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Abstract

The dissertation examines transparency paradoxes in Greek fashion influencer marketing
through a dual-pathway Expectancy Violations Theory model that integrates a negative
disclosure route and a positive empathic-attunement route. Data were collected with an
online Self-Administered Questionnaire (SAQ) from a non-probability convenience
sample of 343 Greek social media users who follow fashion influencers. The SAQ was
structured in 12 sections and 24 questions (excluding Likert-scale statements), covering
engagement and follower behavior, demographics, sponsorship cues, and the study
constructs. Confirmatory Factor Analysis validated the model, followed by regression and
bootstrapped mediation and moderated-mediation analyses. Thirteen of the eighteen
hypotheses were not supported, while five were. Findings indicate that sponsorship
disclosure does not directly increase influencer avoidance, influencer switching, or brand
avoidance. Instead, effects arise indirectly through psychological contract violation, with
non-disclosure linked to higher perceived violation. In parallel, perceived empathic
attunement increases recommendation acceptance partly through social presence,
underscoring the persuasive power of socio-emotive presence (social presence). The study
advances explanation beyond “disclosure helps or harms” debates by demonstrating a
mechanism-based, dual-process account in the digital marketing literature in which
transparency operates primarily through relational breach (psychological contract

violation), while persuasive effectiveness is achieved through socio-emotive presence.

Keywords

Transparency paradox, Fashion influencer marketing, Sponsorship disclosure, Expectancy
Violations Theory (EVT), Psychological contract violation (PCV), Empathic attunement,

Social presence
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AITIAOMATIKH EPT'AXIA

«JTapdooa dropdvelag 6To PapKeETIVYK emppong nodoc otnv EALGda: ‘Eva
povtého Ocwpiag [MapaPioong [posdokidv yio To CHUOTA ATOKAAV YNNG Kol
TOV EVGLVOLGONTIKO GUVTOVIGUO

Ocodmpa Agpéka,
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Iepiinyn

H mopovoa dumhopoatiky epyocio efetaler 1o mopddolo S10pdvelng ©6T0 €AANVIKO
HApKETIVYK UOSAG HEC® EMPPOEMV, OEIOTOIOVTOS £VO HOVTEAO OUTANG O10pOUnNG TNG
Ocwpiag [MapaPioong [Mpocdokidv (Expectancy Violations Theory) mov evompatover pia
apVNTIKY O100pop] amokdAvynG Kot pio OeTikn dtadpoun eveuvaisOnTikov GLVTOVIGUOYD.
Ta dedopéva cLAAEYOMKOY HEG® S10d1KTLOKOY AvTosLUTANPOVEVOL Epmtnuatoioyiov
(Self-Administered Questionnaire, SAQ) oand éva pn mbavoroykd deiyuo gvkoAiog 343
EAMvov ypnotodv pécmv KOvmvIKNg SKTomong mov akoilovbolv emppoeic ndoag. To
epOTNUATOAOYI0 dopnOnke og 12 evdtnteg Ko 24 epMTNGEIS, KOADTTOVTAG TNV EUTAOKN
KO TN COUTEPIPOPE TV aKoA0VOWV, Ta ONUOYPOPIKA GTOLYEIN, TO GTIUOTO YOPMYING Kot
11 Paocikég peraPintég g perémc. H  EmPePourwtikny IHopayovrikry Avéivon
(Confirmatory Factor Analysis) emkOpmoe 10 pOVTELO, €V oKOAOVONGAV OVOADGELS
TOAVOPOUNONG Kol aVAAVGELS dlapesolafnong kot peTpalopevng dapesorapnong pe
bootstrap. Askotpeic amd Tig dekookT® vVwoBEoelg dev vmootnpiydnkav, evd méEVe
vrootnpiyOnkav. Ta suvpruata deiyvovv 4Tt N amokaAvyN yopnyiog dev avéavel dueca
TNV ATOPLYN TOL EMPPOEN, TNV AAAAYT ETPPOE 1] TNV ATOPLYN NG Hbpkoc. Avtibeta, ot
EMOPACEIS TPOKVTTOVV EUUESH PEGH TNG TTapaPiaons yuyoloykol cupfoAaiov, pe ™ un
amokdAvYN vo. cuvoéetarl pe vynAotepn avtiaupavouevn mopafioon. IHopdAinia, o
avTIAaUPovOIEVOS eVveLVILGONTIKOG GUVTOVIGHOGC OVEAVEL TNV OTOd0YN] GLGTACEWV &£V
HEPEL HEGM TNG KOWMVIKNG TOPOVGING, OVOOEIKVVOVTOS TV TEIGTIKT] 1GYV TNG KOWMVIKO-
ocuvaloOnuotikng mapovoiag. H pelétn mpoywpd mépa amd ™ cvlitnon «n amokdivym
Bonba M PramtEw, TEKuMpOVOVTOS, oTN PAoypapio TOL YNEKOL HAPKETIVYK, Lo
e€nynon unyaviopov, dumhng olepyaciog €Enynon, 0mov 1 dwedvela Asttovpyel kvupimg
pécm oyeolokng pnéng  (mopafioon  wouyxoroywold cuvppoAraiov), &vd 1 WEIGTIKN

OTOTEAEGLOTIKOTITO EMTVYYAVETAL HECH KOWMOVIKO-CLUVUIGONLOTIKNG TOPOLGIOG.
AéEag — Khreoua

[Mopadolo odwpdvelng, Mdpketvyk podag HEGH emppotmv, Amoxkdivym yopnyiog,
Ocopia [MapaPiaong Iposdokiwv (EVT), IMapaPiaon youyoroyuwot cvpfoiaiov (PCV),

Evouvaisnticog suvroviopdc, Kowvovikn mapovsio

Postgraduate Dissertation 7



Table of Contents

N o - Vo PSSR 5
TLEPTATIYM <o 7
LI Lo] (o) 041 ] £ USSR 8
LSE OF FIGUIES ...ttt ettt ettt et e 9
TS 0 I o] L= PP SPRR 10
List of ADDreviations & ACTONYIMS ........oiiiiiiiiiieiie et 13
Chapter 1 — INErOTUCTION .......ooiuiieiii ettt 14
1.1 Research aim and research problem ... 14
1.2 RESEArCh ODJECTIVES. ... 14
1.3 RESEAICN @PPrOACK ...ttt 16

1.4 Importance of the topic, expected contributions and justification for the focus
OF TNE STUAY ..o 17
1.5 Structure Of the diSSErTatiON.........ccuveiiiie e 17
Chapter 2 - Definition of the CONCEPLS. ......covieiiiiiie e 19
Chapter 3 — SItuAtION ANAIYSIS.......viiiiiiiie e 25
Chapter 4 Theoretical framework, literature review and research model ......................... 30
Chapter 5: Research Methodology ..........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiic e 46
5.1 Research motive, research approach, and research method .............cccccoeevveinenn, 46
5.2 Sample, Sampling Strategy, Process and Data Collection..............cccccceevvveinnnnn, 47
5.3 Measures, measurement of variables and variables’ level of measurement ......... 49
5.4 Structure of the research INStrUMENT ..........cooiiiiiiiiie e 56
5.5 Tools and StatistiCal ANAIYSES ..........eceiuieiiiieeiii e 57
Chapter 6: RESEArCH FESUILS...........eeiiiie et 61
6.1 Sample characteristics and descriptive StatiStiCS ...........ccveevvveiiiieeiiie e 61
6.2 Interpretation of questionnaire reSUILS...........ocovvveiiie e 62
6.3 Confirmatory factor analySiS ...........cccocuvriiiie e 63
6.4 HYPOTNESIS tESTING ....eeivvieeeiee ettt e e e e snne e 66
6.4.1 Correlation @analySIS ...........eeiiieeiiie e 66
6.4.2 Mediation @NAIYSIS ........cciiuiieiiiee ettt 68
6.4.3 MOderation @NalYSIS.........ccuvieiieieiiie i 72
6.5 Summary of hypotheses tEStING .........cocueeeiiie e 87
6.6 Empirical Tested MOdel...........cooviiiiiii e 91
Chapter 7 — DISCUSSION ......eeeiiiieeiiee ettt ettt e et e e st e e st e e annee e 95

7.1 The degree of answering the research objectives and the support of the

INILIAL ASSUMPLIONS ...t re e e e e e 95
7.2 Relating the findings to earlier WOrk ............cocoeiviiiiiiic e 96
7.3 Theoretical and research implications .............cccovveiiie e 97
7.4 Practical IMPlCAtIONS..........ccvviiiiie e 98
7.5 Further research and limMitations ...........cccoceiiieiiieiie e 99
Chapter 8 — CONCIUSION........ccuiieiiii e 100
RETEIEINCES ...ttt ettt 102
Appendix A: “QUESTIONNAITE” ........oviiiiiiiiiiii it 123
COVER LETTER. ...ttt ettt ant et e e e anbeennee s 123
SYNOAEYTIKH EITIZETOAH ...oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiierneinnneenesesenrenennns 132
Appendix B: “Tables and Figures”..........ooooiiiiioiiiiii e 146

Postgraduate Dissertation 8



List of Figures

Figure 4.1 : Research model. ........oooueiiiiiiiiie s 45
Figure 6.1 : Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Path Diagram of the Measurement
Model with Standardized Factor LOAdiNgs. ........c.covveriueeriienieiiieeieeseeeee e 65
Figure 6.2 : Mediating role of psychological contract violation in the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and influencer avoidanCe. .........cocccevvieeeiiieesiiee e 69
Figure 6.3 : Mediating role of psychological contract violation in the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and influencer SWItChiNg. ........cccoevvveiiiieeiiieecee e 70
Figure 6.4 : Mediating role of psychological contract violation in the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and brand avoidance. ............cocveeerieeeriieeesie e 71
Figure 6.5 : Mediating role of social presence in the relationship between perceived
empathic attunement and recommendation aCCEPLanCe. .........ccceevvveeerveeerveeerreeerree e 72
Figure 6.6 : Interaction effect of sponsorship disclosure and honesty declaration on
psychological contract VIOIAtION. .........cccueeeeiiriiiie e 73
Figure 6.7 : Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer switching
through psychological contract violation across levels of honesty declaration. .............. 75
Figure 6.8 : Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on brand avoidance
through psychological contract violation across levels of honesty declaration. ............... 76
Figure 6.9 : Interaction effect of sponsorship disclosure and follower cynicism on
psychological CoNtract VIOIAtION. .........cccuveieiiieeciie e 77
Figure 6.10 : Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer avoidance
through psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism. ................. 79
Figure 6.11 : Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer switching
through psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism. ................. 80
Figure 6.12 : Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on brand avoidance
through psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism. ................. 82
Figure 6.13 : Interaction effect of perceived empathic attunement and product frame on
SOCIAI PIESEINCE. . ..viieiiie ettt et et e et e et e e et e e e tae e e sateeesaseeesssaeesnsaseansseeanseeennseeanns 83

Figure 6.14 :Conditional indirect effect of perceived empathic attunement on
recommendation acceptance through social presence across product frame conditions. .. 85
Figure 6.15 : Interaction effect of perceived empathic attunement and product frame on

recommendation ACCEPTANCE. ....c.cuiiiiiiiiieiiienieeiee sttt sttt stee s st e s e e aeesnaee e 86
Figure 6.16 :Research model including the research hypotheses results.............cccocu..... 87
Figure 6.17 : The four individual regression fitted line plotS ..........cccoeeevvieeiiieeciieee. 93
Figure 6.18 : Empirical Tested MOdel. ........coooouiiiiiiieeiee e 94
Figure B.1: Mean levels of influencer avoidance across sponsorship disclosure

(0701310 1§ [0 0TSSR 168

Figure B.2 :Mean levels of influencer switching across sponsorship disclosure conditions.169
Figure B.3 :Mean levels of brand avoidance across sponsorship disclosure conditions. 169

Postgraduate Dissertation 9



List of Tables

Table 4-1 : The operational definitions of the key-CONStructs............ccocevveevieenieeneennnen. 44
Table 5-1 : Operationalization of variables, measurement and questionnaire items of
VANTADIES. ..ot e e et e e et e e e neeennreeens 55
Table 6-1 : Hypotheses’ reSUILS. ......covveiiiiiriiiiieiieesie ettt 89
Table B-1: Chi-square test and overall model fit of the confirmatory factor analysis. ... 146
Table B-2 : Additional fit indices of the confirmatory factor analysis modeil. ................ 146
Table B-3 : Other fit measures of the confirmatory factor analysis model. .................... 147
TableB-4 :Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test results. ..........ccceereeeniieiniieeeriie e 148
Table B-5 :Bartlett’s test Of SPheriCity......cuvercireriieeiiiieeiiee s 149
Table B-6 : R-squared values of the CFA INAICALOrS.........ccceeevieeeriiieeeiiee e 150
Table B-7 :Standardized factor loadings and parameter estimates of the CFA model..... 152
Table B-8 : Factor variances of the CFA Model. .........ccoceeviiiiieniiinicceeeee, 152
Table B-9 : Factor covariances of the CFA Model. .........cccoovveeviiiiiiniiiniiiienieeeeee, 154
Table B-10 :Independent samples t-test results for influencer avoidance. ...................... 154
Table B-11 :Shapiro-Wilk normality test for influencer avoidance residuals. ................ 154
Table B-12 :Group descriptives for influencer avoidance. ..........cccccceeevveenvieeesieeennnen. 154
Table B-13 : Independent samples t-test results for influencer switching........................ 155
Table B-14 : Shapiro-Wilk normality test for influencer switching residuals. ................ 155
Table B-15 :Group descriptives for influencer switching. ........ccccoecovveecieviiie e, 155
Table B-16 : Independent samples t-test results for brand avoidance. .............cccoeeen.. 155
Table B-17 : Shapiro-Wilk normality test for brand avoidance residuals. ...................... 155
Table B-18 :Group descriptives for brand avoidance. ...........ccoccveeeeciveeiciee s eciee e, 156
Table B-19 : Spearman correlation between perceived empathic attunement and
recommendation ACCEPTANCE. ........ievueeiiieeriieiiesiee sttt et ste et e st esae e et e e beesabeeniaeens 156
Table B-20 :Model summary for regression analysis predicting recommendation
acceptance from perceived empathic attunement. ..........ccocuveeeciieeciiie e 156
Table B-21 : ANOVA results for regression model predicting recommendation

ACCEPTANCE. ...veeuvteeteeeitee sttt eteestee sttt e s bt e ebee sttt e sbeeesbeesabeesbe e e beeenbeesaseebeesabeesnbeennbeenbeeenneas 157
Table B-22 :Regression coefficients predicting recommendation acceptance from
perceived empathiC attUNBMENT. ..........cooviieiiee e e e e s 157
Table B-23 :Mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer avoidance through psychological contract violation. ..............cccccccvveeiieennnee. 158
Table B-24 :Mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer switching through psychological contract violation. ..............ccccccevveeiieennnee. 158
Table B-25 : Mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on brand
avoidance through psychological contract violation. ............cccceeevvieiiieeiciee e 158
Table B-26 : Mediation analysis for the indirect effect of perceived empathic attunement
on recommendation acceptance through social PreSence. .......cc.eeecveeeiveeecieeeeiee e 159

Table B-27 :Moderation analysis examining the moderating role of honesty declaration in
the relationship between sponsorship disclosure and psychological contract violation... 159
Table B-28 : Moderation analysis examining the moderating role of follower cynicism in
the relationship between sponsorship disclosure and psychological contract violation... 160

Postgraduate Dissertation 10



Table B-29 :Moderation analysis examining the moderating role of product frame in the
relationship between perceived empathic attunement and social presence. .................... 161
Table B-30 : Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of sponsorship
disclosure on influencer switching through psychological contract violation across levels
0T NONESEY AECIArAtION. .....eeeeii et 162
Table B-31 :Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of sponsorship
disclosure on brand avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of
NONESEY AECIATALION. ....eoutiiitieiie ettt s 162
Table B-32 :Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of sponsorship
disclosure on influencer avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels
OF TOHOWET CYNICISIM. ..ot s e e st e e e eeenaeeennnee e e 163
Table B-33 :Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of sponsorship
disclosure on influencer switching through psychological contract violation across levels
OF TOHOWET CYNICISIM. ..ot e s e e et e e e eeenaeeennneee e 163
Table B-34 :Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of sponsorship
disclosure on brand avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of
TOHOWET CYNICISIM. .t e et e e st e e et e e s na e e ennaeeesnnees 164
Table B-35 :Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of perceived
empathic attunement on recommendation acceptance through social presence across

Product frame CONUITIONS. ......ccocuiieiiie e e et e e seae e e seaeeeennes 165
Table B-36 :Two-way ANOVA examining the interaction effect of empathic attunement
and product frame on recommendation aCCEPLANCE. .......cccvveercrreeriieieriiieeerieeesveeeeiee e 165
Table B-37 :Estimated marginal means of recommendation acceptance across empathic
attunement and product frame CONAITIONS. ........ccccveieriiieiee e e 166
Table B-38 :Demographic characteristics of the sample. .......cccceeveieeeiieiccie e, 168
Table B-39 :Mann-Whitney U results and descriptive statistics for Hla-H1c. ............... 170
Table B-40 : Spearman correlation and regression analysis for H2.............cccceecvveennee.. 170
Table B-41 : Moderation analysis examining the interaction effect of sponsorship
disclosure and honesty declaration on psychological contract violation (H5a)................ 170
Table B-42 :Conditional effects of sponsorship disclosure on psychological contract
violation across levels of honesty declaration (H5a)...........ccceevciieiiiiecciie e, 171

Table B-43 :Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure
on influencer switching through psychological contract violation across levels of honesty

declaration (HBD) .......eee e e 171
Table B-44 :Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting influencer
SWILCHING (HBD). .. ettt e st e e e e e e eaaee s 172

Table B-45 :Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure
on brand avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of honesty

[0 [=To] T L (o] I (L LT I USRS 172
Table B-46 :Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting brand
AVOIAANCE (HBC). weeeieeiie ettt ettt e e e e et e e s ta e e eaaaeeaseeeenneeens 173

Table B-47 :Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure
on influencer avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of follower

CYNICISM (HBD) ..ottt e e e e e eaaee e 173
Table B-48 :Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting influencer
AVOIdaNCE (HBD) ... e e 173

Postgraduate Dissertation 11



Table B-49 :Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure
on influencer switching through psychological contract violation across levels of follower

CYNICISIM (HBC) ..ottt ettt et s e st e e st e e staeeeneeeennneee e 174
Table B-50 :Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting influencer
SWILCHING (HBC). ettt 174

Table B-51 :Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure
on brand avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of follower

CYNICISIM (HBA) ..ttt sttt st aee e 174
Table B-52 :Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting brand
Vo] (o =Yg Tot - (o 1< ) SRR 175
Table B-53 :Moderation analysis examining the interaction effect of perceived empathic
attunement and product frame on social presence (H7a).........cccceevveeviieeinieeeniee e 175
Table B-54 :Model comparison for the moderation effect of product frame on social
PIrESENCE (HT7). .. ieiiieeeiie ettt et ee et e e e e st e e s e e s ta e e e teeessaeeesaeeenneeennneeennnes 176

Table B-55 :Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of perceived empathic
attunement on recommendation acceptance through social presence across product frame

(070 1o TR0 4 S (i 74 o) S SPRR 176
Table B-56 :Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting
recommendation acceptanCe (H7D). ......cc.eeeiiiriiiie e 176
Table B-57 :Two-way ANOVA examining the effects of empathic attunement and product
frame on recommendation acCceptance (H7C)......covvveeeiiieeriee e 177
Table B-58 :Descriptive statistics for recommendation acceptance across empathic
attunement and product frame conditions (H7C)......ccccvvveviieerciieeieeee e 177
Table B-59 :Regression coefficients for the interaction effect of empathic attunement and
product frame on recommendation acceptance (H7C).....cccvevvvveeciieiciee e 178

Postgraduate Dissertation 12



List of Abbreviations & Acronyms

ANOVA: Analysis of Variance

BA: Brand Avoidance

CAGR: Compound Annual Growth Rate

CFA: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

df: Degrees of Freedom

EVT: Expectancy Violation Theory

FC: Follower Cynicism

FIPEA : Fashion Influencers’ Perceived Empathic Attunement
HD: Honesty Declaration

IA: Influencer Avoidance

IS: Influencer Switching

PCV: Psychological Contract Violation

PF: Product Frame

RAE: Recommendation Acceptance / Engagement
SAQ: Self-Administered Questionnaire

SD: Sponsorship Disclosure

SE: Standard Error

SEM: Structural Equation Modeling

SP: Social Presence

SPSS: Statistical Package for Social Sciences

Postgraduate Dissertation

13



Chapter 1 — Introduction

1.1 Research aim and research problem

Followers of fashion expect influencers to offer sincere, objective advice while
demonstrating a genuine understanding of their wants and needs. When business
partnerships are revealed, these expectations often lead to conflict. Sponsorship
disclosures (e.g., 'ad’, '#sponsored’) can negatively violate expectations by revealing
commercial intent, triggering psychological contract violation (PCV) and avoidance
behaviors. Conversely, influencers’ empathic attunement cues—signals that they
understand followers' mental states, concerns, and contexts (operationalized as perceived
mentalizing ability)—can positively violate expectations by demonstrating human-like
social intelligence that enhances perceived social presence and acceptance of
recommendations.

