.44
	16.39
	.00
	.40

	Age
	.01
	.01
	.97
	.33
	.00

	Gender
	-.34
	.19
	-1.82
	.07
	.01

	Education
	.02
	.13
	.13
	.90
	.00

	Familiarity
	-.46
	.17
	-2.72
	.01
	.02

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.61
	.05
	-12.37
	.00
	.28

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.44
	.17
	2.61
	.01
	.02

	Sponsored endorsement
	.08
	.18
	.44
	.66
	.00

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.57
	.24
	-2.36
	.02
	.01

	Notes: N=411.




Table I2.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Skepticism about Influencer Motives
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	.19
	1
	.19
	.16
	.69
	.00

	Gender
	8.04
	1
	8.04
	6.84
	.01
	.02

	Education
	.36
	1
	.36
	.31
	.58
	.00

	Familiarity
	6.19
	1
	6.19
	5.28
	.02
	.01

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	271.64
	1
	271.64
	231.36
	.00
	.37

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	1.66
	1
	1.66
	1.42
	.23
	.00

	Sponsored endorsement
	12.81
	1
	12.81
	10.91
	.00
	.03

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement
	7.70
	1
	7.70
	6.56
	.01
	.02

	Error
	471.99
	402
	1.17
	
	
	

	Notes: N=411; R2 = .41 (Adjusted R2 = .40).







Table I2.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Skepticism  about Influencer Motives
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	.62
	.39
	1.57
	.12
	.01

	Age
	.00
	.01
	-.40
	.69
	.00

	Gender
	.43
	.17
	2.62
	.01
	.02

	Education
	.06
	.11
	.55
	.58
	.00

	Familiarity
	.35
	.15
	2.30
	.02
	.01

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.67
	.04
	15.21
	.00
	.37

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.41
	.15
	-2.70
	.01
	.02

	Sponsored endorsement
	.08
	.16
	.50
	.62
	.00

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.55
	.22
	2.56
	.01
	.02

	Notes: N=411.



Table I3.1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Dependent Variable Purchase Intentions
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p
	Partial η2

	Age
	4.48
	1
	4.48
	2.33
	.13
	.01

	Gender
	12.98
	1
	12.98
	6.75
	.01
	.02

	Education
	.81
	1
	.81
	.42
	.52
	.00

	Familiarity
	50.34
	1
	50.34
	26.17
	.00
	.06

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	116.81
	1
	116.81
	60.72
	.00
	.13

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	4.61
	1
	4.61
	2.40
	.12
	.01

	Sponsored endorsement
	3.79
	1
	3.79
	1.97
	.16
	.00

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement
	7.48
	1
	7.48
	3.89
	.05
	.01

	Error
	773.27
	402
	1.92
	
	
	

	Notes: N=411; R2 = .22 (Adjusted R2 = .20).



Table I3.2 Parameter Estimates – Dependent Variable Purchase Intentions
	Parameter
	β
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Partial η2

	Intercept
	7.05
	.51
	13.96
	.00
	.33

	Age
	.02
	.01
	1.53
	.13
	.01

	Gender
	-.55
	.21
	-2.60
	.01
	.02

	Education
	.09
	.14
	.65
	.52
	.00

	Familiarity
	-1.00
	.19
	-5.12
	.00
	.06

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.44
	.06
	-7.79
	.00
	.13

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.06
	.19
	.29
	.77
	.00

	Sponsored endorsement
	.08
	.20
	.39
	.70
	.00

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.55
	.28
	-1.97
	.05
	.01

	Notes: N=411.





[bookmark: _Toc212396186]Mediation Analysis (PROCESS Model 4)
Table I4. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness. 
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.02, F(1,409)=6.50, p = .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	4.12
	.10
	40.59
	.00
	3.92
	4.32

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.35
	.14
	-2.55
	.01
	-.62
	-.08

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .78, F(2,408)=714.72, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.93
	.12
	65.22
	.00
	7.69
	8.17

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.09
	.08
	1.15
	.25
	-.06
	.24

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.84
	.03
	-29.35
	.00
	-.90
	-.79

	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	
	.04
	.07
	.59
	.56
	-.10
	.18

	Indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	.32
	.13
	
	
	.08
	.57

	Notes: N=411; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 4) with 5,000 bootstrap samples.





