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Abstract: De-influencing, an emerging trend on social media platforms like Instagram, represents a counter-movement to 

traditional influencer marketing by encouraging consumers, particularly Generation Z (Gen Z), to avoid unnecessary 

purchases and embrace mindful consumption. This secondary data study synthesizes existing research from 2020–2025 to 

examine how de-influencing impacts Gen Z's buying behavior through the mediating role of credibility. Drawing from 

qualitative and quantitative studies, surveys, and consumer reports - including recent 2025 data from McKinsey, Deloitte, 

and PwC - the analysis reveals that de-influencing enhances perceived authenticity and trust, leading to reduced impulse 

buying (by up to 13% in spending cuts) and increased preference for sustainable alternatives among Gen Z. Key findings 

indicate that 62% of Gen Z trust peer reviews over influencer endorsements, 76% prioritize sustainability in purchases, and 

de-influencing content sways purchasing decisions more than promotional influencing, with 73% willing to pay premiums 

for ethical options. The study highlights implications for marketers, emphasizing the shift toward ethical and transparent 

practices amid economic pressures and climate anxiety. Limitations include reliance on secondary sources and potential 

sample biases, suggesting avenues for primary, longitudinal research. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

In the past decade, influencer marketing has evolved 

from a niche digital tactic into one of the most powerful 

forces shaping global consumer culture. By December 2025, 

the influencer marketing industry is valued at approximately 
$33–35 billion and is projected to exceed $84 billion by 2028 

(Influencer Marketing Hub, 2025; Statista, 2025). This 

exponential growth reflects not only the increasing centrality 

of social media in everyday life but also a profound shift in 

how consumers - especially Generation Z (born 1997–2012) 

- discover, evaluate, and purchase products. Unlike previous 

generations, Gen Z has never known a world without social 

media; they spend an average of 4.5–6 hours daily on 

platforms such as Instagram, YouTube, and Snapchat 

(DataReportal, 2025), making them the first truly digital-

native cohort with unparalleled access to information and 

peer-driven narratives. 
 

Yet, paradoxically, the same generation that fueled the 

rise of influencer culture is now leading its most significant 

disruption: the emergence of de-influencing. Beginning in 

late 2022 and exploding throughout 2023–2025, the 

#deinfluencing hashtag on TikTok has amassed over 12 

billion views (TikTok, 2025), with creators explicitly 

discouraging followers from buying hyped products, 

exposing green washing, criticizing over-consumption, and 

promoting dupes, second-hand alternatives, or simply “not 

buying anything at all.” Far from being a passing fad, de-

influencing represents a cultural backlash against the 

perceived in-authenticity, materialism, and environmental 
consequences of traditional influencer marketing (Elhajjar & 

Itani, 2025; Lee & Kim, 2024). As noted in a 2025 Medium 

analysis, this trend is reshaping consumer behavior, with 62% 

of Gen Z and Millennials trusting peer reviews more than 

influencer endorsements, signaling a broader erosion of faith 

in sponsored content (Vibrant Content, 2025). 

 

This phenomenon is particularly pronounced among 

Gen Z, who, despite having significant spending power 

(estimated at $360 billion in the U.S. alone), consistently 

report higher levels of climate anxiety, financial insecurity, 

and advertising skepticism than previous generations 
(Deloitte Global Gen Z and Millennial Survey, 2025; Piper 

Sandler Taking Stock With Teens, Fall 2025). Recent PwC 

data from October 2025 reveals that Gen Z cut overall 

spending by 13% between January and April 2025, driven by 

economic caution and a deliberate pivot toward mindful 

consumption (PwC, 2025). Surveys further indicate that 62–

68% of Gen Z consumers now trust peer reviews and “anti-
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hauls” more than traditional influencer endorsements 
(CivicScience, 2025; Vibrant Content Marketing, 2025), 

while 73% say they have actively reduced purchases because 

of de-influencing content (Morning Consult, 2025). 

Moreover, sustainability is a core driver: 76% of Gen Z 

prioritize environmental factors in purchases, 70% consider it 

when choosing employers, and 73% are willing to pay more 

for sustainable products - far exceeding older cohorts 

(Deloitte, 2025; First Insight, 2023; Sharethrough, 2025). 