Sponsorship disclosure leads to PCV and subsequent avoidance behaviors,
according to recent research; sincere disclosures mitigate these effects, while consumer
cynicism exacerbates them (Jhawar et al., 2025). Parallel studies show that the theory of
mind capabilities of Al agents improve social presence and acceptance of
recommendations, with product type (virtue vs. vice) moderating effectiveness (Liu et al.,
2025). However, most of the time, these theoretical mechanisms have been studied
separately and in the contexts of Asian and Anglo-Saxon consumers.

We aim to validate a thorough model based on Expectancy Violation Theory that
explains how sponsorship disclosure and influencers' perceived empathic attunement cues
jointly shape fashion followers' behavioral responses in the Greek consumer context
through psychological contract violation and social presence, under the boundary
conditions of honesty declaration, follower cynicism, and virtue (sustainable fashion)

versus vice (fast-fashion) product frames.

1.2 Research objectives

The research objectives of this dissertation have been determined based on critical works
by Jhawar et al. (2025) and Liu et al. (2025).

Postgraduate Dissertation 14



1) We will investigate the impact and the nature of the relationships (strength and
direction) between sponsorship disclosure and follower behavioral outcomes (influencer
avoidance, influencer switching, and brand avoidance), and we will investigate the
mediating effect of psychological contract violation in these relationships.

2) We will investigate the impact and the nature of the relationships (strength and
direction) between influencers' perceived empathic attunement cues and recommendation
acceptance in fashion contexts, and we will investigate the mediating effect of social
presence in this relationship.

3) We will investigate the moderating role of honesty declarations and follower
cynicism on the relationships between sponsorship disclosure, psychological contract
violation, and follower behavioral outcomes (influencer avoidance, influencer switching,
and brand avoidance).

4) We will investigate the moderating role of product frame (sustainable/ethical
fashion versus fast fashion/impulse purchases) on the relationship between influencers'
perceived empathic attunement cues, social presence, and recommendation acceptance.

Below, we set the initial assumptions of the study, which provide the theoretical
foundation for the research and establish the framework within which the results should
be interpreted.

(1) Two pathways violate expectations at the same time. While empathic
attunement cues cause positive expectancy violations by exhibiting unexpected social
intelligence, sponsorship disclosure causes negative expectancy violations by defying
authenticity expectations. These two different pathways are processed concurrently by the
followers. Both pathways operate concurrently within the same influencer-follower
interaction.

(2) Psychological contract violation mediates commercial disclosure effects.
Sponsorship disclosure breaches the psychological contract, which has an indirect impact
on follower behaviors (avoidance, switching, and brand rejection). Disclosures are not
viewed by followers as neutral information, but rather as relational betrayals, and this
perceived violation mediates the subsequent behavioral withdrawal.

(3) Boundary conditions systematically moderate pathway strength. The
directional effects of moderators are predictable: honesty declarations lessen negative
disclosure impacts by redefining commercial intent as transparency; follower cynicism

increases adverse effects among skeptical people. The empathic pathway is moderated by
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the product frame, which may strengthen it for virtue products and reverse it for vice
products because of psychological reactance.

(4) Cultural context intensifies parasocial dynamics. Consumers' collectivist
orientation increases expectations for psychological contracts and strengthens parasocial
ties (in contrast to Western contexts that value individualism). This cultural factor
increases sensitivity to both transparency violations and empathic signals, potentially
producing stronger effect sizes than in Anglo-Saxon or Northern European markets

1.3 Research approach

The dissertation emphasizes systematic measurement and statistical validation of
relationships between variables through a deductive, theory-testing methodology. Self-
administered online questionnaires will be used to gather data at a single point in time
from Greek social media users who follow fashion influencers. Convenience sampling will
be used, and participants will be asked to base their answers on a particular influencer they
currently follow to investigate naturally occurring relationships between variables rather
than experimentally changing variables.

To ensure linguistic and cultural appropriateness, the measurement approach uses
validated multi-item scales that were modified from earlier studies and back-translated
into Greek. These established metrics will be used to operationalize each theoretical model
construct, keeping them consistent with earlier research while tailoring them to the unique
circumstances of Greek fashion influencer marketing. The 18 research hypotheses that
make up the model can be precisely tested thanks to this quantitative operationalization.

The analytical method begins with Confirmatory Factor Analysis to validate the
measurement model and investigate the nature of the relationships. During this validation
process, three important psychometric properties—reliability, convergent validity, and
discriminant validity—will be assessed. We will test direct, mediating, and moderating
effects to investigate how sponsorship disclosure and empathic attunement cues interact to

influence follower responses through social presence and psychological contract violation.
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1.4 Importance of the topic, expected contributions and justification for

the focus of the study

A key theoretical gap remains, as no integrated model explains how the two expectancy-
violation pathways operate simultaneously in fashion influencer contexts, or how
transparency mechanisms, follower dispositions, and product frames shape their effects
(Perfetti et al., 2025; Schumacher et al., 2025; Cluley& Green, 2024).

This dissertation addresses that gap in five ways. First, it integrates two EVT
pathways previously examined separately into a single dual-pathway model, capturing
both the “bright side” of influencer marketing and the “dark side”. Second, it adapts Al
theory-of-mind capabilities to human influencer empathic-attunement cues, extending Liu
et al.’s (2025) Al-focused framework to human influencer settings. Third, it examines
these mechanisms in Greece, an under-researched but rapidly evolving market where
Instagram influencer penetration has risen sharply, sustainability awareness is growing
among younger consumers, and collectivist cultural tendencies may intensify parasocial
relationships and psychological contract expectations.

Fourth, the study operationalizes the virtue—vice distinction within fashion by
contrasting sustainable/ethical fashion with fast fashion/impulse purchases, showing how
product framing interacts with influencer communication strategies. Fifth, it advances
EVT precision in digital marketing by testing all boundary conditions, honesty
declarations, cynicism, and product frames within one integrated model, enabling
comparison of their relative effects and interactions.

The Greek context adds strong empirical value because it differs from the US, UK,
and China in fashion consumption patterns, influencer—follower dynamics, and advertising
regulation. Greece’s recent economic pressures may also heighten resistance to
commercial content while increasing the appeal of aspirational fashion content. Findings
should therefore improve the cross-cultural generalizability of EVT in influencer

marketing and offer insights relevant to Southern European and Mediterranean markets.

1.5 Structure of the dissertation

There are eight chapters in the dissertation. The research background and the necessity of
the study are presented in the first chapter. This comprises the objectives, the theoretical

research problem, the research aim, and the study's uniqueness and anticipated
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contribution. The dissertation's structure is presented at the end of the chapter to give the
reader clear guidance.

The second chapter presents and defines key concepts related to the research,
including fashion influencer marketing, transparency paradoxes in influencer marketing,
sponsorship disclosure, psychological contract violation, empathic attunement cues, social
presence and product frame: virtue vs. vice fashion products. At the same time, the chapter
includes a review of the existing literature and the theoretical framework used to analyze
the findings.

In the third chapter, a situation analysis is conducted to examine the current state of
influencer marketing in the Greek fashion sector and to highlight the main trends,
strategies, and paradoxes of transparency. The challenges, opportunities, and areas
requiring further investigation are presented, laying the foundations for the theoretical
framework and empirical analysis.

The theoretical framework of the study, chapter four, is based on Expectancy
Violation Theory and explores how fashion influencers can disrupt follower expectations
in two ways. This framework integrates research on disclosure effects with Al theory-of-
mind tailored to influencer contexts. The chapter presents the research hypotheses and the
research model derived from the literature review.

The fifth chapter examines the methodological choices and analyzes the research
design, methodological approach, sampling, data collection, and measurement tools. It
presents the data analysis process, the questionnaire structure, and the statistical analyses
applied to the results.

Finally, the sixth chapter presents the research results. It includes descriptive
statistics of the sample, the interpretation of the questionnaire results, and a confirmatory
factor analysis evaluating the suitability of the model, the factor loadings, significance,
and the reliability and internal consistency of the variables.

The seventh chapter compares the research results with previous similar studies
and provides deeper insights into the literature, discussing theoretical and practical
implications and future research directions.

The eighth and last chapter concludes by presenting conclusions organized around
each research objective and a concise summary of the Discussion.

This structure allows the reader to clearly follow the research, from the theoretical
background to the empirical findings and conclusions, ensuring coherence and

completeness.
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Chapter 2 - Definition of the concepts

This chapter critically discusses the fundamental concepts related to this dissertation.
These are considered vital for comprehension. The chapter structure follows and presents
the definitions of the dissertation’s main concepts, which are: 2.1 Fashion influencer
marketing, 2.2 Transparency paradoxes in influencer marketing, 2.3 Sponsorship
disclosure, 2.4 Psychological contract violation (PCV), 2.5 Empathic attunement cues, 2.6

Empathic attunement cues, and 2.7 Product frame: virtue vs. vice fashion products.

2.1 Fashion influencer marketing

To build their brand and increase sales, fashion firms are increasingly relying on
influencers, both human and artificial intelligence (Escourido-Calvo et al., 2025). This
tactic creates parasocial connections—where followers feel a personal connection to

influencers, and increases trust by using relatable individuals (Luarn et al., 2025; Shamim
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et al., 2024). To keep audiences interested, content frequently needs to be customized for
them (Kumar et al., 2024). However, how effectively this works may depend on how
buyers interact with the product and on their level of skepticism toward virtual influencers
(Cheng & Wang, 2025).

While micro-influencers encourage interaction and influence purchases, macro-
influencers in fashion marketing increase awareness (Escourido-Calvo et al. 2025). A
study by Kumar et al. (2025) shows that, for generating sales, influencer-led activities
typically outperform brand-led initiatives.

Parasocial interactions—one-sided but close relationships—are a common way for
influencers and their followers to bond (Bu et al., 2022; Masuda et al., 2022). Influencers'
personal narratives and beliefs influence consumer attitudes and behaviors. Many
followers see them as reliable role models, and this relationship transcends marketing
(Belanche et al. 2021). Engagement through likes and comments strengthens relationships
and increases a sense of authenticity (Masuda et al., 2022).

Influencer marketing works because it combines personal narratives with
promotional messaging. Because it radiates authenticity, this combination may be more
convincing than conventional celebrity endorsements (Lou & Yuan, 2019). Additionally, it
is frequently more targeted and less expensive; however, credibility is crucial. According
to Martinez-Lopez et al. (2020) followers' trust may be damaged, if they perceive an
excessive amount of commercial motivation. Therefore, brands and influencers must
therefore strike a balance between authenticity and transparency.

There are three main drivers of the efficacy of healthy influencer marketing:
psychological elements (visual appeal, parasocial connections, and credibility), and
informativeness, dependability, and approachability, which define influencer credibility
(e.g., Luarn et al., 2025; Shamim et al., 2024). While aesthetic drives engagement,
parasocial ties foster a sense of intimacy with brands. When combined, these components

convey trust and might even promote hasty purchases (Shamim et al., 2024).

2.2 Transparency paradoxes in influencer marketing
Influencer marketing faces the transparency dilemma of keeping audience engagement,
authenticity and fully disclosing brand connections (Steils et al., 2022). The sponsorship

disclosures that comply with regulations increase consumer confidence in endorsements.
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The secret to purchase intention lies in transparency and reliability, particularly when
influencers align with the audience's values (e.g., Kothari et al., 2025).

The Expectancy Violation Theory explores how influencer communication shapes
follower expectations. Sponsorship disclaimers can create a distance between influencers
and brands, suggesting a commercial motive during adverse events. Exceeding
expectations fosters warmth and engagement (Zourrig et al., 2025). Genuine empathy
influences authentic influencers, and warmth encourages purchases from virtual ones.
Integrity can ease negative reactions to financial disclosures, while familiarity helps lower
unfavorable expectations (Jhawar et al., 2025).

Sustainable fashion is an example of a virtue product where emotional intelligence
can help confirm ethical behavior. Products that challenge typical buying habits may face
consumer resistance, especially if they are associated with vice or contradict flashy
consumption (Liu et al, 2025). This highlights the importance of adaptable
communication strategies. The proposed dual-pathway model combines negative
disclosure and positive empathy (Wang et al., 2025), exploring their interaction rather than

treating them separately.

2.3 Sponsorship disclosure

The primary focus of the concept highlight communication strategies for complex social
relationships. Influencer statements are frequently less effective than third-party
notifications and hashtags. The way disclosures are presented has a significant impact on
audience perceptions and can lessen adverse reactions. Lee and Chung (2023) suggest that
achieving sufficient transparency requires balancing disclosure with empathetic, audience-
specific communication. The reason is that poorly executed transparency can erode trust,
and a measured approach is necessary.

Stakeholder engagement, customized communication, operational accountability,
and ethical protection are the four essential components of comprehensive transparency.
Information can be easily accessed and comprehended through personalized messaging in
a variety of formats, and regular reporting and prompt disclosure of infractions are two
examples of operational accountability. Ethical safeguards balance transparency, privacy,

security, and justice to uphold core values (e.g., Jia et al., 2025).
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Ineffective disclosures can erode an influencer's relationship with followers and
raise suspicions, especially among astute social media users who spot unreported
sponsorships (Jhawar et al. 2025; Yahya et al.,, 2024). Although the goal of these
disclosures is to increase transparency, there may be a trade-off between increasing brand
visibility and decreasing an influencer's authenticity. Required disclosures can undermine
a brand's credibility (e.g., Jnawar et al., 2025; Shen et al., 2025; Yahya et al., 2024). While
secret collaborations might boost short-term engagement, they can harm credibility in the
long run (e.g., Waltenrath, 2024).

The analysis emphasizes "comprehensive transparency” as an ideal, advocating
careful disclosures that balance compassion and honesty. Ethical communication is
morally necessary but must be strategic and sensitive to avoid undermining credibility and

emotional connections.

2.4 Psychological Contract Violation (PCV)

Brand authenticity in influencer marketing significantly influences consumer behavior
(Afef, 2024), yet the personal authenticity of influencers has received less attention
(Shehzala et al., 2023). Aligning with values, credibility, and emotional ties is the primary
goal of this component. Because they are seen as trustworthy and genuine, influencers
increase engagement and purchase intent. The study emphasizes the challenges of industry
transparency and the role of authenticity in distinguishing authentic influencers from
commercial promoters.

The effectiveness of fashion influencer marketing depends on a relational
psychological contract where followers expect authenticity, honesty, and unbiased
recommendations from influencers (Pavlou & Gefen, 2005). In these contracts, followers
have high expectations for authenticity, honesty, and unbiased recommendations.
According to Jhawar et al. (2025), PCV arises when expectations are unmet due to
required disclosures that ensure compliance, but harm perceived relational integrity. In
influencer marketing, authenticity is crucial for understanding strong emotional responses
to perceived betrayal.

Empirical evidence suggests that sponsorship disclosure is a negative signal of
expectation violation (Jhawar et al. 2025). Followers see financial incentives as outside
factors that compromise an influencer's true motivation and diminish their perceived

authenticity. PCV mediates an emotional process that can lead to negative responses, such
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as distancing from, abandoning, or avoiding the influencer and the promoted brands
(Jhawar et al., 2025).

2.5 Empathic attunement cues

Empathic attunement cues are signals—both verbal and nonverbal—that demonstrate a
communicator's awareness and understanding of another person's emotions (e.g., Burgoon
et al.,, 2021). Supportive feedback, appropriate facial expressions, emotional mirroring,
and attentive listening influence interaction expectations. Negative cues, such as
dismissive answers, foster distance; positive cues, such as a warm tone and intense eye
contact, foster trust. Signals in influencer marketing help consumers assess if an
influencer's actions align with their brand values.

In Expectancy Violation Theory (EVT), "empathic attunement cues” are crucial for
effective communication (Burgoon, 1993). According to EVT, people develop behavioral
expectations based on social norms and prior interactions, which help determine sincerity.
When these expectations are not met, the recipient experiences emotional and cognitive
reactions that affect how they perceive the sender and the message (Park et al., 2019; Rice
and Nicholls, 2017). Expectancy formation, violation valence, communicative modality,
and relational/contextual impact are the conceptual aspects of empathic attunement cues
within EVT. These factors influence how empathic actions are perceived and how they
impact relationships with others (Gabriel, 2017).

Purchase intentions, emotional ties, and trust can all be impacted by inconsistent or
covert business relationships. To assess influencer communication and improve marketing

strategies, it is essential to analyze these signals (Park et al., 2019; Nicholls & Rice, 2017).

2.6 Social presence

Social presence is central to the effectiveness of fashion influencer marketing, but
transparency about non-human or Al origins can paradoxically reduce its benefits.
Marketers must navigate these tensions to optimize authenticity, trust, and consumer
engagement. The concept of social presence, the sense of being "with™ another in mediated
environments, plays a pivotal role in fashion influencer marketing, especially as
transparency paradoxes emerge with the rise of virtual and Al-driven influencers. The
concept describes an influencer's ability to be perceived as authentic and socially

connected by the audience, fostering a sense of closeness and participation (Davis, 1983).
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Social presence enhances perceived authenticity and consumer engagement in
influencer marketing. Anthropomorphic traits (human-like appearance and behavior) in
both virtual and Al influencers increase social presence, which in turn boosts perceived
authenticity and purchase intentions. Notably, anthropomorphic behavior has a more
substantial effect on authenticity via social presence than appearance alone, and these
effects vary by influencer type (e.g., human-like vs. animal-like) (Yin et al., 2025; Zourrig
et al., 2025). In branded virtual worlds, higher social presence and narrative engagement
lead to greater brand immersion and loyalty, further mediating positive consumer
responses (Romero et al., 2025).