[bookmark: _Toc212396187]Mediation Analysis with Covariates (PROCESS Model 4) – Additional Analysis
Table I5. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.39, F(6,404)=42.44, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	.72
	.40
	1.83
	.07
	-.05
	1.50

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.13
	.11
	-1.18
	.24
	-.35
	.09

	Age
	.00
	.01
	-.33
	.74
	-.02
	.02

	Gender
	.38
	.17
	2.23
	.03
	.04
	.71

	Education
	.04
	.11
	.38
	.70
	-.18
	.27

	Familiarity
	.28
	.15
	1.82
	.07
	-.02
	.58

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.67
	.04
	15.10
	.00
	.59
	.76

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .78, F(7,403)=205.47, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.89
	.25
	31.78
	.00
	7.40
	8.37

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.04
	.07
	.58
	.56
	-.10
	.18

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.92
	.03
	-29.51
	.00
	-.98
	-.85

	Age
	.01
	.01
	1.14
	.26
	.00
	.02

	Gender
	.06
	.11
	.59
	.55
	-.14
	.27

	Education
	.07
	.07
	1.01
	.31
	-.07
	.21

	Familiarity
	-.16
	.10
	-1.68
	.09
	-.35
	.03

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.00
	.03
	.14
	.89
	-.06
	.07

	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	
	.04
	.07
	.58
	.56
	-.10
	.18

	Indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	.12
	.10
	
	
	-.08
	.32

	Notes: N=411; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 4) with 5,000 bootstrap samples.





[bookmark: _Toc212396188]Moderated Mediation Analysis (PROCESS Model 8)
Table I6. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism and Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.04, F(3,407)=6.36, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	4.07
	.14
	29.42
	.00
	3.79
	4.34

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.61
	.19
	-3.22
	.00
	-.98
	-.24

	Sponsored endorsement
	.12
	.20
	.60
	.55
	-.27
	.52

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.52
	.27
	1.90
	.06
	-.02
	1.05

	Conditional effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Skepticism about influencer motives

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	-.61
	.19
	-3.22
	.00
	-.98
	-.24

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.09
	.20
	-.47
	.64
	-.48
	.29

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .78, F(4,406)=359.94, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	8.01
	.12
	65.43
	.00
	7.77
	8.25

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.07
	.10
	.72
	.47
	-.12
	.26

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.92
	.02
	-37.18
	.00
	-.97
	-.87

	Sponsored endorsement
	.17
	.10
	1.66
	.10
	-.03
	.37

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.07
	.14
	-.50
	.61
	-.34
	.20

	Conditional direct effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.07
	.10
	.72
	.47
	-.12
	.26

	Sponsored endorsement
	.00
	.10
	.00
	1.00
	-.19
	.19





Table I6. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism and Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness. (CONTINUED)
	Conditional indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness through Skepticism about influencer motives

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.56
	.17
	
	
	.22
	.89

	Sponsored endorsement
	.08
	.19
	
	
	-.28
	.44

	Notes: N=411; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 8) with 5,000 bootstrap samples;
Index of moderated mediation -.48, bootstrapped standard error .25, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.96,.02. 





[bookmark: _Toc212396189]Moderated Mediation Analysis with Covariates (PROCESS Model 8) – Additional Analysis
Table I7. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism and Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.41, F(8,402)=35.54, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	.62
	.39
	1.57
	.12
	-.16
	1.39

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.41
	.15
	-2.70
	.01
	-.70
	-.11

	Sponsored endorsement
	.08
	.16
	.50
	.62
	-.23
	.39

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.55
	.22
	2.56
	.01
	.13
	.98

	Age
	.00
	.01
	-.40
	.69
	-.02
	.01

	Gender
	.43
	.17
	2.62
	.01
	.11
	.76

	Education
	.06
	.11
	.55
	.58
	-.16
	.28

	Familiarity
	.35
	.15
	2.30
	.02
	.05
	.65

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.67
	.04
	15.21
	.00
	.58
	.75