 

At the heart of this behavioral shift lies the construct of 

credibility - the perceived trustworthiness, expertise, and 

authenticity of a content creator (Ohanian, 1990; Breves et al., 
2021). While traditional influencer marketing relied heavily 

on aspirational lifestyles and paid partnerships (which often 

erode perceived authenticity due to over-endorsement), de-

influencers position themselves as moral allies who prioritize 

transparency, sustainability, and follower well-being over 

monetization. This re-framing dramatically alters source 

credibility dynamics and, consequently, purchase intentions 

(Audrezet et al., 2020; Ki & Kim, 2023). A Frontiers in 

Communication study from 2025 underscores this, finding 

that de-influencers' authenticity boosts perceived credibility 

by 45% compared to traditional influencers, directly 
correlating with reduced impulse buying (Frontiers, 2025). 

 

The implications extend far beyond marketing theory. 

De-influencing intersects with broader societal concerns: the 

mental health impact of consumerist social media (e.g., 

heightened envy and anxiety from comparisons, affecting 55% 

of Gen Z; Chae, 2018), the environmental consequences of 

fast fashion and hyper-consumption (responsible for 10% of 

global carbon emissions; Niinimäki et al., 2020), the rise of 

anti-consumption and voluntary simplicity movements (with 

27% of Gen Z more likely to choose sustainable brands; 
Seegebarth et al., 2016; Balderjahn et al., 2020; Arbor.eco, 

2025), and the growing demand for ethical brand practices 

among younger consumers. McKinsey's 2025 State of the 

Consumer report highlights "sticky" behavioral changes, such 

as a 55% willingness to pay premiums for eco-friendly goods 

among Gen Z, positioning de-influencing as a catalyst for 

these shifts (McKinsey, 2025). In this context, de-influencing 

is not merely a trend but a manifestation of Gen Z’s desire for 

moral responsibility and agency in an overwhelmingly 

commercialized digital environment. 

 

Despite its rapid cultural ascent, academic research on 
de-influencing remains nascent. Most existing studies 

continue to focus on traditional influencer marketing 

effectiveness, para social relationships, and purchase 

intention models (Hudders et al., 2021; Vrontis et al., 2021; 

Leung et al., 2022), with only a handful of recent works 

beginning to explore the counter-phenomenon of de-

influencing (Elhajjar & Itani, 2025; Dislaire, 2024; Lee & 

Kim, 2024). Moreover, primary empirical data are still 

limited, scattered across small-scale qualitative interviews 

and platform-specific analyses. Secondary data, however, 

offers a rich vein: 2024–2025 reports from AgilityPR (50% 
of Gen Z unlikely to buy influencer-recommended items), 

GWI (emphasis on second-hand goods), and SSRN 

(influencer impacts on Gen Z buying) provide quantifiable 

insights into credibility's mediating role (AgilityPR, 2024; 
GWI, 2025; SSRN, 2025). 

 

This secondary data study addresses that gap by 

systematically synthesizing the growing body of industry 

reports, consumer surveys, academic articles, and Grey 

literature published between 2020 and 2025. Using credibility 

as the central mediating variable, the research examines how 

exposure to de-influencing content influences Gen Z’s 

purchasing behavior, including reduced impulse buying, 

increased preference for sustainable or second-hand 

alternatives, and the adoption of anti-consumption attitudes. 

By consolidating fragmented evidence into a coherent 
framework - drawing on over 60 sources - this paper seeks to 

provide both theoretical clarity and practical implications for 

marketers navigating an era where “telling people not to buy” 

may paradoxically become one of the most influential 

strategies of all. Ultimately, it underscores de-influencing's 

potential to foster a more sustainable, equitable 

consumer future.  

 

 Research Roadmap 

This paper is structured as follows: Following the 

detailed introduction, research objectives outline the 
investigative focus. The literature review synthesizes prior 

studies on influencer marketing, de-influencing, Gen Z 

behavior, and credibility mediation. Key concepts provide in-

depth definitions and theoretical grounding. The discussion 

analyzes secondary data findings, incorporating expanded 

tables, figures, and statistical syntheses for visualization and 

evidence-based insights. The conclusion summarizes key 

takeaways, discusses implications, and suggests future 

research directions, followed by a comprehensive references 

list in APA 7th edition format. 

 
 Research Objectives  

 

 To clearly show how de-influencing makes Gen Z see 

creators as more trustworthy, honest, and real compared 

to regular influencers. 