Social presence is greatly enhanced by empathy, which allows influencers to
understand and respond to their followers' emotions and needs (Lee & Watkins, 2016).
When influencers demonstrate emotional honesty and align their actions with their values,
they appear more authentic, increasing trust and loyalty among followers (Audrezet et al.,
2018). This social presence serves as a key mechanism, enabling even commercial
partnerships to foster emotional connections and boost engagement with content.

In conclusion, we can say that it is a fundamental parameter for an effective
influencer marketing strategy, as it enables influencers to build strong relationships with
their audience, strengthen trust, and promote long-term engagement, connecting the

concepts of empathy and authenticity with followers' experiences.

2.7 Product frame: virtue vs. vice fashion products

The virtue-vice product framework emphasizes the distinction between ethical and
hedonistic fashion consumption, with moral principles represented in virtue-fashion
products (e.g., Grappi et al., 2024). This framework encompasses product attributes,
consumer psychology, and entrepreneurial philosophy. Understanding these distinctions is
essential for developing fashion systems that balance aesthetics with social responsibility
and sustainability.

Vice fashion focuses on indulgence and instant gratification, prioritizing short-term
pleasure over long-term ethical considerations. It attracts customers by appealing to their
moral self-concept and aligning with their ethical values (e.g., Spielmann, 2021).
Additionally, it highlights different business philosophies: virtue-ethics-driven fashion
entrepreneurs value authenticity, humility, and responsibility, while the broader industry

often emphasizes constant growth and rapid trends (Werner et al., 2024).
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Conversely, vice-framed fashion products can adversely affect consumer well-
being and hinder industry progress by promoting (i) overconsumption and compulsive
buying; (ii) diminished psychological health; and (iii) fragmented identities. This results in
impulsive purchases and only temporary satisfaction (Koul & Jasrotia, 2025).

Ultimately, there is a pressing need for cultural shifts toward mindful consumption
that prioritize quality, longevity, and authentic self-expression over disposability and
status-seeking.

Chapter 3 — Situation Analysis

Chapter 3 presents a situation analysis of the transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer
marketing. The chapter is structured as follows: 3.1 The Greek and global fashion
influencer marketing landscape; 3.2 The transparency paradox in fashion sponsorship
disclosure: Greece and globally; 3.3 Empathic attunement and social presence in
influencer communication in Greece and globally; and 3.4 Fashion product frames: the

sustainability-consumption paradox in Greece and globally; and 3.5 Concluding remarks.

3.1 The Greek and global fashion influencer marketing landscape

Influencer marketing is expanding rapidly worldwide, driven by consumer trust, short-
form visual content, and e-commerce integration. Fashion is central to this growth because
brands use creators to diffuse trends and drive conversions, while Greece follows a similar
path, though with distinct platform preferences and ROl dynamics that shape local strategy
(Migkos et al., 2025). The global influencer marketing industry is projected to reach
~$32.55 billion by 2025. Within fashion, estimates forecast growth from $6.82 billion in
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2024 t0$39.72 billion by 2030 (CAGR 33.8%), while another projection values the market
at $16.78 billion by 2025 with CAGR 25.45% through 2030 (Grand View Research, 2024;
Spherical Insights, 2024). Notably, nano-influencers (<10,000 followers) generated 39.0%
of the segment’s 2024 revenue, reflecting the value of authenticity and close audience ties
(Grand View Research, 2024).

Platform and format choices strongly affect performance. Instagram remains the
dominant influencer channel, used by 93% of marketers, while short-form video is now
the preferred collaboration format (Amra & Elma, 2025; Sprout Social, 2025). Although
TikTok continues to grow, marketers’ investment intentions fell 17.2% in 2025,
reinforcing a cautious multi-platform strategy (Adlndex, 2025). Globally, influencer
campaigns generate an average ROI of $5.78 per $1 spent, and 66% of marketers report
better outcomes when using Al for influencer discovery and performance tracking (Amra
& Elma, 2025; Digital Marketing Institute, 2025).

In Greece, influencer marketing spend is expected to reach $63.29 million in 2025
and grow at 10.8% CAGR through 2030, supported by 86.2% internet penetration, 71.7%
social media use, and a fashion e-commerce market exceeding €1 billion annually (Kemp,
2024; Lighthouse, 2025). Greece’s platform mix is more Facebook/Instagram-heavy (7.17
million and4.25 million users respectively), while TikTok is rising, especially among
younger audiences (Kemp, 2024). Mobile drives 89% of social interactions, amplifying
immediacy in purchase effects (Migkos et al., 2025). However, Greece’s average
campaign return is only 1.7x ROI, below the global benchmark, despite relatively low
influencer fees (€100-250 for nano; ~€1,000 for macro), suggesting that improved
measurement, trust, and Al-enabled analytics are needed to close the maturity gap
(Statista, 2025b; Avlonitou et al., 2025; Archive.com, 2025).

3.2 The transparency paradox in fashion sponsorship disclosure: Greece

and globally

The global influencer market faces a “transparency paradox”. The sponsorship disclosures,
designed to protect consumers, can also trigger persuasion knowledge, increasing
skepticism and resistance (Jhawar et al., 2025; Giuffredi-Kahr et al., 2022). This is
particularly important in fashion, a sector valued at $6.17-$6.82 billion, where influencer

effectiveness relies heavily on creator—audience trust (Steils et al., 2022).
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In Greece, regulation is clear. The Hellenic Advertising Communications Code,
aligned with the EU Unfair Commercial Practices Directive, requires explicit disclosure of
commercial partnerships (Metaxopoulos & Partners Law Firm, 2024). Yet compliance
remains weak globally, as 97% of influencers reportedly fail to disclose properly, often out
of fear of lower engagement (Steils et al., 2022). This creates a tension between legal
compliance and perceived authenticity, especially as fashion and beauty represent 21.6%
of influencer marketing and global online fashion sales are projected to reach $920 billion
by2025 (Santora, 2024; Statista, 2025a). Even in advanced markets, mislabeling persists;
in the UK, only 57% of influencer ads on Instagram and TikTok are correctly labeled.

Greece’s digital landscape intensifies the issue, with 7.32 million social media
users, 87% internet penetration, 3.87 million TikTok adult users, and 4.82 million
Instagram users (Kemp, 2025; NapoleonCat, 2025). Greek online fashion sales are
expected to reach $1.52 billion in 2024-2025 (Statista, 2025b, 2025c¢). Enforcement is
tightening, with penalties from €5,000 to €1.5 million and added obligations under the EU
Digital Services Act (2024). As scrutiny rises across Europe, where 60% of influencers
fail to identify ads (European Commission, 2024), clear labels such as “Awapnuion” or #ad
and systematic audits are becoming legal necessities (European Commission, 2024;
Syssilas, 2024).

3.3 Empathic attunement and social presence in influencer

communication in Greece and globally

Empathy and social presence are central to contemporary fashion marketing because they
foster trust, intimacy, and emotional connection between influencers and audiences. In the
2025 digital environment, users seek not only style guidance but also emotionally
“human” contact (Amra & Elma, 2025; Sprout Social, 2025). This is evident in global
attitudes, since 74% follow influencers who convey emotional intimacy and a personal
tone, while 68% trust creators seen as authentic and accessible (Digital Marketing

Institute, 2025). Social presence is reinforced through live streams, short-form video,

comments, and DMs, which make influencers feel emotionally available to their followers.

Empathy also strengthens persuasion and reduces disclosure-related resistance.
High empathy can increase acceptance of sponsored messages by19-24% and lessen the

negative impact of disclosures (Hudders et al., 2021). In EVT terms, empathy acts as a
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compensatory mechanism, offsetting adverse reactions to perceived commercialization.
Similarly, social presence is a strong predictor of consumer response: greater presence
increases trust by 22-31% and purchase intention by 18-27%, especially in fashion
contexts where authenticity and aesthetic guidance coexist (Sprout Social, 2025). Platform
affordances support this dynamic: Instagram, used by 93% of marketers for collaborations,
prioritizes presence-enhancing formats such as Reels and broadcast channels, while
TikTok, despite a 17.2% decline in investment intentions due to geopolitical factors,
remains important for authentic emotional storytelling (AdIndex, 2025; Amra & Elma,
2025).

Users also reward vulnerability, as 61% interact more with influencers who reveal
their personalities and human dimension, and 59% consider empathy a key indicator of
credibility (Digital Marketing Institute, 2025). In Greece, these dynamics may be even
stronger due to norms of social intimacy and immediacy; with 71.7% of users active,
empathetic lifestyle and fashion content generates 15-28% higher interaction rates,
positioning the influencer as both aesthetic model and “digital companion™ (Avlonitou et

al., 2025; Migkos et al., 2025).

3.4 Fashion product frames: The sustainability-consumption paradox in

Greece and globally

The global fashion industry faces a clear sustainability—consumption paradox. Although
consumers increasingly value sustainability, they continue to support fast fashion and
overconsumption. Sustainable fashion is projected to surpass$12.9 billion by 2025 and
grow at a 9-11% CAGR through 2030 (Grand View Research, 2024), yet fast fashion is
also expected to reach $185 billion by 2025, highlighting the contradiction in consumer
behavior (Spherical Insights, 2024).

Influencers deepen this tension by shaping style norms while promoting
sustainability. In 2025, only 34% of consumers reported adopting sustainable practices,
although 69% said influencers affected their “green” purchases(Digital Marketing
Institute, 2025). However, sustainability messages are often weakened by fast-fashion
content and greenwashing concerns: 57% of users are skeptical of influencers’
sustainability claims, and 48% believe frequent brand collaborations undermine such

messages. Still, sustainable partnerships can generate up to 21% higher engagement when
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presented through authentic personal narratives rather than standard sponsorship formats
(Amra & Elma, 2025).

The success of these collaborations depends on message—identity coherence and
perceived creator commitment (Ki et al., 2020). In Greece, 62% express interest in
sustainable fashion, but only 20-25% regularly buy lowfootprint products, while fast-
fashion e-commerce exceeds €1 billion annually(Lighthouse, 2025; Kemp, 2024). Given
the strong connectedness of Greek fashion influencers (Avlonitou et al., 2025),
inconsistent behavior can trigger criticism, whereas consistent low-consumption habits
and responsible fashion tips can increase comments and saves by 18-26% (Migkos et al.,
2025).

3.5 Concluding remarks.

Greek fashion influencer marketing showcases global trends while emphasizing unique
regional traits. The industry is projected to reach $39.72 billion by 2030, presenting both
opportunities and challenges for Greek brands. In Greece's digital community, empathy
and social presence are vital for building trust. Transparency requires compliance and
authentic communication. Influencers are essential in bridging the gap between consumer
behavior and sustainability, as their good deeds increase credibility. Greek fashion brands
should use Al analytics to increase return on investment while meeting local demands for

authenticity and emotional connection to succeed.
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Chapter 4 Theoretical framework, literature review and

research model

Chapter 4 presents the theoretical framework, literature and the research model of the
dissertation. The chapter is structured as follows: 4.1 Frame of reference; 4.2 Expectancy
Violation Theory; 4.3 Theoretical integration of models by Jhawar et al. (2025) and Liu et
al. (2025); 4.4 Conceptual Assumptions and Theoretical Foundation of the Research
Hypotheses; 4.5 Research model and research hypotheses development; and 4.6

Concluding remarks

4.1 Frame of reference

The “transparency paradox” in fashion influencer marketing refers to the tension whereby
sponsorship disclosure is both an ethical requirement and a possible trigger of reduced
authenticity and trust (De Veirman, Hudders, & Nelson, 2019; Evans, Phua, Lim, & Jun,
2017; Boerman, Willemsen, & Van Der Aa, 2017). The Persuasion Knowledge Model
(PKM) explains this effect by activating advertising awareness, which increases critical
processing and may reduce persuasion (Friestad & Wright, 1994; Boerman et al., 2017).
However, PKM focuses mainly on cognition and does not fully capture the emotional and
relational dynamics of parasocial bonds between influencers and followers, especially in
fashion (Audrezet, De Kerviler, & Moulard, 2020; Tukachinsky, 2011; Horton & Wohl,
1956).

Similarly, Attribution Theory and Signaling Theory interpret disclosure as a cue to
motive or credibility but overlook the dynamics of expectations and emotional
involvement (Connelly et al., 2011; Weiner, 1985; Kelley, 1973; Spence, 1973).
Information-processing approaches, such as the Elaboration Likelihood Model, explain
cognitive persuasion routes, yet they do not adequately address the contradictory
emotional responses observed in contexts of strong parasocial proximity (Petty &
Cacioppo, 1986).
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By contrast, Expectancy Violations Theory (EVT) focuses on socially and
relationally formed expectations and on how their confirmation or violation is evaluated
(Burgoon, 1993; Burgoon & Hale, 1988). EVT explains disclosure as a potential negative
violation that may signal a breach of informal trust and psychological contracts (Jhawar et
al., 2025; Rousseau, 1995), while also accounting for empathetic communication as a
positive violation that can strengthen social presence and recommendation acceptance (Liu
et al., 2025; Biocca et al., 2003; Short et al., 1976).

EVT is especially valuable because it integrates cognitive recognition of
commercial intent with emotional and relational evaluation, capturing both avoidance and
acceptance pathways (Jhawar et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025). Although expectations are
culturally dynamic and difficult to operationalize, EVT remains the most comprehensive
framework for explaining the transparency paradox in fashion influencer marketing,
particularly in contexts with strong parasocial expectations such as the Greek fashion
market(Audrezet et al., 2020; Burgoon, 2015; Burgoon et al., 2015; Tukachinsky, 2011;
Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993).

4.2 Expectancy Violation Theory

Expectancy Violations Theory (EVT) explains that people form expectations about others’
behavior based on social norms, prior experience, and relationship type. When these
expectations are confirmed or violated, individuals make cognitive and emotional
evaluations that shape attitudes and behaviors, depending on context and the
communicator’s perceived value(Burgoon, 1993; Burgoon & Hale, 1988). Importantly,
violations are not always negative; unexpected behavior may be evaluated positively if
perceived as sincere, useful, or socially desirable (Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993).

EVT is especially relevant to parasocial digital contexts, where influencers are
perceived as socially present figures with whom audiences develop intimacy and
identification (Tukachinsky, 2011; Horton & Wohl, 1956). In fashion influencer
marketing, followers often expect authenticity, sincerity, and emotionally close, personal
recommendations. Sponsorship disclosures(e.g., #ad, paid partnership) may violate these
expectations, trigger psychological contract violation (PCV), and lead to distancing,
influencer switching, and brand avoidance (Jhawar et al., 2025). Conversely, empathic

attunement can enhance social presence, trust, and acceptance of recommendations Liu et
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al., 2025 ; Biocca et al., 2003; Short et al., 1976). Thus, this study adopts a dual-pathway
EVT model with both negative and positive expectation-violation effects.

4.3 Theoretical integration of Jhawar et al. and Liu et al. models

The study integrates two complementary EVT-based research streams in the study area of
digital influence communication. The first, advanced by Jhawar et al., 2025), emphasizes
the negative consequences of sponsorship disclosure, whereas the second, represented by
Liu and colleagues (Liu et al., 2025), highlights the positive effects of empathic
understanding and social presence on recommendation acceptance.

From the first stream, sponsorship disclosure is not merely an informational
transparency cue but a communicative event that can violate implicit expectations of
authenticity and non-selfish intent. Under EVT, this violation is framed as a breach of an
informal psychological contract, resulting in a psychological contract violation (PCV)
(Rousseau, 1995; Jhawar et al, 2025). PCV elicits negative emotions (e.g.,
disappointment, distrust) and can lead to avoidance behaviors, such as distancing from the
influencer, switching influencers, and avoiding the associated brand (Jhawar et al., 2025;
Martinez-Lopez et al., 2021).

By contrast, the second stream proposes a “bright” pathway in which empathic
understanding (mentalizing/theory-of-mind ability) enhances social presence (Biocca et
al., 2003; Ratan & Taylor, 2020). This heightened presence functions as a positive
violation of impersonal communication expectations, thereby increasing trust and
acceptance of recommendations (Liu et al., 2025; Schouten et al., 2020).

Building on this, the present study unifies the two approaches by transferring Liu
et al’s logic to human influencers and introducing empathic attunement cues drawn from
parasocial interaction and perceived authenticity research (Audrezet et al., 2020;
Tukachinsky, 2011). These cues are treated as indicators of social/emotional intelligence
and as antecedents of social presence. The resulting dual-path model posits that
sponsorship disclosure activates a negative route via PCV, leading to avoidance (Jhawar et
al., 2025), while empathic attunement activates a positive route via social presence,
leading to stronger trust and acceptance of recommendations (Biocca et al., 2003; Liu et
al., 2025).
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4.4 Assumptions

According to Expectancy Violation Theory (EVT), sponsorship disclosures act as salient
cues that activate persuasion knowledge and may violate expectations of non-commercial
authenticity, weakening perceived authenticity and trust (Liu et al., 2025). In fashion
influencer contexts defined by narrative intimacy and aesthetic identification, such
disclosures can be seen as over-commercialization, leading to unfavorable evaluations and
audience distancing (Jhawar et al., 2025). However, empathy moderates these effects:
reframing disclosure as accountable through sympathetic, truthful, audience-focused cues
mitigates perceived severity, reduces avoidance or disengagement, and enhances social
presence by shifting negative assessments toward neutral or positive ones (Liu et al., 2025;
Migkos et al., 2025). Overall, the pattern is nonlinear: disclosure directly heightens
persuasion awareness and indirectly diminishes trust and authenticity, while empathy
attenuates these outcomes, preserving relationship quality and communication
effectiveness (Jhawar et al., 2025; Migkos et al., 2025).

Based on the theoretical assumptions of the EVT and the assumptions of the
theoretical models of Liu et al. (2025) Jhawar et al. (2025), our research model relies on

following main assumptions:

(1) Sponsorship tags reframe interpretation, activate persuasion knowledge, and
can violate expectations of non-commercial authenticity (Jhawar et al., 2025; Burgoon,
1993).

(2) When disclosure clashes with an influencer’s authenticity image, followers tend

to reduce trust and distance themselves (Jhawar et al., 2025).

(3) Outcomes vary with relationship quality and influencer characteristics;

social/relational signals can reframe a potential violation (Liu et al., 2025).

(4) Disclosure elevates psychological contract violation (PCV), which drives

avoidance, switching, and brand avoidance (Jhawar et al., 2025).

(5) Perceived empathic attunement (accurate reading and responsive alignment
with followers’ feelings, needs, and goals) increases social presence; elevated social
presence reframes the interaction as human-like and considerate, buffering punitive
outcomes (lower avoidance/switching/brand avoidance) and supporting engagement (Liu
et al., 2025).
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(6) Behavioral responses result from two concurrent routes: a cognitive breach
route (disclosure leads to PCV leads to punitive outcomes) and a socio-emotive route
(empathic cues leads to social presence leads to mitigated outcomes); net effects reflect

the joint, opposing influence of these routes (Jhawar et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025).