	Conditional effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Skepticism about influencer marketing 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	-.41
	.15
	-2.70
	.01
	-.70
	-.11

	Sponsored endorsement
	.15
	.16
	.94
	.35
	-.16
	.45

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2=.78, F(9,401)=160.62, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.82
	.25
	31.07
	.00
	7.32
	8.31

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.07
	.10
	.68
	.50
	-.12
	.26

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.92
	.03
	-29.12
	.00
	-.99
	-.86

	Sponsored endorsement
	.15
	.10
	1.50
	.13
	-.05
	.35

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.06
	.14
	-.44
	.66
	-.33
	.21

	Age
	.01
	.01
	1.12
	.26
	.00
	.02

	Gender
	.06
	.11
	.59
	.56
	-.15
	.27

	Education
	.07
	.07
	1.04
	.30
	-.07
	.21

	Familiarity
	-.14
	.10
	-1.46
	.15
	-.33
	.05

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.01
	.04
	.23
	.82
	-.06
	.08


Table I7. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness with type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism and Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates. (CONTINUED)
	Conditional direct effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.07
	.10
	.68
	.50
	-.12
	.26

	Sponsored endorsement
	.01
	.10
	.05
	.96
	-.19
	.20

	Conditional indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Influencer trustworthiness through Skepticism about influencer motives

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.38
	.14
	
	
	.11
	.65

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.14
	.14
	
	
	-.42
	.13

	Notes: n=411; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 8) with 5,000 bootstrap samples;
Index of moderated mediation -.51, bootstrapped standard error .20, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.92,.-14. 





[bookmark: _Toc212396190]Serial Mediation Analysis (PROCESS Model 6)
Table I8. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.01, F(1,409)=6.50, p = .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	4.12
	.10
	40.59
	.00
	3.92
	4.32

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.35
	.14
	-2.55
	.01
	-.62
	-.08

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .78, F(2,408)=714.72, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	8.06
	.11
	71.42
	.00
	7.84
	8.29

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.04
	.07
	.59
	.56
	-.10
	.18

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.92
	.02
	-37.43
	.00
	-.97
	-.87

	Outcome variable: Purchase intentions R2 = .37, F(3,407)=80.21, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	4.17
	.74
	5.62
	.00
	2.71
	5.63

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.29
	.12
	-2.32
	.02
	-.53
	-.04

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.32
	.09
	-3.44
	.00
	-.50
	-.14

	Influencer trustworthiness
	.37
	.09
	4.15
	.00
	.19
	.54

	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions  

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	
	-.29
	.12
	-2.32
	.02
	-.53
	-.04

	Indirect effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Total
	.25
	.10
	
	
	.06
	.43

	Deinfluencing → Skepticism→ Purchase intentions
	.11
	.06
	
	
	.02
	.24

	Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions
	.01
	.03
	
	
	-.04
	.07

	Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions
	.12
	.06
	
	
	.02
	.26

	Notes: N=411; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 6) with 5,000 bootstrap samples.


[bookmark: _Toc212396191]Serial Mediation Analysis with Covariates (PROCESS Model 6) – Additional Analyses
Table I9. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates. 
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.39, F(6,404)=42.44, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	.72
	.40
	1.83
	.07
	-.05
	1.50

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.13
	.11
	-1.18
	.24
	-.35
	.09

	Age
	.00
	.01
	-.33
	.74
	-.02
	.02

	Gender
	.38
	.17
	2.23
	.03
	.04
	.71

	Education
	.04
	.11
	.38
	.70
	-.18
	.27

	Familiarity
	.28
	.15
	1.82
	.07
	-.02
	.58

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.67
	.04
	15.10
	.00
	.59
	.76

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .78, F(7,403)=205.47, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.89
	.25
	31.78
	.00
	7.40
	8.37

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.04
	.07
	.58
	.56
	-.10
	.18

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.92
	.03
	-29.51
	.00
	-.98
	-.85