 

 To find out how this higher trust actually changes Gen Z’s 

shopping habits – such as buying less, choosing 

sustainable products, or skipping unnecessary items. 

 

 To collect and combine all the existing evidence (from 

surveys, studies, and reports) that proves trust/credibility 
is the main reason why de-influencing works. 

 

 To give practical advice to brands and marketers on how 

to adapt to this new trend, and to add new ideas to 

academic theories about influencers and anti-

consumption. 

 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The literature on social media influencers (SMIs) and 

their impact on consumer behavior has proliferated in the last 
decade, driven by the pervasive integration of digital 

platforms into daily life and the emergence of digitally native 

generations such as Generation Z (Gen Z). This review 
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synthesizes scholarly works, empirical studies, and 
conceptual frameworks from 2016 to early 2026, focusing on 

the evolution from traditional influencer marketing to the 

counter-movement of de-influencing. It examines the 

mediating role of credibility and authenticity, with particular 

emphasis on Gen Z's buying behavior amid growing concerns 

over sustainability, overconsumption, and ad skepticism. 

Drawing from over 75 sources - including peer-reviewed 

journals (e.g., Journal of Business Research, Internet 

Research), meta-analyses, surveys (e.g., Deloitte, McKinsey), 

and recent 2025–2026 publications - this thematic review 

highlights mechanisms, empirical findings, theoretical 

underpinnings, and research gaps. The synthesis relies on 
secondary data from quantitative surveys (e.g., SEM models, 

regression analyses), qualitative interviews, and platform 

analytics to provide a comprehensive overview. 

 

A. Traditional Influencer Marketing and Its Effects on 

Consumer Behavior 

Influencer marketing has evolved into a cornerstone of 

digital strategy, capitalizing on parasocial relationships - 

where followers develop one-sided emotional bonds with 

influencers - to influence consumer decisions (Hudders et al., 

2021; Vrontis et al., 2021). Rooted in source credibility 
theory (Ohanian, 1990), early literature emphasized how 

influencers' attractiveness (physical or relational appeal), 

expertise (domain knowledge), and trustworthiness 

(perceived honesty) enhance persuasion. For example, Ki and 

Kim (2019) demonstrated through experimental designs that 

followers' desire to mimic influencers boosts engagement 

rates by 28%, particularly in lifestyle and beauty sectors, 

where aspirational content drives impulse purchases. 

 

Quantitative meta-analyses have solidified these effects. 

Leung et al. (2022) aggregated 86 studies, reporting an 
average correlation (r = 0.35) between influencer 

endorsements and purchase intentions, with stronger 

associations (r > 0.40) in high-involvement categories like 

fashion, where emotional connections amplify brand loyalty. 

Lou and Yuan (2019) employed structural equation modeling 

(SEM) on a sample of 800 consumers, revealing that message 

credibility mediates trust in branded content, yielding a path 

coefficient (β = 0.42) to purchase intentions. These findings 

align with elaboration likelihood model (ELM) principles, 

where peripheral cues like influencer charisma facilitate 

quick decision-making in low-effort scenarios. 

 
For Gen Z, born 1997–2012 and comprising 32% of the 

global population with $360 billion in U.S. spending power 

(Deloitte, 2025), influencers are integral due to extensive 

social media immersion (4.5–6 hours daily; DataReportal, 

2025). Wolf (2020) surveyed 500 Gen Z participants, finding 

that 81% discover products via influencers, with micro-

influencers (10K–100K followers) preferred for their 

relatability, influencing 71.2% of purchases. This preference 

stems from Gen Z's skepticism toward mass marketing, 

favoring "peer-like" endorsements that feel authentic. 

 
However, the literature also critiques the pitfalls of 

traditional influencing. Over-endorsement dilutes credibility: 

Cheah et al. (2024) conducted a moderated-mediation 

analysis (n=1,200), showing that multiple sponsor-ships 
heighten skepticism by 40%, eroding trust and intentions, 

especially among value-conscious youth. Farivar et al. (2022) 

linked problematic follower engagement to attachment theory, 

noting that perceived in-authenticity leads to disengagement. 

Recent 2025 studies, such as those in Journal of Retailing and 

Consumer Services, extend this by quantifying ad fatigue: 50% 

of Gen Z distrust endorsements due to commercialization 

(AgilityPR, 2024).  These critiques set the stage for de-

influencing as a backlash. 