(7) Adding an honesty declaration reduces PCV-driven reactions, most reliably
lowering influencer switching and brand avoidance; its mitigating effect on influencer

avoidance is weaker/less consistent (Jhawar et al., 2025).

(8) Higher cynicism amplifies disclosure’s direct negative impact on
avoidance/switching/brand avoidance; it typically does not strengthen the PCV mediation
(Jhawar et al., 2025).

(9) Empathic guidance helps in virtue contexts (partner-like support expected) but
can backfire in vice contexts (reactance to guidance), where low-empathy, non-judgmental
cues align better (Liu et al., 2025).

4.5 Research model and research hypotheses development

Jhawar et al. (2025) demonstrate that disclosures can lead to psychological contract
violations, as followers may feel betrayed by commercial motives, resulting in increased
influencer switching and brand avoidance. Liu et al. (2025) corroborate these findings,
reporting that although disclosure enhances brand recall, it concurrently diminishes

influencer credibility, which may contribute to follower distancing.

However, this relationship is influenced by user expertise and the framing of
transparency. Yahya et al. (2024) report that heavy Instagram users may exhibit greater
avoidance when disclosure is absent, penalizing influencers for perceived concealment.
Additionally, honest declarations that emphasize genuine opinions, regardless of
compensation, can mitigate these negative effects (Jhawar et al., 2025). The strength of
parasocial relationships also moderates avoidance outcomes (Waltenrath, 2024).
Therefore, while disclosure tends to increase avoidance by signaling commercial intent,
the magnitude of this effect depends on perceived authenticity, platform literacy, and the
quality of the influencer-follower relationship. Therefore, we can state that:

Hla: Sponsorship disclosure by fashion influencers positively influences

influencer avoidance by followers.
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Psychological contract violation and credibility erosion are key processes by
which fashion influencers' sponsorship disclosures significantly increase follower
switching behavior (Jhawar et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025). There is evidence that explicit
sponsorship disclosures increase influencer switching, avoidance, and brand rejection by
triggering perceived authenticity breaches (Jhawar et al., 2025). Although statements of
honesty can lessen these negative outcomes, the effect is intensified among highly cynical
followers who view disclosures as violations of implicit trust. This mechanism indicates
that disclosures 1) improve transparency and brand recall, 2) activate persuasion
knowledge, and 3) reduce influencer credibility Liu et al. (2025). Yahya et al. (2024) add
that heavy Instagram users are more skilled at recognizing commercial intent, which
increases influencer avoidance when sponsorship is recognized. Therefore, we can state
that:

H1b: Sponsorship disclosure by fashion influencers positively influences

influencer switching by followers.

The psychological contract between influencers and followers is frequently perceived as
broken by sponsorship disclosure, though the impact varies based on the group and theory
under consideration. Clear disclosure, for instance, increases the likelihood that Gen Z
consumers will perceive brand control and steer clear of both the influencer and the brand
(Pradhan et al., 2023). Expectancy Violation Theory views disclosure as a negative event
that increases the sense of breach and leads to more avoidance of the influencer,
switching, and brand avoidance. It is still unclear if these effects are unique to certain
groups or more general, and whether transparency or strong authenticity can reduce the
sense of violation (Jhawar et al., 2025; Pradhan et al., 2023).

Factors such as how disclosure is designed, the fit between the influencer and the
brand, the strength of the follower relationship, and platform norms can all play a role (Liu
et al., 2025). Although revealing image manipulation lowers attitudes and trust toward the
influencer and the brand, it may not have the same impact as disclosing sponsorship, as it
focuses on the authenticity of the content rather than its commercial intent (Pfeufer et al.,
2025). According to field research, engagement may initially be lower, but over time,
credibility and future engagement may increase (Waltenrath, 2024). Depending on the

circumstances, followers may steer clear of a fashion brand to reclaim their sense of
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autonomy when disclosure undermines authenticity (Advertising Standards Authority,
2025; Cho et al., 2025). The evidence depends on context and timing, with unanswered
questions about harm and effect on brands, and whether effects are caused by generational
differences or broader trends (Advertising Standards Authority, 2025; Cho et al., 2025;
Jhawar et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025; Pfeufer et al., 2025; Waltenrath, 2024; Pradhan et al.,
2023). Therefore, we can state that:

H1c: Sponsorship disclosure by fashion influencers positively influences brand

avoidance by followers.

Meta-analytic and review work (Alim et al., 2026; Pan et al., 2025) indicates that affective
and relational mechanisms reduce psychological distance and recast advice as supportive,
while in fashion and social commerce, contingent, sympathetic feedback enhances
communicator evaluations, recommendation acceptance, and emotional validation (Rheu
et al., 2024). Community discussions increase participation even more and provide a direct
route to the acceptance of recommendations (Cruz et al.,, 2024; Xiang et al., 2024).
Additionally, a dyadic parasocial interaction study in beauty and fashion contexts links
homophily and relevance to the development of “parasocial trust/friendship”, which is

associated with increased acceptance of recommendations (Chen, 2025).

Sponsorship disclosures may result in psychological contract violations through
mechanisms described by Expectancy Violation Theory if there are no explicit
declarations of honesty. Several boundary conditions are suggested to mitigate this impact.
The "transparency paradox™ in the fashion industry exemplifies this phenomenon (ASA,
2025; Jhawar et al.,, 2025). Further, digital environments can attenuate empathic
processing, as articulated by the “Virtual Disengagement Hypothesis”. It posits that
empathic cues must be especially prominent to offset diminished nonverbal
communication (Mossner & Walter, 2024; Tavares & Rein, 2024). Recommendations may
still occur through expectancy-violation, emotional, and cognitive-effort pathways when
empathic signals are clear, even though trust does not always lead to purchase behavior
(Adaba et al., 2025; Nissen et al., 2025). Therefore, we can state that:

H2: Fashion influencers' perceived empathic attunement cues positively influence

followers' recommendation acceptance.
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Sponsorship disclosures often fail to align with followers’ expectations in
parasocial relationships, making the influencer-follower connection seem more
transactional. This change can lead followers to use defensive coping strategies, thereby
increasing the risk of psychological contract violations (Jhawar et al., 2025; Liu et al.,
2025; Chen & Li, 2024; Waltenrath, 2024). Multiple studies show that disclosure regularly
leads to greater influencer avoidance, mainly due to psychological contract violation,
though statements about honesty can help reduce this effect (Jhawar et al., 2025).
Research on travel influencers also finds that expectancy violations drive this avoidance
(Jhawar et al., 2025), and disclosures tend to lower both credibility and immediate ad
engagement on platforms (Jhawar et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025; Waltenrath, 2024).

Disclosure can prompt followers to switch influencers if they feel the relationship’s
norms have been broken, as they seek more authentic sources. How strong these effects
are depends on the closeness of the parasocial relationship and the audience’s traits; clear
commercialization continues to weaken these bonds (Jhawar et al., 2025; Uysal et al.,
2026; Lim et al., 2025). Psychological contract violation can also affect the endorsed
brand, as disclosure increases PCV, which in turn leads to brand avoidance (Hsu, 2025;
Jhawar et al.,, 2025; Jhawar et al., 2024). Meta-analyses show that disclosure lowers
credibility, which can cause defensive reactions toward brands (Liu et al., 2025).
However, some research finds that clear disclosure can boost transparency and help long-
term favorability, even if engagement drops in the short term. These results depend on
how disclosure is presented, such as using impartial or honest statements, and whether the
influencer is human or virtual, in line with Expectancy Violation Theory (Cao & Belo,
2024; Waltenrath, 2024; Saternus et al., 2024; Jhawar et al., 2025; Lim et al., 2025).
Reviews suggest moving away from short-term studies and focusing more on cross-
cultural and platform-specific research, including examining empathy to reduce

psychological contract violation in fashion (Uysal et al., 2026).

Research shows that sponsorship disclosure increases perceptions of psychological
contract violation, which in turn leads to greater influencer avoidance, switching, and
brand avoidance. Jhawar et al. (2025) find that these effects depend on audience traits, the
type of influencer, and the framing of the disclosure (Lim et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025).

Therefore, we can state that:
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H3a: Psychological contract violation mediates the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and influencer avoidance, such that sponsorship disclosure

increases psychological contract violation, which in turn increases influencer avoidance.

H3b: Psychological contract violation mediates the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and influencer switching, such that sponsorship disclosure

increases psychological contract violation, which in turn increases influencer switching.

H3c: Psychological contract violation mediates the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and brand avoidance, such that sponsorship disclosure increases

psychological contract violation, which in turn increases brand avoidance.

In addition to the cognitive mechanisms outlined by Expectancy Violations
Theory, empathic attunement cues such as care and responsiveness operate through
perceived social presence, thereby increasing openness to recommendations (Liu et al.,
2025; Liao et al., 2024). Recent literature reviews and empirical studies in influencer and
social commerce contexts indicate that human warmth, authenticity, and interaction
strengthen persuasion and purchase-oriented outcomes by enhancing social presence and
related socio-emotional states (Ahmad et al., 2025; Pan et al., 2025; Tao et al., 2024).

Within live-stream environments, social presence serves as the intervening
affective state that connects empathic and interactive signals to conative responses. It
works in tandem with parasocial ties to promote impulsive acceptance (Huang &
Mohamad, 2025), mediates the relationship between immersive, emotionally charged
interactions and purchasing intentions and acceptance (Huang, 2024), and works in
tandem with trust as a proximal socio-emotional driver of purchase intention (Li et al.,
2025). Consistent with Expectancy Violations Theory, caring and empathetic signals
function as positive relational indicators that reduce psychological distance and increase
trust, thereby enhancing the perceived persuasiveness and credibility of recommendations
(Liu et al., 2025). Socio-emotional mechanisms are the main ways influencer
communication boosts acceptance, according to recent meta-analytic and domain-specific

evidence in influencer marketing (George et al., 2025; Pan et al., 2025).

Consequently, empathic attunement cues increase social presence, thereby

enhancing recommendation acceptance. The indirect effect has been repeatedly
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documented across live social commerce and influencer contexts (Huang & Mohamad,
2025; Lietal., 2025; Tao et al., 2024). Therefore, we can state that:

H4: Social presence mediates the relationship between fashion influencers'
perceived empathic attunement cues and recommendation acceptance, such that empathic
attunement cues increase social presence, which in turn increases recommendation

acceptance.

According to Expectation Violation Theory and Psychological Contract Theory,
the intensity of followers' negative reaction to a violation depends not only on the fact of
the violation itself, but also on the way in which it is communicatively framed.The
honesty declaration, i.e. the influencer's explicit statements that he or she expresses a
genuine and unbiased opinion despite the existence of sponsorship, functions as a sign of

responsibility, transparency and ethical commitment towards the public.

Such statements can reframe sponsorship disclosure from a simple disclosure of
commercial motivation to an act of accountability and respect for the relationship with
followers. In this way, the sense of deception is reduced and the perceived violation of the
psychological contract is limited, as followers interpret the communication as more
consistent with expectations of authenticity and care (Jhawar et al., 2025; Stubb &
Colliander, 2019).The statement of sincerity therefore functions as a trust-restoration
mechanism, which attenuates the negative cognitive and emotional evaluation caused by

the activation of persuasion knowledge.

At the mediation level, the presence of a statement of sincerity is expected not only
to directly reduce psychological contract violation, but also to weaken the indirect
negative effects of sponsorship disclosure on influencer switching and brand avoidance
behaviors through the mechanism of violation. When followers are convinced that the
influencer remains authentic and honest, even in the context of commercial collaboration,

the need for "punitive"” reactions and restoration of their autonomy is reduced.

Based on the above, the statement of honesty is expected to function as a
moderating factor that weakens both the direct effect of disclosure on psychological
contract violation and the indirect negative behavioral consequences. Therefore, we can
state that:

H5a: Honesty declaration moderates the relationship between sponsorship

disclosure and psychological contract violation, such that the positive effect of
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sponsorship disclosure on psychological contract violation is weaker when honesty
declaration is present than when it is absent.

H5b: Honesty declaration moderates the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure
on influencer switching through psychological contract violation, such that this indirect
positive effect is weaker when honesty declaration is present than when it is absent.

H5c: Honesty declaration moderates the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure
on brand avoidance through psychological contract violation, such that this indirect

positive effect is weaker when honesty declaration is present than when it is absent.

The effectiveness of fashion influencers' empathetic response and the role of social
presence are not independent of the type of product and the context of consumption. The
literature distinguishes between “virtue products”, such as sustainable and ethical fashion,
which are associated with long-term benefits, self-control and social values, and “vice
products”, such as fast fashion and impulse purchases, which are associated with
immediate gratification, emotional arousal, and lower cognitive control (Ketron et al.,
2021; Verma et al., 2016).Within the context of virtue, consumers tend to seek guidance,
moral affirmation and supportive relationships, more easily accepting the influencer as a
"partner” in making rational and value-consistent decisions. In this context, empathetic
signals enhance social presence and the feeling that the influencer understands the
concerns, values, and goals of the audience, which is expected to further strengthen
communication effectiveness and receptivity to suggestions (Liu et al., 2025).Thus, the
positive effect of empathic attunement on social presence is expected to be stronger when

the product is framed as a virtue product.

In contrast, in the context of pleasure, consumers primarily seek autonomy,
freedom of choice, and the absence of moral or guiding pressure. Strong empathic
guidance in such cases can be perceived as intrusive or normative, activating
psychological reactance mechanisms.According to the reaction theory, when individuals
feel that their freedom is being restricted or that someone is attempting to direct their
hedonic choices, they tend to resist and reduce compliance, even if the proposal is well-
intentioned. In this context, more neutral, non-judgmental, and low-empathic intensity
messages may align better with autonomy expectations and lead to higher acceptance of

recommendations (Liu et al., 2025).
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Based on the above, the product context is expected to moderate both the
relationship between empathic attunement and social presence and the indirect effect of
empathic attunement on recommendation acceptance through social presence. Further,
especially for pleasure products, high levels of empathic guidance may be less effective
compared to lower levels of empathic intervention. Therefore, we can state that:

H6a: Follower cynicism moderates the relationship between sponsorship
disclosure and psychological contract violation, such that the positive effect of
sponsorship disclosure on psychological contract violation is stronger for followers with

high cynicism than for followers with low cynicism.

H6b: Follower cynicism moderates the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer avoidance through psychological contract violation, such that this indirect
positive effect is stronger for followers with high cynicism than for followers with low

cynicism.

H6c: Follower cynicism moderates the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer switching through psychological contract violation, such that this indirect
positive effect is stronger for followers with high cynicism than for followers with low

cynicism.

H6d: Follower cynicism moderates the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
brand avoidance through psychological contract violation, such that this indirect positive

effect is stronger for followers with high cynicism than for followers with low cynicism.

Product type and consumption context determine the impact of social presence and the
efficacy of fashion influencers' sympathetic reactions. Product framing is a crucial
moderating factor, as meta-analyses show that influencer impact varies across category
characteristics and platform dynamics (Pan et al., 2025; Han & Balabanis, 2024). The
literature currently available distinguishes between virtue and vice products, each of which
elicits different consumer motivations and evaluation criteria (Faludi, 2025; Ketron et al.,
2021).

Empirical studies in sustainable fashion indicate that value-aligned brands and
user-generated content enhance Gen Z engagement and purchase intentions (EI-Shihy &
Awaad, 2025). Additionally, social cues that increase social presence and trust further

amplify receptivity to influencer recommendations (Wan et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025;
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Huang & Mohamad, 2025; Liu & Zhang, 2024; Xiang Xia et al., 2024). Therefore, we
expect the relationship between social presence and empathic attunement to be stronger
under virtue framing, consistent with findings that the influence of antecedents varies by

product type (Pan et al. 2025).

In hedonic or vice product contexts, consumers prioritize autonomy and freedom
of choice; thus, strong empathic guidance can feel intrusive and trigger psychological
reactance. Meta-analytic evidence shows that controlling freedom-threatening language
heightens anger and counterarguing, thereby undermining persuasion (Li & Shi, 2025).
We find consistency with this, since research on digital hedonic consumption highlights
heightened sensitivity to controlling cues (James et al., 2025), suggesting that neutral, non-
judgmental, lower-intensity empathy better aligns with autonomy expectations (Liu et al.,
2025). Supporting evidence from sustainability research indicates that assertive framing
elevates perceived threats to freedom and reactance, whereas non-assertive framing

mitigates these effects (e.g., Freudenreich & Penz, 2025).

In summary, product context can influence both how empathic attunement affects
social presence and how it indirectly affects recommendation acceptance through social
presence. Research, including meta-analyses and live-commerce studies, shows that
influencer cues can lead to acceptance or purchase, and product type plays a key role in
this process (Pan et al., 2025; Huang & Mohamad, 2025; Liu & Zhang, 2024). For
products focused on pleasure, using less intense empathic guidance is usually more
effective than high-intensity approaches (Li & Shi, 2025). However, when hedonic goals
are important, an influencer’s expertise and argument style can reduce these effects

(Mettenheim & Wiedmann, 2025). Therefore, we can state that:

H7a: Product frame moderates the relationship between fashion influencers'
perceived empathic attunement cues and social presence, such that the positive effect of
empathic attunement cues on social presence is stronger for virtue fashion products
(sustainable/ethical fashion) than for vice fashion products (fast fashion/impulse

purchases).

H7b: Product frame moderates the indirect effect of fashion influencers' perceived
empathic attunement cues on recommendation acceptance through social presence, such
that this indirect positive effect is stronger for virtue fashion products (sustainable/ethical

fashion) than for vice fashion products (fast fashion/impulse purchases).
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H7c: For vice fashion products (fast fashion/impulse purchases), low empathic

attunement cues generate higher recommendation acceptance than high empathic

attunement cues, due to followers' preference for autonomy and psychological reactance

to guidance in hedonic consumption contexts.

The operational definitions of the key constructs are presented in Table 4-1.

Constructs Operational Definitions

Presence of explicit disclosure of commercial
Sponsorship intent/material connection in influencer posts
Disclosure (SD) via tags or statements; operationalized as a

manipulation with ad recognition checks.

Psychological Followers’ felt breach/violation of the (trans-)
Contract Violation  parasocial psychological contract with the
(PCV) influencer.

Influencer Avoidance Shunning/unfollowing the influencer’s social

(1A) content for the social media context.

Disengagement from a current influencer and

Influencer Switching re-engagement with another who offers

(15) uninterrupted, relevant (non-sponsored)
content.

Brand Avoidance Deliberate rejection/shunning of a brand

(BA) associated with sponsored influencer content.

Fashion Influencers’ Based on the BLRI concept for empathic
Perceived Empathic  ynderstanding is about how much a respondent

Attunement (FIPEA)  feels an influencer understands and responds to
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Social Presence (SP)

Recommendation
Acceptance /
Engagement (RAE)

Honesty Declaration
(HD)

Follower Cynicism
(FC)

Product Frame (PF)

Table 4-1: The operational definitions of the key-constructs

him/her.

Degree to which the agent/influencer is
experienced as a social entity that captures

perceived socialness during interaction.

Acceptance of recommendations (willingness

to consider/buy the recommended item or order

the suggested bundle).