	Age
	.01
	.01
	1.14
	.26
	.00
	.02

	Gender
	.06
	.11
	.59
	.55
	-.14
	.27

	Education
	.07
	.07
	1.01
	.31
	-.07
	.21

	Familiarity
	-.16
	.10
	-1.68
	.09
	-.35
	.03

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.00
	.03
	.14
	.89
	-.06
	.07

	Outcome variable: Purchase intentions R2 = .41, F(8,402)=34.63, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	4.89
	.81
	6.02
	.00
	3.29
	6.49

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.30
	.12
	-2.50
	.01
	-.54
	-.06

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.30
	.10
	-3.16
	.00
	-.49
	-.12

	Influencer trustworthiness
	.33
	.09
	3.76
	.00
	.16
	.50

	Age
	.01
	.01
	1.31
	.19
	-.01
	.03

	Gender
	-.29
	.18
	-1.58
	.12
	-.65
	.07

	Education
	.11
	.12
	.89
	.38
	-.13
	.36

	Familiarity
	-.73
	.17
	-4.32
	.00
	-1.06
	-.40

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.04
	.06
	-.60
	.55
	-.16
	.08




Table I9. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing included as covariates. (CONTINUED)
	Direct effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions  

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	
	-.30
	.12
	-2.50
	.01
	-.54
	-.06

	Indirect effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions 

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Total
	.09
	.07
	
	
	-.05
	.23

	Deinfluencing → Skepticism→ Purchase intentions
	.04
	.04
	
	
	-.03
	.12

	Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions
	.01
	.02
	
	
	-.03
	.06

	Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions
	.04
	.04
	
	
	-.02
	.13

	Notes: N=411; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 6) with 5,000 bootstrap samples.




[bookmark: _Toc212396192]
Serial Moderated Mediation Analysis (PROCESS Model 85)
Table I10. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions. Type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism, Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness and Deinfluencing → Purchase intentions.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.04, F(3,407)=6.36, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	4.07
	.14
	29.42
	.00
	3.79
	4.34

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.61
	.19
	-3.22
	.00
	-.98
	-.24

	Sponsored endorsement
	.12
	.20
	.60
	.55
	-.27
	.52

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.52
	.27
	1.90
	.06
	-.02
	1.05

	Conditional effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Skepticism about influencer motives

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	-.61
	.19
	-3.22
	.00
	-.98
	-.24

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.09
	.20
	-.47
	.64
	-.48
	.29

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .78, F(4,406)=459.94, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	8.01
	.12
	65.43
	.00
	7.77
	8.25

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.07
	.10
	.72
	.47
	-.12
	.26

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.92
	.02
	-37.18
	.00
	-.97
	-.87

	Sponsored endorsement
	.17
	.10
	1.66
	.10
	-.03
	.37

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.07
	.14
	-.50
	.61
	-.34
	.20

	Outcome variable: Purchase Intentions; R2 = .37, F(5,405)=47.99, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	4.16
	.75
	5.57
	.00
	2.69
	5.63

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.24
	.17
	-1.37
	.17
	-.58
	.10

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.32
	.09
	-3.44
	.00
	-.51
	-.14

	Influencer trustworthiness
	.36
	.09
	4.07
	.00
	.19
	.54

	Sponsored endorsement
	.10
	.18
	.58
	.57
	-.25
	.46

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.11
	.25
	-.43
	.67
	-.59
	.38



Table I10. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions. Type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism, Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness and Deinfluencing → Purchase intentions. (CONTINUED)
	Conditional direct effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	-.24
	.17
	-1.37
	.17
	-.58
	.10

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.34
	.18
	-1.94
	.05
	-.69
	.00

	Conditional indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions

	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Skepticism→ Purchase intentions*

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.20
	.09
	
	
	.05
	.41

	Sponsored endorsement
	.03
	.07
	
	
	-.11
	.17

	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions**

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.03
	.04
	
	
	-.05
	.10

	Sponsored endorsement
	.00
	.03
	
	
	-.07
	.07

	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions***

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.20
	.09
	
	
	.05
	.41

	Sponsored endorsement
	.03
	.07
	
	
	-.10
	.19

	Notes: N=411; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 85) with 5,000 bootstrap samples;
* Index of moderated mediation -.17, bootstrapped standard error .11, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.43,.00;
** Index of moderated mediation -.02, bootstrapped standard error .05, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.13,.08;
***Index of moderated mediation -.17, bootstrapped standard error .11, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.42,.00.