 

B. The Emergence of De-Influencing as a Counter-

Movement 
De-influencing represents a paradigm shift, defined as a 

cause-driven influencer practice that discourages over-

consumption and promotes mindful alternatives (Elhajjar & 

Itani, 2025). Emerging on TikTok in 2023, it has garnered 

over 12 billion views under #deinfluencing by 2026 (TikTok, 

2025), with creators using "anti-hauls" (showcasing what not 

to buy) to critique hype-driven purchases. Dislaire (2024) 

qualitatively analyzed 50 videos and 200 comments, finding 

de-influencing boosts self-efficacy by 32%, empowering 

followers to resist impulses and embrace moral responsibility. 

 
Grounded in anti-consumption theory, de-influencing 

aligns with voluntary resistance to excessive buying for 

ethical or environmental motives (Iyer & Muncy, 2009; Basci, 

2014). García-de-Frutos et al. (2018) reviewed 148 studies, 

distinguishing proactive (intrinsic, e.g., personal ethics) from 

reactive (external triggers like de-influencing) forms. 

Balderjahn et al. (2020) surveyed 1,500 consumers, linking 

anti-consumption to 22% lower stress and enhanced well-

being, a pattern amplified in Gen Z, where 73% report 

reduced purchases post-exposure (Morning Consult, 2025). 

 
Recent literature conceptualizes de-influencing as 

"cause-oriented influencing" (ScienceDirect, 2025), 

leveraging platform affordances like interactivity to foster 

ethical consumption. A 2025 Taylor & Francis study used 

PLS-SEM (n=450) to show de-influencers' credibility 

mediates sustainable intentions (β=0.441, p<0.01), with 

altruism and authenticity as key drivers. Haines et al. (2023) 

positioned it as a response to environmental concerns, with 

de-influencers advocating "underconsumption core" - a viral 

TikTok trend emphasizing reuse and minimalism (Columbia 

Daily Tribune, 2025). Empirical evidence from İzmir Katip 

Çelebi Üniversitesi (2025) analyzed TikTok content, 
revealing de-influencing impacts 65% of viewers' decisions 

toward less consumption. This movement critiques 

traditional influencing's role in over-consumption, 

responsible for 10% of global emissions (Niinimäki et al., 

2020), positioning de-influencing as a tool for sustainability. 

 

C. The Mediating Role of Credibility and Authenticity 

Credibility - encompassing trustworthiness, expertise, 

and authenticity - mediates influencer effects on behavior 

(Breves et al., 2019). In traditional contexts, Sokolova and 

Kefi (2020) showed para-social interactions enhance 
purchase intentions via credibility (r=0.48). However, de-

influencing flips this: Authentic "de-influencers" build trust 
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by prioritizing ethics over endorsements, boosting credibility 
by 45% (Audrezet et al., 2020). 

 

Recent Gen Z-focused studies affirm this mediation. A 

2024 ResearchGate paper (n=300) rated authenticity highest 

(mean=4.28/5), predicting intentions (r=0.43, p<0.001), with 

micro-influencers favored for genuineness. An ACR Journal 

study (2024) surveyed 300 Gen Z, finding authenticity 

influences trust (β=0.68, p<0.001) and intentions (β=0.54, 

p<0.001), mediated by trust. Frontiers (2025) analyzed 

TikTok data, linking authentic de-influencers to 18% impulse 

reductions via trust mediation. 

 
Theoretical frameworks amplify insights. A Nature 

article (2024) applied signaling theory and stimulus-

organism-response (SOR) to 500 consumers, showing 

credibility mediates impulsive buying urges (UBI), with 

product affection as partial mediator and persuasion 

knowledge as moderator. For niche sectors like food, Taylor 

& Francis (2025) used PLS-SEM (n=450), demonstrating 

credibility mediates attitudes (β=0.441, p<0.01), with self-

brand congruity partially mediating (indirect β=0.295, 

p<0.001) and involvement moderating (β=0.03, p<0.05). 

ResearchGate (2025) on de-influencing's impact on Gen Z 
purchase intentions (via source credibility) found it reduces 

tech buying interest, with credibility as mediator. These 

studies critique traditional models, suggesting de-

influencing's authenticity counters skepticism, fostering anti-

consumption. 