Explicit statements/tags signaling
honesty/impartiality, often paired with SD;
operationalized as present vs. absent to test

mitigation of adverse outcomes.

A generalized distrust/doubt toward

influencers/companies used as a moderator

(high vs. low).

Framing of product benefits and message type:
virtue vs. vice operationalized via ad message
frames for the same product, or via product

bundles; used as a moderator (Virtue vs. Vice)

Liu et al. (2025);
Hassanein & Head
(2007); Gefen & Straub
(2004)

Liu et al. (2025); Yang
et al. (2024); Song et
al. (2023); Wang et al.
(2023); Grewal et al.
(2022)

Jhawar et al. (2025);
Lee et al. (2021); Stubb
& Colliander (2019)

Jhawar et al. (2025);
Helm et al. (2015)

Liu et al. (2025);
Ketron et al. (2021);
Verma et al. (2016)

The research hypotheses derived from the literature review that inform the research model

are presented in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1: Research model.
Source:Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

4.6 Concluding remarks

This chapter introduces a two-part model based on Expectancy Violation Theory (EVT) to
explain transparency issues in fashion influencer marketing. It treats sponsorship
disclosures as negative expectancy violations, which can increase feelings of broken trust
and lead people to avoid influencers, switch to others, or avoid brands. In contrast,
empathic attunement cues are seen as positive violations that help influencers feel more
present and make their recommendations more acceptable. The framework also considers
factors that might change these effects. This summary sets up the study’s main ideas and

guides the research process for testing in the Greek fashion industry.

Postgraduate Dissertation 45



Chapter 5: Research Methodology

The chapter presents the methodology followed for the empirical investigation of the
paradoxes of transparency in fashion influencer marketing in Greece, within the
framework of Expectation Violation Theory and the role of disclosure signals and
empathy. The chapter is structured in five sections. Section 5.1 analyzes the research
motivation, the research approach and the methodological strategy adopted. Section 5.2
presents the sample, the sampling strategy, the procedure and the data collection. Section
5.3 describes the research variables, the tools and their measurement levels. Section 5.4
analyzes the structure of the research tool, while section 5.5 presents the statistical

techniques used to analyze the primary data and test the hypotheses of the research model.

5.1 Research motive, research approach, and research method

This study examines how transparency in fashion influencers’ advertising, via sponsored-
content disclosure signals, shapes consumers’ cognitive and emotional responses, focusing
on expectation violation, perceived empathy, trust, and purchase intention. The topic
reflects rising institutional and societal demands for transparency on social media, along
with mixed evidence suggesting that disclosures can either enhance credibility or trigger
distrust and cognitive resistance, thereby reducing persuasive effectiveness (Audrezet et
al., 2020; Boerman et al., 2017; Evans et al., 2017).

The fashion context is particularly salient because influence relies on
identification, emotional closeness, and authenticity. Followers often perceive influencers
as “familiar figures,” expecting honest, non-instrumental communication; disclosure cues
can disrupt these expectations, reframing the relationship as commercial and affecting
trust and product acceptance (Schouten et al., 2020; Lou & Yuan, 2019).

The study draws on Expectation Violation Theory, which posits that deviations
from communication norms trigger cognitive and emotional evaluations influencing
attitudes, source credibility, and behavior (Burgoon, 2015). In this context, disclosure
serves as a key signal, interpreted either as ethical transparency or as commercialization,
depending on expectations and emotional bonds.

It also incorporates the Persuasion Knowledge Model, which holds that
recognizing persuasive intent activates skepticism and critical processing, shaping

responses to both the message and the sender (Campbell & Kirmani, 2000; Friestad &
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Wright, 1994). Perceived influencer empathy is tested as a moderator that may buffer
negative effects by strengthening perceived benevolence and emotional closeness.

Using a deductive approach, the study formulates and tests hypotheses on the relationships
among transparency, expectation violation, empathy, trust, attitude, and purchase intention
(Chapter 4), enabling systematic validation of a theory-driven model (Hair et al., 2022; De
Veirman et al., 2019).

Methodologically, it employs a quantitative, cross-sectional design and collects
primary data from Greek social media users who follow fashion influencers. This allows
statistical analysis of latent constructs and mediating/moderating mechanisms central to
understanding how transparency and empathy shape trust and purchase intention
(Podsakoff et al., 2012).

Data are analyzed using confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation
modeling to assess measurement validity and structural relationships simultaneously.
Established scales ensure conceptual consistency and comparability, while data collection
complies with ethical standards of voluntary participation, anonymity, and confidentiality

under the European data protection framework.

5.2 Sample, Sampling Strategy, Process and Data Collection

A structured, self-administered questionnaire (SAQ) was used to collect primary data, as it
is a widely applied and reliable instrument in empirical marketing and consumer-behavior
research. Questionnaires comprise systematically organized items with standardized
wording and clear instructions, enabling comparable, statistically analyzable responses
across many participants (Kuphanga, 2024). A structured format was therefore suitable for
measuring latent constructs (expectation violation, empathy, trust, and purchase intention)
requiring standardized scales and strong internal reliability.

The questionnaire was administered online via Google Forms, facilitating broad
access, automatic response capture, and reduced data-entry error. This mode was
appropriate because the target population consists of active social media users who operate
in the same digital environments where influencer marketing occurs.

Before participation, respondents received detailed information about the study’s
purpose, question content, estimated completion time, and their rights. Consent was
obtained electronically, participation was voluntary, and withdrawal was permitted at any

time without consequences. No personally identifiable data were collected, and responses
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were kept anonymous and confidential in line with GDPR and core research-ethics
principles.

A non-probability convenience sampling strategy was employed to reach
individuals meeting the operational criteria: social media users regularly exposed to
fashion-influencer content. Although this approach limits strict population generalization,
it is suitable for digital marketing research focused on testing theoretical relationships
rather than estimating population parameters.

Participants were recruited mainly from the Hellenic Open University student
population and from professional/social networks where the survey link was shared.
Eligibility required being over 18 and reporting that they follow at least one fashion
influencer on platforms such as Instagram, TikTok, or YouTube, with exposure to posts
with or without sponsored-content labeling.

Sample size followed Roscoe’s (1975) guideline that multivariate analyses should
include at least ten cases per model variable to ensure adequate power and stable
estimates. The final sample was considered sufficient for confirmatory factor analysis and
structural equation modeling used in subsequent analyses.

The description of the sample is summarized as follows:
-Element: Adult Greek consumers (>18 years old) who actively use social media and
follow fashion influencers.
-Sampling unit: Men and women of different age groups with experience of exposure to
sponsored and non-sponsored fashion influencer posts.
-Sampling area: Athens, Piraeus, Thessaloniki, Patras, Larisa, VVolos, Heraklion, Chania,
and Pyrgos
-Period of Data collection: February 9th— April 1st, 2026.

The above procedure ensures that the sample is appropriate and relevant to the
research objectives, allowing for the empirical investigation of the effects of transparency,
breach of expectations and empathy in shaping trust and purchase intention in the context

of fashion influencer marketing in Greece.
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5.3 Measures, measurement of variables and variables’ level of

measurement

Guided by Expectancy Violation Theory (EVT) and social presence research, our model
examines how disclosure and message framing around influencer content shape audience
cognitions and behaviors through breach-related appraisals and perceived socialness,
while accounting for dispositional cynicism and message-level honesty cues. We
adopt/adapt validated scales from consumer behavior and services/Al-human interaction
studies and confirm reliability/validity during analysis. Unless noted otherwise, items use
a 7-point Likert scale (1 =strongly agree; 7 =strongly disagree); Likert responses are
ordinal but, following common practice in the cited studies, composite indices are
analyzed as continuous.

(1) Sponsorship Disclosure (SD) denotes whether a post explicitly discloses a
material connection using cues such as “paid partnership”, “#ad”, “#sponsored”, and a
brand @tag. We manipulate it as “present vs. absent” in the post stimulus following
Jhawar et al. (2025). The level of measurement is nominal.

(2) Psychological Contract Violation (PCV) denotes the follower’s subjective
sense that the influencer breached expectations of authenticity, honesty, and unbiased
opinion, accompanied by negative effects with a mediating role, using four (4)
questionnaire items adapted from Robinson and Morrison (2000) as implemented by
Jhawar et al. (2025); for example: “I feel a great deal of anger toward the influencer” and
“I feel that the influencer has violated the contract between us”. The level of measurement
is ordinal.

(3) Influencer Avoidance (IA) denotes the intention to shun/unfollow the
influencer’s content (posts, photos, videos), using four (4) questionnaire items adapted
from Grégoire et al. (2009) as in Jhawar et al. (2025); e.g., “I would keep as much distance
as possible between influencer and myself”. “I would avoid following the Instagram page
of influencer”. The level of measurement is ordinal.

(4) Influencer Switching (IS). Disengaging from the focal influencer and engaging
with another influencer offering less commercialized, more relevant content, using four (4)
items adapted from Wong et al. (2019) and reworded to the influencer context as in Jhawar
etal. (2025), e.g., “I do not expect to keep following influencer for long”, “I consider

following other influencers with similar content”. The level of measurement is ordinal.
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(5) Brand Avoidance (BA) denotes deliberate rejection/shunning of the sponsoring
brand associated with the post. Role: outcome. Scale. 3 items from Grégoire et al. (2009)
adapted to the brand context, as used in Jhawar et al. (2025), e.g., “I would not want to buy
the brand”, “I would rather buy any other brand”. The level of measurement is ordinal.

(6) Fashion Influencers’ Perceived Empathic Attunement (FIPEA) denotes the
extent to which followers perceive a fashion influencer understands their
preferences/emotions and responds from the follower’s perspective (i.e., attuned empathy),
a new proposed concept, included as an alternative mechanism in Study4, with item
wordings placed in Supplementary Appendix2 (Liu et al., 2025). Considering also
Barrett-Lennard’s concept (2015) the BLRI concept for empathic understanding it
mcludes items such as “The influencer understands how I feel”, “The influencer’s content
reflects my needs”, “Can view things from my perspective” (see things as I see them)
adapted from BLRI, and “The influencer’s content reflects what matters to me” adapted
from Perceived Message Relevance items (relevance to my situation/personalization),
supported by PETS (Jensen et al., 2023). This concept adapts the perceived empathy
mechanism highlighted by Liu et al. (2025) to the fashion-influencer context. The level of
measurement is ordinal.

(7) Social Presence (SP) denotes the degree to which the source is experienced as a
socially present, human-like entity rather than a mere information feed, mediating
especially in recommendation acceptance models; robustness/control in influencer models.
The concept is measured with items adapted from Gefen & Straub (2004) and Hassanein
and Head (2007, 2005), reworded to the influencer context, including three questionnaire
items (e.g., ‘I feel a sense of human contact with the influencer’; ‘The influencer felt like a
real, socially present person’; ‘The interaction with the influencer felt personal’). The level
of measurement is ordinal.

(8) Recommendation Acceptance / Engagement (RAE) denotes the willingness to
consider, accept, and act on the source’s recommendation and attitudinal receptivity to the
recommended option. Based on Liu et al. (2025) definition, we adopted three items and
the advice-taking literature Bonaccio & Dalal, (2006), reworded to the influencer context
(‘I would consider the influencer’s recommendation’). The willingness to act / accept a
recommendation “I am willing to act on the influencer’s recommendation” was adapted
from willingness-to-accept recommendation constructs in HRI/HCI (Kharub et al., 2024)
and framed to the influencer context. The ‘engage positively with the recommended

product’ item was adapted from recommended-product acceptance and engagement
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intentions used in recommender-systems research (Yin etal.,, 2025) and reworded for
influencer-recommended products. The level of measurement is ordinal.

(9) Follower Cynicism (FC) denotes a generalized, dispositional
distrust/skepticism toward influencers/companies (attributing self-serving motives,
manipulation), moderating disclosure effects and downstream outcomes. Based on eight
questionnaire items adapted from Helm et al. (2015) as used in Jhawar et al. (2025), (e.g.,
“Most influencers don’t mind breaking the law”, “Influencers see consumers as puppets to
manipulate”. The response format is a 7-point Likert and then items averaged; for some
analyses, a median split yields low vs. high cynicism groups. optionally dichotomized
(nominal) for group comparisons. The levels of measurement are ordinal and nominal.

(10) Honesty Declaration (HD) denotes an explicit honesty/impartiality statement
in the caption (e.g., “this post is sponsored, but all opinions are my own”) often
accompanied by #honestopinions moderating reactions to SD. Regarding the
operationalization, we manipulate (present vs. absent) in the stimulus; manipulation check
asked whether participants perceived a post as an “honest opinion” following Jhawar et al.
(2025). The level of measurement is nominal.

(11) Product Frame (PF) denotes the virtue vs. vice framing of the recommended
product/message (e.g., long-term benefits vs. short-term pleasure), moderating the
relationship  between  social presence/empathic  guidance and  acceptance
(expectancy-consistent partner vs. servant roles). Regarding the operationalization, we
manipulate either by presenting virtue-focused vs. indulgence-focused ad messages of the
product following the manipulations in Liu et al. (2025). The level of measurement is

nominal.
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Level of

Constructs Variables Questionnaire ltems Scale measurement References
SD1: Based on the post you just saw, did it include a 1= present
sponsorship disclosure (for example: ‘Paid partnership’,
‘#ad’, ‘#sponsored’ or a brand tag indicating a 2= absent Jhawar et al
SD artnership)? Nominal :
Sponsorship Disclosure P P) (2025)
1 =Strongly agree
PCV1: | feel a great deal of anger towards the influencer. ||2 =Agree
PCV2: | feel that the influencer has violated the contract |3 =Somewhat agree Thawar et al.
between us. . . . i
Psychological Contract 4 = Neither agree nor disagree . (2025); Robinson
PCV . . Ordinal & Morrison
PCVa3: | feel let down by the influencer. 5 = Somewhat disagree (2000)
Violation PCV4: The influencer has failed to meet the obligations I ||
expected from them. 6 = Disagree
7 = Strongly disagree
IAL: | would keep as much distance as possible between |1 =Strongly agree
the influencer and myself.
y 2 =Agree
IA2: | would avoid following the Instagram page of the
. g g Pag 3 =Somewhat agree
influencer. Jhawar et al.
1A Ordinal (2025); Grégoire

Influencer Avoidance

IA3: | would avoid the influencer's posts in the future.

1A4: 1 would limit my exposure to the influencer's content.

4 = Neither agree nor disagree

5 = Somewhat disagree

6 = Disagree

etal. (2009)
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7 = Strongly disagree

IS1:1 do not expect to keep following the influencer for
long.

IS2: | consider following other influencers with similar
content.

1 =Strongly agree
2 =Agree
3 =Somewhat agree

4 = Neither agree nor disagree

Jhawar et al.

Influencer Switchi 'S lis3: 1 plan to shift my attention to alternative infi Ordinal (2025); 'Weng
nfluencer Switchin . | plan to shift my attention to alternative influencers. .
J P y 5 = Somewhat disagree etal. (2019)
I1S4: 1 plan to replace that influencer with someone else. .
6 = Disagree
7 = Strongly disagree
1 =Strongly agree
BA1: | would not want to buy the brand featured in the 2 =Agree
post. 3 =Somewhat agree
BA2: | would cut off my relationship with the brand 4 = Neither agree nor disagree Jhawar et al.
: BA  |lfeatured in the post. Ordinal (2025); Grégoire
Brand Avoidance 5 = Somewhat disagree etal. (2009)
BA3:1 would rather buy any other brand than the brand
featured in the post. 6 = Disagree
7 = Strongly disagree
FIPEAL: The influencer understands how | feel. 1 =Strongly agree )
Liu et al. (2025);
. , FIPEA2: The influencer understands my needs and 2 =Agree Jensen et al.
Fashion Inﬂuencers FIPEA preferences_ Ordinal (2023),

Perceived Empathic

FIPEA3: The influencer responds from my perspective.

3 =Somewhat agree

Barrett-Lennard
(2015)
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Attunement

FIPEA4: The influencer’s content reflects what matters to
me.

4 = Neither agree nor disagree

5 = Somewhat disagree
6 = Disagree

7 = Strongly disagree

SP1: | feel a sense of human contact with the influencer.

SP2: The influencer felt like a real, socially present person.

1 =Strongly agree
2 =Agree
3 =Somewhat agree

4 = Neither agree nor disagree

Liu et al. (2025);
Hassanein & Head
(2007); Hassanein

Social P SP Ordinal & Head (2005);
ocial Presence - i :
SP3: The interaction with the influencer felt personal. 5 = Somewhat disagree Gefen & Straub
. (2004)
6 = Disagree
7 = Strongly disagree
1 =Strongly agree
2 =Agree
RAE1: I would consider the influencer’s recommendation.
3 =Somewhat agree Vin etal.. 2025
RAE2: I am willing to act on the influencer’s 4 = Neith i Kharub
i . = Neither agree nor disagree
Recommendation Acceptance / RAE |[recommendation. g g Ordinal et al.(2024):
RAE3: | would engage positively with the recommended ||° = S0mewhat disagree Bonaccio & Dalal
Engagement (2006)

product.

6 = Disagree

7 = Strongly disagree
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FC1: Most influencers do not mind manipulating
consumers.

FC2: Influencers mainly act in their own self-interest.
FC3: Influencers see followers as means to an end.

FC4: Influencers exaggerate claims to persuade audiences.

1 =Strongly agree

2 =Agree

3 =Somewhat agree

4 = Neither agree nor disagree

5 = Somewhat disagree

Jhawar et al.

- D Ordinal and :
Follower Cynicism FC FC5: Influencers are generally dishonest about commercial 6 = Disagree nominal (ZO;S)(’Z';%T et
motives. 7 = Strongly disagree
FC6: Influencers would break rules if it benefited them.
FCT: Influencers cannot be trusted.
_ _ 1=high
FC8: Influencers exploit followers for profit.
2=low
HD1: The post explicitly stated that, despite being
HD |lsponsored, the opinions expressed were honest and 1= absent Nominal Jhawar et al.
Honesty Declaration unbiased. 2= present (2025)
PF1: The product was presented by emphasizing long-term
benefits (virtue). 1=virt
=virtue ' .
Product Frame PF PF2: The product was presented by emphasizing 2= vice Nominal Liuetal. (2025)

immediate pleasure or indulgence (vice).

Table 5-1: Operationalization of variables, measurement and questionnaire items of variables.
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5.4 Structure of the research instrument

The research instrument used in this study consists of a structured self-administered
questionnaire designed to measure users’ perceptual, emotional, and behavioral reactions
to fashion influencer content. The questionnaire was developed in accordance with the
study's research objectives.

Our survey used a structured questionnaire with 24 questions organized into 12
sections. We delivered the questionnaire in Greek. The questionnaires in both languages
are included in Appendix A.

Section A consists of four questions (no. 1-4) relating to fashion influencer engagement.
Section B consists of five questions (no. 5-9) relating to behavior as a follower.

Section C consists of four questions (no.10-13) relating to demographic profile.

Section D consists of three questions (no.14-16) relating to sponsored post observation.
Section E consists of one question (no.17) relating to psychological contract violation and
is based on Jhawar et al. (2025) and Robinson and Morrison (2000).

Section F consists of one question (no.18) relating to influencer avoidance and is based on
Jhawar et al. (2025) and Grégoire et al. (2009).