[bookmark: _Toc212396193]Serial Moderated Mediation Analysis with Covariates (PROCESS Model 85) – Additional Analysis
Table I11. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions. Type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism, Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness and Deinfluencing → Purchase intentions. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing as covariates.
	Outcome variable: Skepticism about Influencer Motives; R2=.41, F(8,402)=35.54, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	.62
	.39
	1.57
	.12
	-.16
	1.39

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.41
	.15
	-2.70
	.01
	-.70
	-.11

	Sponsored endorsement
	.08
	.16
	.50
	.62
	-.23
	.39

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	.55
	.22
	2.56
	.01
	.13
	.98

	Age
	.00
	.01
	-.40
	.69
	-.02
	.01

	Gender
	.43
	.17
	2.62
	.01
	.11
	.76

	Education
	.06
	.11
	.55
	.58
	-.16
	.28

	Familiarity
	.35
	.15
	2.30
	.02
	.05
	.65

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.67
	.04
	15.21
	.00
	.58
	.75

	Conditional effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Skepticism about influencer marketing 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	-.41
	.15
	-2.70
	.01
	-.70
	-.11

	Sponsored endorsement
	.15
	.16
	.94
	.35
	-.16
	.45

	Outcome variable: Influencer trustworthiness; R2 = .78, F(9,401)=160.62, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	7.82
	.25
	31.07
	.00
	7.32
	8.31

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	.07
	.10
	.68
	.50
	-.12
	.26

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.92
	.03
	-29.12
	.00
	-.99
	-.86

	Sponsored endorsement
	.15
	.10
	1.50
	.13
	-.05
	.35

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.06
	.14
	-.44
	.66
	-.33
	.21

	Age
	.01
	.01
	1.12
	.26
	.00
	.02

	Gender
	.06
	.11
	.59
	.56
	-.15
	.27

	Education
	.07
	.07
	1.04
	.30
	-.07
	.21

	Familiarity
	-.14
	.10
	-1.46
	.15
	-.33
	.05

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	.01
	.04
	.23
	.82
	-.06
	.08


Table I11. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions. Type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism, Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness and Deinfluencing → Purchase intentions. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing as covariates. (CONTINUED)
	Outcome variable: Purchase Intentions; R2 = .41, F(10,400)=27.68, p < .01

	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Constant
	4.86
	.81
	5.97
	.00
	3.26
	6.46

	Presence of deinfluencing content
	-.21
	.17
	-1.23
	.22
	-.54
	.13

	Skepticism about influencer motives
	-.30
	.10
	-3.03
	.00
	-.49
	-.10

	Influencer trustworthiness
	.33
	.09
	3.74
	.00
	.16
	.50

	Sponsored endorsement
	.08
	.18
	.43
	.66
	-.27
	.43

	Presence of deinfluencing content * Sponsored endorsement 
	-.19
	.24
	-.80
	.42
	-.67
	.28

	Age
	.01
	.01
	1.32
	.19
	-.01
	.03

	Gender
	-.31
	.19
	-1.67
	.10
	-.68
	.05

	Education
	.11
	.13
	.85
	.40
	-.14
	.35

	Familiarity
	-.74
	.17
	-4.33
	.00
	-1.08
	-.40

	Influencer marketing skepticism
	-.04
	.06
	-.66
	.51
	-.16
	.08

	Conditional direct effects of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions 

	
	Effect
	Standard error
	t
	p
	Lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	-.21
	.17
	-1.23
	.22
	-.54
	.13

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.40
	.17
	-2.31
	.02
	-.75
	-.06

	Conditional indirect effect of Presence of deinfluencing content on Purchase Intentions

	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Skepticism→ Purchase intentions*