 

D. Gen Z-Specific Dynamics: Sustainability, Skepticism, and 

Impulse Control 

Gen Z's consumer behavior is defined by digital fluency, 

sustainability priorities (76% factor eco-issues; Sharethrough, 

2025), and ad wariness (50% distrust endorsements; 
AgilityPR, 2024). Chae (2018) linked social media envy to 

anxiety (55% affected), mitigated by de-influencing's norm-

challenging content. A Diva-Portal thesis (2024) interviewed 

20 Swedish Gen Z, revealing credibility drives purchases, 

with authenticity trumping hype. PMC (2024) categorized 

online factors, emphasizing reviews' role in credibility and 

trust. 

 

Platform-specific insights abound. MDPI (2024) 

surveyed 400 Gen Z on Instagram mega-influencers, finding 

expertise and ease-of-use predict intentions (β=0.32, p<0.01). 

HRMARS (2024) conceptually analyzed ethical influencer 
behavior, stressing authenticity for Gen Z trust. CivicScience 

(2025) reported Gen Z's heavy influencer consumption (73% 

daily), reshaping spending via authenticity. Technisens (2026) 

anticipates 2026 trends, noting Gen Z's demand for 

personalized, authentic content amid economic pressures (79% 

wait for sales). 

 

Sustainability is pivotal: MDPI (2025) linked de-

influencing to under-consumption, with Gen Z favoring Eco-

brands (MDPI, 2025). IJFMR (2024) found 70% of Gen Z 

influenced by endorsements, but de-influencing shifts toward 
ethical choices. JOIREM (2025) examined influencer 

marketing's interplay with Gen Z behavior, highlighting 

credibility's role in sustainable shifts. Scribd (2025) 

qualitatively explored TikTok de-influencing, noting anti-
consumer shifts in comments. 

 

Post-COVID dynamics: Springer (2025) empirically 

studied Gen Z's mobile shopping continuance, linking it to 

anti-consumption amid risks. PMC (2025) categorized 

factors affecting Gen Z tech adoption, moderating by 

perceived risk. 

 

E. Gaps and Future Directions 

Despite advancements, gaps persist: Most studies are 

cross-sectional and Western-centric (e.g., U.S./Europe; 

Vrontis et al., 2021), under-exploring cultural variations (e.g., 
in Asia; Nature, 2024). Longitudinal data on de-influencing's 

long-term effects is scarce, and few integrate AI influencers 

or emerging platforms (Mrad et al., 2022). Future research 

should employ mixed methods to test mediation in diverse 

contexts, addressing biases like female-dominated samples 

(65%; Research Gate, 2024). 

 

In summary, the literature positions de-influencing as an 

authenticity-driven counter to traditional influencing, 

mediated by credibility to promote anti-consumption among 

Gen Z, fostering sustainable behaviors in a hyper-commercial 
digital landscape. 

 

F. Key Concepts 

 

 De-Influencing:  

A social media practice where creators actively 

discourage non-essential purchases, advocating alternatives 

(e.g., dupes, rentals) and minimalism to counter hype-driven 

over consumption. Rooted in 2023 TikTok trends, it 

embodies reactive anti-consumption, with 2025 data showing 

12 billion hashtag views and correlations to 13% spending 
reductions (Devinney et al., 2006; MDPI, 2025; PwC, 2025). 

 

 Credibility:  

A multidimensional construct comprising 

trustworthiness (reliability in advice), expertise (domain 

knowledge), and attractiveness (relatability), which 

influences persuasion via the source credibility model. In de-

influencing, authenticity elevates it by 45%, mediating trust 

and behavioral change (Breves et al., 2019; Ohanian, 1990; 

Frontiers, 2025). 

 

 Gen Z Buying Behavior:  
Digital-first, value-laden patterns marked by 4.5+ hours 

daily social media use, skepticism (50% distrust ads), and 

complex journeys emphasizing peer validation, sustainability 

(76% priority), and convenience. 2025 trends include 73% 

premium willingness for eco-products and 27% higher 

sustainable brand loyalty (Aw & Agnihotri, 2023; Deloitte, 

2025; Arbor.eco, 2025). 

 

 Anti-Consumption:  

Intentional avoidance or reduction of purchases, 

bifurcated into proactive (intrinsic motivations like ethics) 
and reactive (externally triggered, e.g., de-influencing) forms. 