Section G consists of one question (no.19) relating to influencer switching and is based on
Jhawar et al. (2025) and Wong et al. (2019).

Section H consists of one question (no.20) relating to brand avoidance and is based on
Jhawar et al. (2025) and Grégoire et al. (2009).

Section | consists of one question (no.21) relating to perceived empathic attunement and is
based on Liu et al. (2025), Jensen et al. (2023) and Barrett-Lennard (2015).

Section J consists of one question (no.22) relating to social presence and is based on Liu et
al. (2025), Hassanein and Head (2007), Hassanein and Head (2005) and Gefen and Straub
(2004).

Section K consists of one question (no.23) relating to recommendation acceptance and is
based on Yin et al. (2025), Kharub et al. (2024) and Bonaccio & Dalal (2006).

Section L consists of one question (no.24) relating to follower cynicism and is based on
Jhawar et al. (2025) and Helm et al. (2015).
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5.5 Tools and Statistical Analyses

We use SPSS 29 for Windows (IBM Inc.) in this study. Chicago, Illinois, USA) for a
range of statistical analyses, such as regression analysis, reliability analysis, mediation
analysis, moderation analysis, Spearman's rank correlation and Mann-Whitney-U tests.
We also make use of JASP (version 0.18). 3) for the analysis of confirmatory factors
(CFA).

Descriptive and Inferential Statistics

Initially, descriptive statistical analysis will be applied to present the demographic
characteristics of the sample and to summarize the participants’' responses to the study
variables. Specifically, measures of central tendency and dispersion will be calculated for
each variable, to capture the general trend of the users' perceptions and behavioral
intentions.

Subsequently, inferential statistical methods will be applied, with the aim of
investigating the relationships between the variables and testing the formulated research

hypotheses.

Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient

Given that the responses to the Likert-type scales are of an ordered nature, the non-
parametric Spearman’'s rank correlation coefficient will be used to investigate the strength
and direction of the correlations between the study variables. This specific method is
considered appropriate for investigating monotonic relationships between the constructs of

the research model.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Before any hypothesis testing, we use CFA to validate the reflective measurement model.
The multi-item Likert scales will be reliably captured by the CFA in JASP (v.0.18.3),
which will be used to verify that the intended latent constructs are accurately captured in
our research model. This step guarantees that observed scores provide a sound basis for
subsequent mediation and moderation, and that item—construct relationships conform to

the theorized structure of our EVT-based model.
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JASP's standard goodness-of-fit indices will be used to assess global model
adequacy, while reliability analysis will be used to examine internal consistency.
Convergent and discriminant validity will be evaluated based on the pattern and
magnitude of standardized factor loadings, along with related validity checks, to guarantee
that indicators appropriately reflect their constructs and preserve their uniqueness. These
CFA outputs show the psychometric soundness of the measurement model before
proceeding to structural tests.

Sponsorship disclosure, honesty declaration, and product frame are categorical
design variables used as cues or moderators and are not included in the CFA. Follower
cynicism is measured as a multi-item scale and will be included in the CFA to establish
reliability and validity; for moderation or subgroup comparisons it may be used either as a
continuous centered score or via a median split. The finalized, well-fitting measurement
model is then carried forward to Chapter 6, where we report loadings, reliability, and
validity and proceed with correlation, mediation, and moderation.

Validity and Reliability analysis

The reliability of the multivariate scales will be assessed through the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient, to assess the internal consistency of the individual constructs. At the same
time, the convergent and discriminant validity of the variables will be examined based on
the factor loadings and the relevant reliability indices, in order to ensure the conceptual

validity of the measurements.

Regression Analysis

Regression analysis in the research model enables hypothesis testing and prediction by
examining the relationship between independent and dependent variables (Berenson et al.,
2020). According to the hypotheses, this study uses multiple regression analysis to test the
factors influencing influencer avoidance, influencer switching, and brand avoidance in the
sponsorship disclosure pathway, and recommendation acceptance and follower
engagement in the empathic attunement pathway. In the sponsorship disclosure pathway,
Sponsorship Disclosure Awareness and Psychological Contract Violation are specified as
predictor variables, while Influencer Avoidance, Influencer Switching, and Brand
Avoidance are specified as outcome variables. Separate multiple regression models are

estimated for each outcome variable in order to determine the unique contribution of each
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predictor to the explained variance. The models are interpreted using standardized
regression coefficients (B), statistical significance, and overall explanatory power (R2).
Using tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor diagnostics, the analysis further investigates
the linear regression assumptions, such as normality of residuals, homoscedasticity,
independence of errors, and the absence of problematic multicollinearity, to ensure robust
estimates. Perceived Empathic Attunement and Social Presence are designated as
predictors in the empathic attunement pathway, while Recommendation Acceptance and
Follower Engagement are designated as outcomes. The proposed positive relationships are
tested using the same regression technique.

Mediation Analysis

Mediation analysis examines whether the relationship between an independent and a
dependent variable is transmitted through an intervening variable (MacKinnon et al.,
2012). In this study, the mediating mechanism between Sponsorship Disclosure
Awareness and the behavioral outcomes of Influencer Avoidance, Influencer Switching,
and Brand Avoidance is examined: psychological contract violation. Three main paths are
used to estimate the indirect effect and examine the mediation process. First, Sponsorship
Disclosure Awareness is regressed on Psychological Contract Violation to estimate Path a.
Second, each behavioral outcome is regressed on Sponsorship Disclosure Awareness to
estimate the total effect (Path c). Third, Path b and the direct effect (Path ¢') are estimated
by simultaneously regressing each behavioral outcome on Sponsorship Disclosure
Awareness and Psychological Contract Violation. When the direct effect diminishes after
the mediator is included and the indirect effect (axb) is statistically significant, there is
evidence of mediation. The statistical significance of the indirect effect is assessed via
bootstrapping with 5,000 resamples and bias-corrected confidence intervals (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008), given that the sampling distribution of indirect effects is frequently non-
normal. Mediation is considered significant when the confidence interval for the indirect

effect does not include zero.

Moderation Analysis

Moderation analysis tests whether a moderator changes the strength or direction of the

relationship between an independent and a dependent variable (Dawson, 2014). Here,
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follower cynicism is modeled as a moderator in the sponsorship-disclosure pathway,
assessing (a) whether it moderates the effect of Sponsorship Disclosure Awareness on
Psychological Contract Violation, and (b) whether it moderates the effect of Psychological

Contract Violation on Influencer Avoidance, Influencer Switching, and Brand Avoidance.

Because Sponsorship Disclosure was originally coded (1 = present, 2 = absent), regression
coefficients could appear sign-reversed and hinder interpretation. The variable was
therefore recoded as a binary dummy SDd (0 = absent, 1 = present) so that a positive
coefficient indicates higher levels of the dependent variable when disclosure is present.
Moderation was tested using multiple regression including the independent variable, the
mean-centered moderator, and their interaction term. Dichotomous indicators (e.g.,
Sponsorship Disclosure, Honesty Declaration, Product Frame) were not mean-centered,
since centering is unnecessary for binary variables and does not change the interpretation

of interaction effects.

To interpret significant interactions, a simple slopes approach was used to estimate
conditional effects at low and high cynicism. Conditional values were evaluated at
mean—1SD, mean, and mean+1SD on the raw cynicism scale; for centered cynicism (FC¢),
these correspond to —1SD, 0, and +1SD. A statistically significant interaction coefficient
indicates moderation (Dawson, 2014). The moderation models are operationalized as

follows:

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

* H6b: X = Psychological Contract Violation (PCV), W = Follower Cynicism (FC9), ¥ =
Influencer Avoidance (IA), interaction term = PCV x FC+¢

« Hoc: X = Psychological Contract Violation (PCV), W = Follower Cynicism (FC?), Y =/
Influencer Switching (IS), interaction term = PCV x FC¢

* H6d: X = Psychological Contract Violation (PCV), W = Follower Cynicism (FC¢), ¥ =
Brand Avoidance (BA), interaction term = PCV x FC¢

* H7a: X = Fashion Influencers’ Perceived Empathic Attunement (FIPEA<), W = Prodiict

Continuous predictors and moderators were mean-centered prior to interaction

estimation, whereas binary dummy variables were not centered.
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Chapter 6: Research results

Chapter 6 outlines the research findings derived from the questionnaire responses. The
chapter is organized as follows: Section 6.1 presents the sample characteristics and
descriptive statistics; Section 6.2 analyzes the interpretation of the questionnaire
responses; Section 6.3 focuses on the confirmatory factor analysis; Section 6.4 details the
hypothesis testing process. Section 6.5 summarizes the hypothesis testing outcomes;

Section 6.6 presents the empirically validated research model.

6.1 Sample characteristics and descriptive statistics

The sample consists entirely of Instagram users, as well as individuals who follow fashion
influencers and have been exposed to product promotions through them, with all three
variables reaching 100.0%. Regarding the duration of following influencers, the highest
proportion is observed for 1-2 years (24.2%), followed closely by 3+ years (23.6%), while
21.9% report following for less than 6 months. Lower percentages are noted for 6-12
months (16.0%) and 2-3 years (14.3%).

In terms of content exposure frequency, the largest proportion of participants
report daily engagement (31.2%), followed by those who view content 3-5 times per week
(27.7%) and once per week (23.9%). Smaller proportions indicate several times per day
(7.9%), once per month (6.1%), and 3-5 times per month (3.2%).

As for the platforms used, Instagram dominates with 80.8%, followed by TikTok
(14.0%) and YouTube (3.2%), while blog or website usage reaches 1.5%, and both
Pinterest and Viber present minimal usage at 0.3%.

Regarding gender, females represent the majority with 63.8%, followed by males
at 35.3%, while 0.9% preferred not to disclose their gender. Concerning age distribution,
the largest group falls within the 35-44 category (34.1%), followed by 25-34 (26.8%) and
18-24 (24.8%), while smaller proportions are observed for 45-54 (12.2%), 55-64 (1.7%),
and 65+ (0.3%).

In relation to educational level, most participants have higher education (37.3%),
followed closely by postgraduate studies (35.3%), while secondary education accounts for
23.6%. Minimal proportions are observed for other education levels (2.9%) and basic
education (0.9%).
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Finally, regarding city of residence, the majority of participants belong to other
locations (59.8%), followed by Athens (23.9%) and Patras (9.0%), while Thessaloniki
accounts for 4.1%. Smaller proportions are observed for Larisa (1.7%), Piraeus (1.2%),
and Heraklion (0.3%).

6.2 Interpretation of questionnaire results

Continuing, the group of variables was investigated by calculating the average score of
each respondent’s answers to the statements referring to each construct included in the
questionnaire. All statements were originally measured on a 7-point scale, where 1
corresponds to strongly agree and 7 to strongly disagree. However, for interpretation
purposes, the construct scores were reverse-coded, meaning that higher mean values
indicate higher levels of the corresponding construct. A total of 343 participants were
included in the analysis.

Based on the results, psychological contract violation presents one of the highest
mean values (M = 5.62), followed by influencer avoidance (M = 5.09) and brand
avoidance (M = 4.94). Influencer switching also appears at a relatively high level (M =
4.76), while perceived empathic attunement (M = 4.69), social presence (M = 4.55), and
recommendation acceptance (M = 4.44) present moderate to relatively high values. Lastly,
follower cynicism presents the lowest mean among the examined constructs (M = 2.74). It
should also be noted that sponsorship disclosure (M = 1.29), honesty declaration (M =

1.70), and product framing (M = 1.65) refer to nominal variables.

Analytically, psychological contract violation presents a relatively high mean (M =
5.62, SD = 1.43), indicating that participants tend to experience moderate to relatively
strong feelings of disappointment, unmet expectations, and perceived violation toward
influencers. Influencer avoidance also presents a high mean value (M = 5.09, SD = 1.71),
suggesting that participants demonstrate a relatively strong tendency to distance

themselves from influencers and avoid their content.

Continuing with influencer switching, it appears at a moderately high level (M =
4.76, SD = 1.37), indicating that participants moderately consider shifting their attention
toward alternative influencers. Similarly, brand avoidance presents a comparable level (M

=4.94, SD = 1.47), suggesting a moderate tendency to reject or avoid promoted brands.
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Regarding the relational constructs, perceived empathic attunement (M = 4.69, SD
= 1.40) and social presence (M = 4.55, SD = 1.50) indicate moderate to relatively high
perceptions of connection, understanding, and interpersonal interaction between
participants and influencers. Recommendation acceptance presents a similar level (M =
4.44, SD = 1.31), suggesting that participants demonstrate a moderate willingness to

consider and act upon influencer recommendations.

Finally, follower cynicism presents the lowest mean value (M = 2.74, SD = 1.32),
indicating that participants demonstrate relatively lower levels of cynical perceptions
toward influencers compared to the remaining examined constructs. The standard
deviations across the constructs range at similar levels, indicating a relatively consistent

distribution of responses among participants.

6.3 Confirmatory factor analysis

6.3.1. Model Specification

The Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted using the DWLS estimator, which is the
most appropriate when it comes to ordinal data. Also, the measurement model included all
latent constructs of the study, such as Psychological Contract Violation (PCV), Influencer
Avoidance (IA), Influencer Switching (IS), Brand Avoidance (BA), Fashion Influencers’
Perceived Empathic Attunement (FIPEA), Social Presence (SP), Recommendation
Acceptance (RAE), and Follower Cynicism (FC). Each one of them was measured using
the observed indicators. All the constructs were reflective, aligning with the theories of the
research model. Also, the estimation method incorporated robust standard errors, and the

test statistics were scaled in order to properly use the categorical type of the data.

6.3.2. Model fit Assessment

The total model fit was rather good.More specifically, the chi-square test revealed a
statistically significant result (y? = 1347.243, df = 467, p < .001), which is expected
because of the sensitivity of the statistic to the sample size. As for the remaining fit
indices, they indicate a very satisfactory model fit. Analytically, the Comparative Fit Index
(CFI = 0.968), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI = 0.964), and Incremental Fit Index (IFI = 0.968)

were all beyond the threshold of 0.90, which means that there is a really good fit of the
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measurement model. Also, the Normed Fit Index (NFI = 0.952) and Relative Fit Index
(RFI = 0.945) revealed the adequacy of the model. Continuing, the Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA = 0.074, 90% CI [0.070, 0.079]) is placed within
acceptable limits, indicating that there is a reasonable approximation error, and the
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR = 0.063) is also within acceptable
thresholds. As for the diagnostics, they confirmed that the data is suitable to conduct a
factor analysis, since the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) was extremely high (overall KMO =
0.878), and Bartlett’s test of sphericity is also statistically significant (¥ = 11693.016, df =
528, p < .001). These results reveal that the correlation matrix is appropriate to conduct a
factor analysis. The above are presented in Appendix A (Tables A1-A9).

6.3.3. Factor loadings and significance

Most of the observed variables loaded strongly and significantly on their respective
constructs (p < .001), indicating that there is validity in the measurements of the model.
Also, the majority of the indicators presented high explanatory power based on their R2
values, which indicates that they were well represented by their corresponding latent
factors. However, one item in the Influencer Switching construct (1S2) presented a low
factor loading (Estimate = 0.383), along with a low level of explained variance (Rz =
0.133) and a high residual variance. This suggests that the item contributes at a lower level
to the construct compared to the other indicators. Nevertheless, the item is still statistically
significant (p < .001), while the other factors of the construct demonstrate a high level of
loading. All the other factors also presented statistically significant variance (p < .001),
indicating that there are meaningful relationships across the constructs. Additionally, most
of the covariances between the factors were also statistically significant and in the
expected directions. Through the analysis, positive associations were observed between
the avoidance-related constructs, while negative relationships were identified between
avoidant constructs and relational variables such as empathic attunement and social
presence. Finally, positive relationships were observed between empathic attunement,

social presence, and recommendation acceptance.
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Figure 6.1: Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Path Diagram of the Measurement Model with
Standardized Factor Loadings.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”
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6.3.4. Reliability and internal consistency

The results of the CFA presented strong support for the reliability and internal consistency
of the measurement model. There were high factor loadings, and the relationships between
indicators were also statistically significant, with each construct presenting satisfactory
internal coherence. Continuing, relatively high levels of R? values were observed across
most of the indicators, indicating that a substantial proportion of variance is explained by
the latent constructs, which supports the consistency and stability of the measurement
structure. Additionally, the results of the KMO confirmed the adequacy of the sample and
the intercorrelations between the studied variables. Overall, the measurement model
demonstrated strong reliability and satisfactory internal consistency, indicating that the

constructs are measured in a stable and coherent manner.

6.4 Hypothesis testing

6.4.1 Correlation analysis

The findings regarding the direct relationships among the study variables are presented in
the following section. Due to the dichotomous nature of sponsorship disclosure (disclosure
vs. no disclosure) and the ordinal structure of the Likert-based outcome variables, the
differences between the groups were investigated using Mann-Whitney U tests, while
rank-biserial correlation coefficients (rrb) were reported as effect size indicators. In
addition, the relationship between perceived empathic attunement and recommendation
acceptance was investigated using Spearman’s correlation coefficients and linear
regression analysis. The results are presented in Appendix Table Al and Table A2.

Hla: Sponsorship disclosure by fashion influencers positively influences
influencer avoidance by followers.
The results of the Mann-Whitney U analysis revealed that there is no statistically
significant difference regarding influencer avoidance between the participants who were
exposed to sponsorship disclosure and those who were not (U = 11240, p = .237, rrb = -
.080). More specifically, participants exposed to sponsorship disclosure presented slightly
lower levels of influencer avoidance (M = 5.01, SD = 1.75, Median = 5.25, IQR = 2.50)
compared to those who were not exposed to disclosure (M = 5.27, SD = 1.60, Median =
5.50, IQR = 3.00). The effect size was negligible, indicating that sponsorship disclosure

was not meaningfully associated with influencer avoidance. Therefore, H1a is rejected.
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The relationship may also be expressed through the following equation form:

I4 = Qs + B.U.I -5D [61]

where SD = 0 indicates no disclosure and SD = 1 indicates disclosure presence. A negative
[ coefficient indicates lower influencer avoidance under sponsorship disclosure

conditions.

H1b: Sponsorship disclosure by fashion influencers positively influences influencer

switching by followers.

The results revealed a marginally statistically significant difference regarding
influencer switching between the two groups (U = 10582, p = .050, rrb = -.134).
Participants who were exposed to sponsorship disclosure presented lower levels of
influencer switching (M = 4.66, SD = 1.44, Median = 4.75, IQR = 1.75) compared to
participants who were not exposed to disclosure (M = 5.01, SD = 1.17, Median = 5.00,
IQR = 1.75). Although the relationship reached the threshold of statistical significance, the
direction of the relationship was opposite to the hypothesized positive effect. The effect
size was small, suggesting a weak negative association between sponsorship disclosure

and influencer switching. Therefore, H1b is rejected.
The relationship may also be expressed through the following equation form:

IS = drg + B;_g -5D [62]

where SD = 0 indicates no disclosure and SD = 1 indicates disclosure presence. A
negative B coefficient indicates lower influencer switching under sponsorship disclosure

conditions.

HZ1c: Sponsorship disclosure by fashion influencers positively influences brand

avoidance by followers.