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.12
	.07
	
	
	.01
	.27

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.04
	.05
	
	
	-.17
	.05

	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions**

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.02
	.03
	
	
	-.04
	.09

	Sponsored endorsement
	.00
	.03
	
	
	-.06
	.07


Table I11. Mediation path: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions. Type of endorsement as a moderator on Deinfluencing → Skepticism, Deinfluencing → Influencer Trustworthiness and Deinfluencing → Purchase intentions. Age, gender, education, familiarity with the featured brands and general skepticism towards influencer marketing as covariates. (CONTINUED)
	Indirect effect: Deinfluencing → Skepticism → Influencer Trustworthiness → Purchase intentions***

	
	Effect
	Bootstrapped standard error
	
	
	Bootstrapped lower limit of 95% confidence interval
	Bootstrapped upper limit of 95% confidence interval

	Non-sponsored endorsement
	.12
	.06
	
	
	.02
	.27

	Sponsored endorsement
	-.04
	.05
	
	
	-.15
	.05

	Notes: N=411; 
PROCESS 4.2 Macro (Model 85) with 5,000 bootstrap samples;
* Index of moderated mediation -.16, bootstrapped standard error .09, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.38,.-02; 
** Index of moderated mediation -.02, bootstrapped standard error .05, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.12,.07;
***Index of moderated mediation -.17, bootstrapped standard error .09, bootstrapped 95% confidence interval -.37,.-03.




[bookmark: _Toc212396194]Appendix J: Intentions to (un)follow the influencer as an alternative outcome variable
While not part of our pre-registered hypotheses, we explored whether sharing deinfluencing content provides additional benefits for influencers beyond improving trustworthiness. Specifically, we assessed participants’ intentions to follow or unfollow the influencer across all pre-registered studies. We did so as it is an outcome of relevance to the influencer (e.g., the number of followers may increase collaboration opportunities with brands).
Measures
Study 1a: Participants responded to a single-item question: “How likely are you to unfollow [INFLUENCER]?” (1 = “very unlikely,” 7 = “very likely”).
Studies 1b–3: To increase realism and reduce potential status quo bias (since online audiences typically encounter influencer content before deciding to follow them; see Beshears et al., 2015), we modified the item to measure follow intentions: “How likely are you to start following [INFLUENCER]?” (1 = “very unlikely,” 7 = “very likely”).
Results
The summary of results for the intention to follow influencer dependent variable are presented in Table J1.
Table J1. Summary of intention to (un)follow influencer as an outcome variable. 
	Study
	Measure
	Condition
	M
	F
	p
	η²
	Post-hoc

	Study 1a
	Unfollow intention
	No Deinfluencing
	3.68
	0.22
	.64
	N/A
	N/A

	
	
	Deinfluencing
	3.54
	
	
	
	

	Study 1b
	Follow intention
	No Deinfluencing
	3.48
	4.52
	.01
	.03
	No vs Balanced: p = .01; No vs Severe: p = .05; Balanced vs Severe: p = .90

	
	
	Balanced Deinfluencing
	4.24
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Severe Deinfluencing
	4.12
	
	
	
	

	Study 2
	Follow intention
	No Deinfluencing
	3.40
	8.68
	< .01
	.02
	N/A

	
	
	Deinfluencing
	3.99
	
	
	
	

	Study 3
	Follow intention
	No Deinfluencing
	3.00
	2.74
	.09
	.01
	N/A

	
	
	Deinfluencing
	3.30
	
	
	
	



Summary
Across studies, the pattern suggests that deinfluencing content enhances audiences’ willingness to follow influencers. The null result in Study 1a likely reflects the limitations of measuring unfollowing intentions, a context where participants may default to maintaining the status quo rather than indicating active disengagement. Once the measure was reframed to capture intentions to start following an influencer—closer to the actual decision consumers face when encountering content share by influencers on social media—results consistently showed higher follow intentions in deinfluencing conditions in Study 1b, Study 2, and Study 3. Taken together, these exploratory findings suggest that sharing deinfluencing content provides benefits for influencers beyond enhancing trustworthiness and the persuasiveness of their recommendations.
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