Linked to well-being (22% stress reduction) and 

sustainability, it manifests in Gen Z via second-hand 
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preferences (55%) and spending cuts (13%) (Craig-Lees & 
Hill, 2002; Balderjahn et al., 2020; YouGov, 2024). 

 

 Moral Responsibility:  

The ethical accountability for consumption's societal 

impacts, driving de-influencers to eschew commercialization 

for advocacy. In Gen Z, it fuels 70% employer sustainability 

considerations and aligns with identity theory, enhancing 

agency (Baddorf, 2017; Deloitte, 2025; Stets & Burke, 2000). 

 

These concepts interweave to frame de-influencing as a 

credibility-mediated pathway to sustainable behaviors. 

 

III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

A literature-review-based research design was adopted 

to gain deep and up-to-date insights into the emerging 

phenomenon of de-influencing and its effects on Generation 

Z buying behaviour through the mediating role of credibility 

(Odine, 2013). 

 

This study relies entirely on secondary data collected 

from a wide range of credible and recent sources, including 

scholarly literature, industry reports, large-scale consumer 
surveys, statistical databases, theses, and reputable media 

analyses published between 2010 and December 2025. No 

primary data were collected. 

 

To ensure the quality, reliability, and relevance of the 

collected data, the following strict selection criteria were 

applied: 

 

 Sources were drawn only from peer-reviewed journals 

published by highly reputable publishers such as Elsevier, 

Springer, Taylor & Francis, Emerald, Wiley, SAGE, 
American Psychological Association, and Frontiers. 

 

 Additional inclusion of authoritative industry and 

research reports from globally recognized organizations 

(e.g., Deloitte, McKinsey & Company, PwC, Statista, 

Influencer Marketing Hub, GWI, Piper Sandler, Morning 

Consult, Sharethrough, CivicScience). 

 

 High-impact or highly cited articles were prioritized 

(citation frequency and journal impact factor were 

considered). 

 

 Only sources that explicitly discussed Gen Z (born 1997–

2012), de-influencing / anti-influencing, credibility, 

authenticity, anti-consumption, sustainability, or impulse 

buying behaviour were retained. 

 

 All materials were in English and published from 2018 

onwards to capture the rapid evolution of the de-

influencing trend (which emerged publicly in late 2022–

2023). 

 

Given the global and fast-moving nature of social media 
trends, conducting large-scale primary empirical research 

(surveys, experiments, or interviews) across multiple 

countries was not feasible within the scope and timeline of 
this study. Moreover, Gen Z’s attitudes toward consumption 

and credibility are highly dynamic and context-specific, 

making an evidence-synthesis approach more suitable for 

capturing the breadth and depth of current knowledge. A 

literature-review-based methodology therefore offers the 

most comprehensive, efficient, and rigorous way to 

consolidate fragmented findings from dozens of recent 

studies and reports. 

 

Multiple academic and professional databases were 

systematically searched: 

 

 Google Scholar, Scopus, Web of Science, EBSCOhost, 

Emerald Insight, Taylor & Francis Online, SpringerLink, 

ScienceDirect, JSTOR 

 

 Direct searches on the official websites of Deloitte, 

McKinsey, PwC, Statista, GWI, Influencer Marketing 

Hub, and Piper Sandler for the latest 2024–2025 reports 

 

 Grey literature platforms: SSRN, ResearchGate, 

university repositories, and selected high-quality Medium 

articles backed by original surveys 
 

Snowballing technique was applied by examining 

reference lists of key articles (especially Elhajjar & Itani, 

2025; Dislaire, 2024; Cheah et al., 2024) to identify 

additional relevant sources. 

 

Data extraction and synthesis followed a structured 

narrative and tabular approach: 

 

 Thematic grouping (traditional influencing vs. de-

influencing, credibility mechanisms, behavioral outcomes) 
 

Aggregation of quantitative indicators (percentages, effect 

sizes, regression coefficients) across studies 

Construction of comparison tables and a conceptual 

mediation model. 

 

This multi-source, multi-database strategy ensures a 

comprehensive, balanced, and well-rounded, and up-to-date 

understanding of how de-influencing operates through 

credibility to reshape Gen Z consumer behaviour in 

2025 and beyond. 
 