Through the analysis, it was revealed that there is no statistically significant
difference in the level of brand avoidance between those who were exposed to sponsorship
disclosure and those who were not (U = 11659, p = .499, rrb = -.046). Participants who
were exposed to disclosure presented slightly lower levels of brand avoidance (M = 4.89,
SD = 1.49, Median = 5.00, IQR = 2.00) compared to those who were not exposed (M =
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5.04, SD = 1.42, Median = 5.00, IQR = 2.00), although this difference was not statistically
significant. The effect size was negligible, indicating no meaningful relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and brand avoidance. Therefore, H1c is rejected.

The relationship may also be expressed through the following equation form:

Ba‘q = EIBH +£Bﬂ " SD [63]

where SD = 0 indicates no disclosure and SD = 1 indicates disclosure presence. A
negative B coefficient indicates lower brand avoidance under sponsorship disclosure

conditions.

H2: Fashion influencers' perceived empathic attunement cues positively influence

followers' recommendation acceptance.

Based on Spearman’s correlation analysis, a statistically significant positive
correlation was revealed between perceived empathic attunement and recommendation
acceptance (p = .516, p < .001). This result indicates that higher levels of perceived
empathic attunement are associated with higher levels of willingness to accept and act
upon the influencer’s recommendations. This relationship was further confirmed through
regression analysis, which showed that empathic attunement significantly predicts
recommendation acceptance ( = .554, p < .001), explaining 30.7% of the variance (R2 =
.307, F = 150.865). Therefore, H2 is confirmed.

The relationship may also be expressed through the following equation form:
RAE = apyz + Braz - FIPEA [6.4]

where a positive B coefficient indicates that higher levels of perceived empathic

attunement are associated with higher levels of recommendation acceptance.

6.4.2 Mediation analysis

To investigate the mechanisms that underlie the relationships between the study variables,
the mediating role of psychological contract violation and social presence was also
examined. Overall, the findings revealed two different patterns: a fully mediated pathway
regarding negative behavioural responses, and a partially mediated pathway for positive

engagement outcomes.
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H3a: Psychological contract violation mediates the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and influencer avoidance, such that sponsorship disclosure

increases psychological contract violation, which in turn increases influencer avoidance.

Investigating first influencer avoidance, sponsorship disclosure was revealed to
present a statistically significant and negative effect on psychological contract violation (3
= -0.467, p = .006). This suggests that the absence of disclosure is related to higher levels
of perceived violation. Also, psychological contract violation presented a strong and
positive effect on influencer avoidance (B = 0.821, p < .001), which means that higher
levels of perceived violation lead to higher levels of avoidance behaviors. Although the
direct effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer avoidance is not statistically
significant (f = 0.120, p = .423), the indirect effect appears to be statistically significant (3
=-0.383, 95% CI [-0.649, -0.125]), indicating that the effect of sponsorship disclosure on
avoidance operates indirectly through psychological contract violation, thus supporting the
H3a research hypothesis.

H3a: Indirect = -0.383 [CI: -0.649, -0.125]

a =-0.467* b =0.821%*

SD

¢'=0.120 (ns)

Figure 6.2: Mediating role of psychological contract violation in the relationship between sponsorship
disclosure and influencer avoidance.

Note. SDd was coded as 0 = absent and 1 = present.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

H3b: Psychological contract violation mediates the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and influencer switching, such that sponsorship disclosure

increases psychological contract violation, which in turn increases influencer switching.

A similar pattern is also revealed regarding switching influence. Sponsorship

disclosure presented a statistically significant negative effect on psychological contract
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violation (B = -0.467, p = .006), while psychological contract violation showed a
statistically significant positive effect on switching intentions (p = 0.467, p < .001).
Additionally, the direct effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer switching is not
statistically significant (f = -0.135, p = .347), although the indirect effect is statistically
significant (f = -0.218, 95% CI [-0.370, -0.067]). These results indicate that followers’
intention to switch influencers is more strongly affected by their perceived violation rather
than the disclosure itself, thus supporting the H3b hypothesis.

H3b: Indirect = -0.218 [CI: -0.370, -0.067]

a = 04674+ b = 0.467+++

SD

¢'=-0.135(ns)

Figure 6.3: Mediating role of psychological contract violation in the relationship between sponsorship
disclosure and influencer switching.

Note: SDd was coded as 0 = absent and 1 = present.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

H3c: Psychological contract violation mediates the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and brand avoidance, such that sponsorship disclosure increases

psychological contract violation, which in turn increases brand avoidance.

The same results were also revealed when it comes to brand avoidance.
Analytically, sponsorship disclosure can statistically significantly predict psychological
contract violation (B = -0.467, p = .006), while psychological contract violation presents a
positive effect on brand avoidance (B = 0.506, p < .001). The direct effect of sponsorship
disclosure on brand avoidance is not statistically significant (B = 0.087, p = .570).
However, the indirect effect is statistically significant (B = -0.236, 95% CI [-0.407, -

0.075]). These results indicate that psychological contract violation fully mediates the
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relationship between sponsorship disclosure and negative brand-related responses, thus
confirming the H3c research hypothesis.

H3c: Indirect = -0.236 [Cl: -0.407, -0.075]

a=0.467*** b =0.506***

c-prime = 0.087 (ns)

Figure 6.4: Mediating role of psychological contract violation in the relationship between sponsorship
disclosure and brand avoidance.

Note. SDd was coded as 0 = absent and 1 = present.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

H4: Social presence mediates the relationship between fashion influencers'
perceived empathic attunement cues and recommendation acceptance, such that empathic
attunement cues increase social presence, which in turn increases recommendation

acceptance.

Continuing, the empathic attunement pathway was investigated, which presented
different results compared to the previous ones. Analytically, empathic attunement
presented a strong positive effect on social presence (p = 0.696, p < .001), suggesting that
when the influencer is viewed as understanding and aligned with the followers’
perspectives, there is a stronger sense of interpersonal connection. Also, social presence
positively influences the level of recommendation acceptance (B = 0.338, p <.001). At the
same time, perceived empathic attunement presented a statistically significant effect on the
level of recommendation acceptance, which means that the influence is not fully explained
only by social presence (B = 0.283, p < .001). As for the indirect effect, it is also
statistically significant (B = 0.235, 95% CI [0.147, 0.322]), which reveals that social

presence partially mediates this relationship, and therefore H4 is confirmed.
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H4: Indirect = 0.285 |CI: 0.147, 0.322]

b = 0.388***

a=0.696***

o-prime = 0.283***

Figure 6.5: Mediating role of social presence in the relationship between perceived empathic
attunement and recommendation acceptance.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

6.4.3 Moderation analysis

The following chapter investigates and presents the moderation analyses that were
conducted. Sponsorship disclosure was recoded from 1 = present and 2 = absent to SD9 (0
= absent, 1 = present), while honesty declaration was recoded from 1 = absent and 2 =
present to HD! (0 = absent, 1 = present). Continuous predictors and moderators were
mean-centered prior to the construction of interaction terms in order to reduce
multicollinearity and improve the interpretability of the regression coefficients.

Moderation effects were tested using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models of

the following form: ¥ =bg + by X+ bW+ ba(X X W)+ ewhere b3 represents the
interaction effect and therefore tests moderation. When interactions were non-significant,
conditional effects were still estimated across moderator conditions in order to evaluate
the pattern and direction of the relationships. The detailed statistical results are presented
in Appendix Tables A3-A8.

H5a: Honesty declaration moderates the relationship between sponsorship
disclosure and psychological contract violation, such that the positive effect of
sponsorship disclosure on psychological contract violation is weaker when honesty
declaration is present than when it is absent.

The moderating role of honesty declaration in the relationship between sponsorship
disclosure and psychological contract violation was examined by including the interaction

term in the regression model. The relationship can be represented as follows:

PCV, = by +b,SD{ + b,HD{ + by (SDY X HD{) + £, [6 5]
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where SD? = 0 indicates absence of sponsorship disclosure and SD¢ = 1 indicates
disclosure presence, while HD? = 0 indicates absence of honesty declaration and HD¢ = 1
indicates honesty declaration presence. The coefficient b3 represents the moderation

effect.

As presented in the results, the interaction between sponsorship disclosure and
honesty declaration was not statistically significant (p = -0.155, p = .666), indicating that
honesty declaration does not significantly alter the relationship between sponsorship
disclosure and psychological contract violation. Additionally, the inclusion of the
interaction term did not lead to a meaningful increase in the explained variance (AR? =
.001, p = .666), further supporting the absence of a moderating effect. The conditional
effect of sponsorship disclosure on psychological contract violation was negative both
when honesty declaration was absent (b = -0.391) and when honesty declaration was
present (b = -0.546), suggesting slightly lower levels of psychological contract violation
under sponsorship disclosure conditions regardless of honesty declaration presence.

Therefore, H5a is not supported.

®
v

=]

Honesty declaration
= Honesty absent

=* Honesty present

Predicted psychological contract violation

No disclosure Disclosure
Sponsorship disclosure
Figure 6.6: Interaction effect of sponsorship disclosure and honesty declaration on psychological
contract violation.
Note. SDd and HDd were coded as 0 = absent and 1 = present.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) ‘“Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.
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H5b: Honesty declaration moderates the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure
on influencer switching through psychological contract violation, such that this indirect
positive effect is weaker when honesty declaration is present than when it is absent.

Furthermore, the moderating role of honesty declaration in the indirect relationship
between sponsorship disclosure and influencer switching through psychological contract
violation was investigated using a first-stage moderated mediation model. The mediator

model can be represented as:
PCV, = ay +a,SD{ + a,HD{ + as(SD{ X HDY) + ey, [6.6]
while the outcome model can be represented as:
IS, = ¢g + ¢,SD{ + ,PCV, + ¢;HD{ + £, [6.7]

The interaction between sponsorship disclosure and honesty declaration on
psychological contract violation was not statistically significant (f = -0.155, p = .666),
suggesting that honesty declaration does not significantly influence the first stage of the

mediation process.

Additionally, the conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer
switching through psychological contract violation was not statistically significant when
honesty declaration was absent (B = -0.179, 95% CI [-0.466, 0.081]). However, when
honesty declaration was present, the indirect effect became statistically significant (p = -
0.250, 95% CI [-0.429, -0.065]). Despite this difference, the index of moderated mediation
was not statistically significant (Index = -0.071, 95% CI [-0.371, 0.248]), indicating that
the indirect effect did not significantly differ across the two honesty declaration

conditions. Therefore, H5b is rejected.

Figure 6.7 presents the moderated mediation model predicting influencer
switching. As shown, psychological contract violation significantly predicts influencer
switching (B = 0.457, p < .001), whereas the effects of honesty declaration, sponsorship

disclosure, and their interaction are non-significant.
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Figure 6.7: Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer switching through
psychological contract violation across levels of honesty declaration.

Note. SDd and HDd were coded as 0 = absent and 1 = present.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

H5c: Honesty declaration moderates the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure
on brand avoidance through psychological contract violation, such that this indirect
positive effect is weaker when honesty declaration is present than when it is absent.

Additionally, the potential moderating role of honesty declaration in the
relationship between sponsorship disclosure and brand avoidance through psychological
contract violation was analysed through a first-stage moderated mediation framework. The

mediator model can be represented as:
PCV, = ay +a,SD?% + a,HD? + a,(5D? X HD?) + e, [6.9]
while the outcome model can be represented as:
BA; = ¢y + ¢,SD{ + ¢,PCV; + c;HD + & [6.9]

The interaction between sponsorship disclosure and honesty declaration on
psychological contract violation was not statistically significant (f = -0.155, p = .666),
indicating that honesty declaration does not significantly affect the initial stage of the

mediation process.
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Furthermore, the conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on brand
avoidance through psychological contract violation was not statistically significant when
honesty declaration was absent (B = -0.194, 95% CI [-0.489, 0.075]). However, when
honesty declaration was present, the indirect effect became statistically significant (p = -
0.271, 95% CI [-0.466, -0.082]). Despite this pattern, the index of moderated mediation
was not statistically significant (Index = -0.077, 95% CI [-0.398, 0.260]), suggesting that
the strength of the indirect effect does not significantly differ depending on honesty
declaration presence. Therefore, H5c is rejected.

N

Honesty Declaration |

J B = 0.060, p = 0.697
— \\
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Figure 6.8: Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on brand avoidance through
psychological contract violation across levels of honesty declaration.

Note. SDd and HDd were coded as 0 = absent and 1 = present.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

H6a: Follower cynicism moderates the relationship between sponsorship
disclosure and psychological contract violation, such that the positive effect of
sponsorship disclosure on psychological contract violation is stronger for followers with

high cynicism than for followers with low cynicism.

As for the moderating role of follower cynicism in the relationship between

sponsorship disclosure and psychological contract violation, it was investigated through an
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OLS regression model including the interaction term between sponsorship disclosure and
mean-centered follower cynicism. The model can be represented as follows:

PCV; = bo + biSD¢; + b.FC¢; + b3(SDdi X FCCi) + & [610]

where SD? = 0 indicates absence of sponsorship disclosure and SD¢ = 1 indicates
disclosure presence, while FCe represents mean-centered follower cynicism. The
interaction between sponsorship disclosure and follower cynicism was not statistically
significant (B = .114, p = .215), indicating that the relationship between sponsorship
disclosure and psychological contract violation does not significantly differ depending on
the level of follower cynicism. Additionally, the inclusion of the interaction term did not
result in a statistically significant improvement in model fit (AR? = .004, p = .215).
Therefore, H6a is rejected.

Figure 6.9 presents the interaction effect of sponsorship disclosure and follower

cynicism on psychological contract violation.

Follower cynicism
= Low cynicism
=* Moderate cynicism

== High cynicism

Predicted psychological contract violation

s
L

No disclosure Disclosure

Sponsorship disclosure

Figure 6.9: Interaction effect of sponsorship disclosure and follower cynicism on psychological
contract violation.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

H6b: Follower cynicism moderates the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on

influencer avoidance through psychological contract violation, such that this indirect
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positive effect is stronger for followers with high cynicism than for followers with low

cynicism.

Furthermore, the moderating role of follower cynicism in the indirect relationship
between sponsorship disclosure and influencer avoidance through psychological contract
violation was investigated using a first-stage moderated mediation model. The mediator
model can be represented as:

PCV, = ag +a,5Df + a,FC{ + a(SD{ X FCO)+ ey [6.11]
while the outcome model can be represented as:
1A, =5 + CISDf + ¢, PCV; + c3FC + &, [6.12]

The interaction between sponsorship disclosure and follower cynicism on
psychological contract violation was not statistically significant (B = .153, p = .215),
suggesting that follower cynicism does not significantly influence the first stage of the
mediation process. However, psychological contract violation significantly predicted
influencer avoidance (B = .800, p < .001), while follower cynicism also demonstrated a

statistically significant direct positive effect on influencer avoidance (B =.149, p =.004).

Additionally, the conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer
avoidance through psychological contract violation was statistically significant under low
follower cynicism conditions (p = -0.507, 95% CI [-0.897, -0.121]) and moderate follower
cynicism conditions (p = -0.346, 95% CI [-0.607, -0.075]). However, the indirect effect
was not statistically significant under high follower cynicism conditions ( = -0.185, 95%
ClI [-0.520, 0.162]). Despite these differences, the index of moderated mediation was not
statistically significant (Index = 0.122, 95% CI [-0.065, 0.321]), indicating that the indirect
effect did not significantly vary across levels of follower cynicism. Therefore, H6b is

rejected.

Figure 6.10 presents the conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of follower

cynicism.
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Figure 6.10: Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer avoidance through

psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism.
Note. SDd was coded as 0 = absent and 1 = present.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

H6c: Follower cynicism moderates the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer switching through psychological contract violation, such that this indirect
positive effect is stronger for followers with high cynicism than for followers with low

cynicism.

Additionally, the moderating role of follower cynicism in the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and influencer switching through psychological contract violation
was analysed using a first-stage moderated mediation framework. The mediator model can

be represented as:
PCV, = ay +a,5D% + a,FC° + a,(5D% X FC%)+ e, [6.13]
while the outcome model can be represented as:

IS, = ¢y + ¢,5D{ + ¢,PCV, + &;FC; + 5, [6.14]
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The interaction between sponsorship disclosure and follower cynicism on
psychological contract violation was not statistically significant (f = .153, p = .215),
indicating that follower cynicism does not significantly affect the first stage of the
mediation process. Psychological contract violation significantly predicted influencer
switching (B = .427, p < .001), while follower cynicism also had a statistically significant
direct positive effect on influencer switching (p = .287, p <.001).

Furthermore, the conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer
switching through psychological contract violation was statistically significant under low
follower cynicism conditions (B = -0.271, 95% CI [-0.511, -0.056]) and moderate follower
cynicism conditions ( = -0.185, 95% CI [-0.328, -0.048]). However, the indirect effect
was not statistically significant under high follower cynicism conditions ( = -0.099, 95%
ClI [-0.264, 0.086]). Nevertheless, the index of moderated mediation was not statistically
significant (Index = 0.065, 95% CI [-0.034, 0.186]), suggesting that the strength of the
indirect effect does not significantly differ across levels of follower cynicism. Therefore,

H6c is rejected.

Figure 6.11 presents the conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer switching through psychological contract violation across levels of follower

cynicism.

Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on Influencer S

0o

Conditional indirect effect
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Follower cynicism

Figure 6.11: Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer switching through

psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism.

Postgraduate Dissertation 80



Note. SDd was coded as 0 = absent and 1 = present.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

H6d: Follower cynicism moderates the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
brand avoidance through psychological contract violation, such that this indirect positive
effect is stronger for followers with high cynicism than for followers with low cynicism.

Moreover, the moderating role of follower cynicism in the relationship between
sponsorship disclosure and brand avoidance through psychological contract violation was
examined through a first-stage moderated mediation framework. The mediator model can

be represented as:
PCV, = ay +a,5Df + a,FC{ + a(SD{ X FCO)+ ey [6.15]
while the outcome model can be represented as:
BA; = ¢; + ¢,SD{ + 6,PCV, + &;FC{ + £, [6.16]

The interaction between sponsorship disclosure and follower cynicism on
psychological contract violation was not statistically significant (B = .153, p = .215),
indicating that follower cynicism does not significantly influence the first stage of the
mediation process. Psychological contract violation significantly predicted brand
avoidance (B = .474, p <.001), while follower cynicism also had a statistically significant

direct positive effect on brand avoidance (p =.228, p <.001).

Additionally, the conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on brand
avoidance through psychological contract violation was statistically significant under low
follower cynicism conditions ( = -0.301, 95% CI [-0.574, -0.067]) and moderate follower
cynicism conditions (p = -0.205, 95% CI [-0.370, -0.051]). However, the indirect effect
was not statistically significant under high follower cynicism conditions (f = -0.110, 95%
Cl [-0.301, 0.094]). Despite these variations, the index of moderated mediation was not
statistically significant (Index = 0.072, 95% CI [-0.037, 0.205]), suggesting that the
conditional indirect effects do not significantly differ across follower cynicism conditions.

Therefore, H6d is rejected.

Figure 6.12 presents the conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
brand avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of follower

cynicism.
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Figure 6.12: Conditional indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on brand avoidance through
psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

H7a: Product frame moderates the relationship between fashion influencers'
perceived empathic attunement cues and social presence, such that the positive effect of
empathic attunement cues on social presence is stronger for virtue fashion products
(sustainable/ethical fashion) than for vice fashion products (fast fashion/impulse

purchases).