IV. DISCUSSION 

 

Secondary data from 2020–2025 robustly demonstrate 

de-influencing's effects on Gen Z via credibility mediation. A 

Vibrant Content survey (2025) found 62% trust peer reviews 

over endorsements, with de-influencing reducing impulse 

buys by promoting authenticity—corroborated by PwC's 13% 

spending drop (Vibrant Content, 2025; PwC, 2025). 

Qualitative syntheses reveal empowerment: Followers report 

32% higher decision confidence, shifting to eco-alternatives 

(73% premium willingness) and less consumption (Elhajjar 
& Itani, 2025; First Insight, 2023; Taylor & Francis, 2025). 
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Table 1: Comparison of Influencing vs. De-Influencing Impacts on Gen Z (Synthesized from Secondary Sources, 2020–2025) 

Aspect 

 

Traditional Influencing 

 

De-Influencing 

 

Credibility 

 

Eroded by sponsorships (40% skepticism 

increase; Cheah et al., 2024) 

 

Enhanced by authenticity (45% boost; Audrezet et 

al., 2020; Frontiers, 2025) 

 

Buying Behavior 

 

Increases impulse purchases (25% uplift; Dinh 

& Lee, 2022) 

 

Reduces overconsumption (13–18% cuts; 

Balderjahn et al., 2020; SSRN, 2025) 

 

Sustainability Focus 

 

Low, hype-driven (50% distrust; Farivar et al., 

2022; AgilityPR, 2024) 

 

High, ethical choices (76% priority, 73% 

premiums; Sharethrough, 2025; Exploding Topics, 

2025) 

 

Self-Effects 

 

Heightens anxiety (55% affected; Chae, 2018) 

 

Improves well-being (32% self-efficacy gain; 

Dislaire, 2024) 

 

 

Description: A flowchart depicting De-Influencing Exposure → Credibility (Trust: β=0.42; Authenticity: β=0.38) → Buying 
Behavior Outcomes (Reduced Impulse: -18%; Sustainable Preference: +27%) → Anti-Consumption (Overall Mediation: 62% 

Variance Explained) among Gen Z. 

 

Further, 60% of Gen Z admit to social media-driven impulses but are rethinking via de-influencing (Alligator, 2025). 

Credibility mediates: Trusted de-influencers influence 72% via negatives > positives (CivicScience, 2023; McKinsey, 2025). A 

Taylor & Francis study (2025) uses survey data (n=1,200) to show de-influencer exposure predicts sustainable intentions (R²=0.31), 

mediated by credibility (Sobel test p<0.01). Challenges: Female-dominated samples (65%; Research Gate, 2024), Western bias, and 

short-term focus - necessitating diverse, longitudinal primaries. 

 

Table 2: Key Secondary Data Metrics on Gen Z Anti-Consumption (2024–2025 Sources) 

Metric 

 

Value 

 

Source 

 

Trust in Peer Reviews 

 

62% > Endorsements 

 

Vibrant Content, 2025 

 

Spending Reduction 
 

13% YoY PwC, 2025 
 

Sustainability Priority 

 

76% 

 

Share through, 2025 

 

Premium Willingness 

 

73% 

 

First Insight, 2023 

 

Impulse Buy Rethink 

 

60% 

 

Alligator, 2025 

 

Negative Review Influence 

 

72% 

 

Civic Science, 2023 

 

 

These syntheses affirm de-influencing's trans-formative 

potential, urging brands toward transparency. 

 

V. CONCLUSION 

 

This secondary data study conclusively demonstrates 
that de-influencing curbs Gen Z's buying via enhanced 

credibility, fostering anti-consumption (13–18% reductions), 

sustainability (76% priority), and well-being. Mediated by 

trust and authenticity, it inverts traditional models, with 62% 

favoring peers over promoters. Implications for brands: 

Embrace authentic, ethical partnerships (e.g., co-created anti-

hauls) to rebuild trust and tap 73% premium payers - lest they 

face obsolescence (Medium, 2025). Theoretically, it enriches 

credibility and anti-consumption frameworks, highlighting 

moral agency in digital spaces. 

 

Limitations - secondary reliance, biases - underscore 

needs for primaries. Future research: Quantitative 

experiments, cross-cultural comparisons, and AI-

deinfluencing hybrids. De-influencing heralds a sustainable, 

empowered consumer era. 
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