The moderating role of product frame in the relationship between perceived
empathic attunement and social presence was examined by including the interaction term

in the regression model. The model can be represented as follows:
SP; = by + b FIPEA{ + b,PF; + by(FIPEA; X PF{)+ £,[6.17]

where FIPEAC represents mean-centered perceived empathic attunement and PF¢
represents the product frame condition (0 = virtue products, 1 = vice products). The
interaction between perceived empathic attunement and product frame was not statistically
significant (B = -0.103, p = .134), indicating that product framing does not significantly
alter the strength of the relationship between empathic attunement and social presence.

Consistent with this finding, the inclusion of the interaction term did not result in a
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significant increase in explained variance (AR? = .004, p = .134), further supporting the
absence of a moderating effect.

At the same time, perceived empathic attunement had a strong and statistically
significant positive effect on social presence (p = .728, p < .001), suggesting that higher
levels of empathic attunement are associated with stronger perceptions of social presence
regardless of whether the product is framed as virtue or vice. Therefore, H7a is not
supported.

Figure 6.13 presents the interaction effect of perceived empathic attunement and

product frame on social presence.
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Product frame
= \irtue products
==* Vice products

Predicted social presence
-
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Figure 6.13: Interaction effect of perceived empathic attunement and product frame on social
presence.

Note. PFd was coded as 0 = virtue and 1 = vice.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

H7b: Product frame moderates the indirect effect of fashion influencers' perceived
empathic attunement cues on recommendation acceptance through social presence, such
that this indirect positive effect is stronger for virtue fashion products (sustainable/ethical

fashion) than for vice fashion products (fast fashion/impulse purchases).

The potential moderating role of product frame in the indirect relationship between

perceived empathic attunement and recommendation acceptance through social presence
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was examined using a first-stage moderated mediation model. The mediator model can be

represented as:
SP; = ay +a,FIPEA; + a,PF{ + a;(FIPEA] X PF{)+ ey, [6.18]
while the outcome model can be represented as:
RAE; = ¢y + ¢,FIPEA] + ¢, 5P, + CSPF‘E“ t£:[6.19]

Perceived empathic attunement was found to positively predict social presence ( =
.780, p <.001), while social presence was also positively associated with recommendation
acceptance (B = .338, p < .001), confirming the existence of a significant indirect
mechanism. Furthermore, perceived empathic attunement also directly predicted

recommendation acceptance (B =.287, p <.001).

However, the interaction between empathic attunement and product frame was not
statistically significant (B = -0.140, p = .134), indicating that product framing does not
significantly influence the first stage of the mediation process.

Regarding the conditional indirect effects, the indirect effect was statistically
significant under both conditions. Specifically, for virtue products, the effect was p =
0.264 (95% CI [0.159, 0.374]), while for vice products, the effect was = 0.217 (95% ClI
[0.133, 0.302]). This suggests that empathic attunement enhances recommendation

acceptance through social presence regardless of the product framing condition.

Nevertheless, the index of moderated mediation was not statistically significant
(Index = -0.047, 95% CI [-0.126, 0.017]), indicating that the strength of the indirect effect
does not significantly differ between virtue and vice product framing conditions.

Therefore, H7b is not supported.

Figure 6.14 presents the conditional indirect effect of perceived empathic
attunement on recommendation acceptance through social presence across product frame

conditions.
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Figure 6.14:Conditional indirect effect of perceived empathic attunement on recommendation
acceptance through social presence across product frame conditions.

Note. PFd was coded as 0 = virtue and 1 = vice.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

H7c: For vice fashion products (fast fashion/impulse purchases), low empathic
attunement cues generate higher recommendation acceptance than high empathic
attunement cues, due to followers' preference for autonomy and psychological reactance

to guidance in hedonic consumption contexts.

The hypothesis that product frame alters the relationship between empathic
attunement and recommendation acceptance was examined using a two-way ANOVA.

The statistical model can be represented as follows:

where EAd represents empathic attunement condition (0 = low empathic
attunement, 1 = high empathic attunement) and PFd represents product frame condition (0

= virtue products, 1 = vice products).

The results demonstrated a strong and statistically significant main effect of
empathic attunement, F(1, 339) = 25.568, p < .001, n?% = .070. More specifically,
participants exposed to high levels of empathic attunement reported substantially higher
recommendation acceptance (M = 4.98, SD = 1.13) compared to participants exposed to
low empathic attunement (M = 3.83, SD = 1.24).
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In contrast, product frame did not have a statistically significant main effect on
recommendation acceptance, F(1, 339) = 0.009, p = .923, 0% < .001, indicating that
framing the product as virtue or vice does not directly influence recommendation

acceptance.

Most importantly, the interaction between empathic attunement and product frame
was not statistically significant, F(1, 339) = 0.025, p = .874, n% < .001. This finding
suggests that the positive effect of empathic attunement on recommendation acceptance

remains stable across both product framing conditions.

More specifically, recommendation acceptance remained almost identical across
virtue and vice conditions within each empathic attunement level. Under low empathic
attunement conditions, participants exposed to virtue products reported a mean
recommendation acceptance score of M = 3.84 (SD = 1.31), while participants exposed to
vice products reported M = 3.82 (SD = 1.19). Similarly, under high empathic attunement
conditions, recommendation acceptance was M = 4.96 (SD = 1.12) for virtue products and
M = 4.98 (SD = 1.14) for vice products.

Therefore, there is no evidence that low empathic attunement generates higher
recommendation acceptance in vice product contexts, as initially hypothesized.

Consequently, H7c is not supported.

Figure 6.15 presents the interaction effect of perceived empathic attunement and

product frame on recommendation acceptance.

a2

Product Frame
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== Virtue

Recommendation Acceptance
o
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Figure 6.15: Interaction effect of perceived empathic attunement and product frame on
recommendation acceptance.

Note. PFd was coded as 0 = virtue and 1 = vice.
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Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

6.5 Summary of hypotheses testing

Figure 6.16 summarizes the research results.
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b Product Frame
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Sustainable va Fast Fashion)
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Figure 6.1:Research model including the research hypotheses results.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

In the following table (Error! Reference source not found.) we summarize the

support of the research hypotheses and the significance level.

. Significance
Hypothesis Support Touell (1)

Hla §ponsorshlp dl_sclosure positively influences Not supported 0.05
influencer avoidance

H1b §ponsorshlp d_|scl_osure positively influences Not supported™ 0.05
influencer switching

Hic Sponsorsh_lp disclosure positively influences Not supported 0.05
brand avoidance
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H2

Perceived empathic attunement positively
influences recommendation acceptance

Supported

0.05

H3a

Psychological contract violation mediates the
relationship between sponsorship disclosure and
influencer avoidance

Supported

0.05

H3b

Psychological contract violation mediates the
relationship between sponsorship disclosure and
influencer switching

Supported

0.05

H3c

Psychological contract violation mediates the
relationship between sponsorship disclosure and
brand avoidance

Supported

0.05

H4

Social presence mediates the relationship
between empathic attunement and
recommendation acceptance

Supported

0.05

H5a

Honesty declaration moderates the relationship
between sponsorship disclosure and
psychological contract violation

Not supported

0.05

H5b

Honesty declaration moderates the indirect effect
of sponsorship disclosure on influencer switching
through psychological contract violation

Not supported

0.05

H5¢

Honesty declaration moderates the indirect effect
of sponsorship disclosure on brand avoidance
through psychological contract violation

Not supported

0.05

Hb6a

Follower cynicism moderates the relationship
between sponsorship disclosure and
psychological contract violation

Not supported

0.05

H6b

Follower cynicism moderates the indirect effect
of sponsorship disclosure on influencer
avoidance through psychological contract
violation

Not supported

0.05

H6c

Follower cynicism moderates the indirect effect
of sponsorship disclosure on influencer switching
through psychological contract violation

Not supported

0.05

H6d

Follower cynicism moderates the indirect effect
of sponsorship disclosure on brand avoidance
through psychological contract violation

Not supported

0.05
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H7a

Product frame moderates the relationship
between empathic attunement and social presence

Not supported 0.05

Product frame moderates the indirect effect of
H7b |lempathic attunement on recommendation Not supported 0.05
acceptance through social presence

Product frame moderates the relationship
H7c |between empathic attunement and Not supported 0.05
recommendation acceptance

Supported = significant and in hypothesized direction; mediation/moderation supported when
95% bootstrap CI excludes 0.

* marginal p = .050 but opposite direction

Table 6-1: Hypotheses’ results.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Based on the assumptions of the adopted theoretical model we can interpret the

above research results as follows.

Contrary to the "dark"” EVT pathway suggested in Chapter 4, sponsorship
disclosure did not directly increase influencer avoidance (see H1a). There
was no discernible difference in avoidance between disclosure and non-
disclosure. This implies that followers are more likely to withdraw when
they perceive a psychological contract violation (PCV); disclosure alone is
not enough to cause a negative expectancy violation.

A "transparency paradox" surfaced (see H1b) as influencer switching was
only marginally affected by disclosure, suggesting somewhat lower
switching intentions. The data suggest that disclosure may serve as a norm-
consistent transparency cue, lowering suspicion unless there is a strong
breach appraisal, even though EVT would predict switching when
disclosure compromises authenticity.

Further, disclosure did not directly increase brand avoidance (see H1c).
Disclosure by itself did not cause brand punishment or reframe the post as
overly commercialized. This validates the EVT-based hypothesis that

adverse consequences are contingent on followers' interpretation of the cue
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within the parasocial relationship, rather than merely on the existence of
disclosure.

e Recommendation acceptance was significantly predicted by empathic
attunement, which supports the "bright" EVT pathway (see H2). The
willingness of followers to accept recommendations increased when they
felt understood. Empathic attunement was a positive expectation violation
that raised relational value and receptivity.

e The disclosure—avoidance relationship was substantially mediated by PCV
(see H3a). Higher PCV was a strong predictor of avoidance, even though
disclosure was linked to lower PCV than non-disclosure. Distancing was
therefore motivated by perceived betrayal of honesty/authenticity
expectations rather than disclosure per se.

e The disclosure—switching relationship was also mediated by PCV (see
H3b). Greater switching was predicted by higher PCV, but disclosure had
no direct impact. Instead of switching because a post was sponsored,
followers did so because the interaction seemed to violate the psychological
contract.

e The disclosure-brand avoidance relationship was fully mediated by PCV
(see H3c). Although PCV was a strong predictor of brand avoidance,
disclosure had no direct impact. According to EVT, followers penalize
brands when they believe the influencer "broke the deal”, and brand
rejection is spillover punishment after relational disappointment.

e Social presence partially mediated the association between
recommendation acceptance and empathic attunement (see H4). While
there was still a significant direct effect, empathy increased social presence,
which in turn increased acceptance. This suggests that empathic cues
function both directly and through increased interpersonal bonding.

e The relationship between disclosure and PCV (see H5a) and the indirect
effects of disclosure on switching (see H5b) or brand avoidance (see H5c)
through PCV were not moderated by the honesty declaration. Disclaimers
like "honest opinion™ did not significantly reduce perceptions of the breach
or its repercussions, suggesting they may be seen as clichéd, calculated, or

inadequate to rebuild trust.
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e Follower cynicism also did not moderate the effect of disclosure on PCV
(see H6a) or the indirect effects on avoidance (see H6b), switching (see
H6c), and brand avoidance (see H6d). Although cynicism was directly
associated with negativity, it did not strengthen the disclosure — PCV
pathway. Thus, managing psychological contract expectations appears
more important than segmenting audiences by cynicism.

e Finally, product frame (virtue vs. vice) did not moderate the effect of
empathic attunement on social presence (see H7a) or its indirect effect on
recommendation acceptance (see H7b). There was also no support for the
prediction that low empathic attunement would outperform high attunement
for vice products (see H7c). Empathic attunement remained persuasive
across frames, suggesting that its positive EVT effect is robust rather than

context-bound.

6.6 Empirical Tested Model

The section presents the empirically tested model in regression-equation form, separating
the analysis into the two core Expectancy Violation Theory pathways examined in this
dissertation: (1) the Sponsorship Disclosure pathway and (2) the Empathic Attunement
pathway. In the disclosure pathway, the outcomes are Influencer Avoidance (1A),
Influencer Switching (IS), and Brand Avoidance (BA), with Psychological Contract
Violation (PCV) functioning as the mediating mechanism. In the empathic pathway,
Recommendation Acceptance/Engagement (RAE) is modeled as a function of Fashion
Influencers’ Perceived Empathic Attunement (FIPEA) and the mediator Social Presence
(SP).

Sponsorship Disclosure Pathway

Sponsorship disclosure was operationalized as a binary indicator (SDd: 0 = absent,
1 = present). The negative pathway posits that disclosure cues shape behavioral
withdrawal primarily through the perceived breach of the parasocial psychological
contract (PCV). Accordingly, three outcome regressions were estimated—one for each
behavioral outcome, each including SDd and PCV as predictors.

For the Influencer Avoidance (I1A) model:
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[Ai=1.045-0.120 SDdi+0.821 PCVi+eil A_i =1.045 - 0.120,SDd_i + 0.821,PCV _i
+ \varepsilon_ilAi=1.045—0.120SDdi+0.821PCVi+ei

The model explains a substantial proportion of variance in 1A (R? = .468). PCV is a
strong, statistically significant positive predictor of avoidance, indicating that greater
perceived contract violation is associated with higher 1A. In contrast, the direct SDd
coefficient is small and non-significant, implying that the presence of disclosure does not
directly predict IA once PCV is accounted for.

For the Influencer Switching (IS) model:

1Si=2.033+0.135 SDdi+0.467 PCVi+eilC_i =2.033 + 0.135,SDd _i + 0.467,PCV _i

+ \varepsilon_ilSi=2.033+0.135SDdi+0.467PCVi+ei

The brand avoidance (BA) model accounts for a moderate share of variance in
switching (R? = .247). PCV is again a statistically significant positive predictor, indicating
that stronger feelings of violation are associated with greater switching intentions. The
direct effect of SDd remains non-significant, reinforcing that the disclosure cue does not
exert a reliable direct effect on switching when PCV is included.

BAI=1.920-0.087 SDdi+0.506 PCVi+eiBA i=1.920 - 0.087,SDd i +
0.506,PCV _i + \varepsilon_iBAi=1.920—-0.087SDdi+0.506PCVi+ci

The model explains a comparable share of variance in BA (R? = .241). PCV is a
statistically significant positive predictor, showing that as psychological contract violation
rises, brand avoidance increases. The SDd coefficient is again non-significant, suggesting
that disclosure does not directly increase BA once the mediating appraisal (PCV) is
incorporated.

Across all three disclosure-path regressions, the empirical pattern is consistent.
PCV is the dominant explanatory mechanism, whereas the direct contribution of
sponsorship disclosure (SDd) is weak and statistically unreliable once PCV is controlled.
This configuration is consistent with the broader inference in your results chapter that
negative behavioral outcomes are better explained by the relational breach appraisal
(PCV) than by disclosure presence alone.

Empathic Attunement Pathway

In the positive pathway, FIPEA is expected to increase RAE both directly and
indirectly through enhanced social presence (SP). The empirically tested model specifies
RAE as a function of FIPEA and SP, capturing the partial mediation structure described in

the mediation results.
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For the last model, for Recommendation Acceptance/Engagement (RAE):
RAEi=1.451+0.283 FIPEAi+0.338 SPi+¢iIRAE i = 1.451 + 0.283,FIPEA i +
0.338,SP_i + \varepsilon_iRAEi=1.451+0.283FIPEAI+0.338SPi+e¢i

The model explains a meaningful portion of variance in recommendation
acceptance/engagement (R? = .393). Both FIPEA and SP contribute positively to RAE,
indicating that (i) stronger perceived empathic attunement is associated with higher
acceptance/engagement and (ii) higher social presence further elevates RAE. The
significance pattern reported in your draft supports the interpretation of a partially
mediated positive pathway: FIPEA remains relevant to RAE even after accounting for SP,
while SP simultaneously carries an indirect component of FIPEA’s effect.

The fitted-line plots below visualize the four regressions using the estimated
equations. For the SDd models, fitted values are shown for SDd = 0 vs. SDd = 1 while
holding the mediator (PCV) at its sample mean (PCV = 5.62). For the RAE model, the
fitted line illustrates how RAE changes across the FIPEA range while holding SP at its
sample mean (SP = 4.55).

FFFFF

Figure 6.1: The four individual regression fitted line plots

Therefore, based on the research results, the final model of our study is depicted in

Error! Reference source not found.8.
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Sponsorship Disclosure Pathway

Psychological Contract
Violation (PCV)

Empathic Attunement Pathway
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Figure 6.2: Empirical Tested Model.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.
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Chapter 7 — Discussion

Chapter 7 provides a comprehensive discussion of the key findings derived from the
research results. It is organized into five sections as follows: Section 7.1 evaluates the
extent to which the research objectives were achieved, and the initial assumptions were
supported. Section 7.2 compares the findings with those of previous studies and Section
7.3 explores the theoretical and research implications. Section 7.4 outlines the practical
Implications, and Section 7.5 presents suggested directions for future research along with

the study’s limitations.

7.1 The degree of answering the research objectives and the support of the

initial assumptions

The dissertation addresses four research objectives. First, it examines the relationships
between sponsorship disclosure and follower behavioral outcomes and the mediating
effect of psychological contract violation in these relationships. Second, it examines the
relationships  between influencers' perceived empathic attunement cues and
recommendation acceptance in fashion contexts, and the mediating effect of social
presence in this relationship. Third, it investigates whether the moderating role of honesty
declarations and follower cynicism on the relationships between sponsorship disclosure,
psychological contract violation, and follower behavioral outcomes. Fourth it investigates
the moderating role of product frame on the relationship between influencers' perceived
empathic attunement cues, social presence, and recommendation acceptance.

The study meets its objectives by empirically validating a dual-path EVT model
for Greek fashion influencers. For research objective 1, it tests whether sponsorship
disclosure directly affects Influencer Avoidance (1A), Influencer Switching (IC/IS,
switching to new influencers), and Brand Avoidance (BA). Contrary to expectations
(Hla—H1c), disclosure did not significantly increase these outcomes. Group differences
were small, non-significant, or marginal, and switching was lower under disclosure.

Research objective 2 is strongly supported, as perceived empathic attunement,
measured by the Feelings of Interpersonal Perceived Empathic Attunement (FIPEA) scale,
is positively associated with recommendation acceptance/engagement (RAE), accounting

for 30.7% of the variance. Research objectives 3 and 4 are only partially addressed in
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terms of outcomes. The proposed boundary conditions did not significantly alter the focal
relationships; interaction terms and indices of moderated mediation (where the strength or
direction of mediation depends on another variable) were generally non-significant.
Regarding the initial assumptions, the “two concurrent pathways” assumption is
partly supported. A negative breach route and a positive socio-emotive route are both
empirically identifiable but do not operate as initially expected through direct effects. The
“PCV mediates commercial disclosure effects” assumption is supported, as disclosure
relates to perceived contract violation (PCV) and Brand Avoidance, and the indirect
effects via PCV are significant for all three outcomes (H3a—H3c). The “social presence
mediates empathic effects” assumption is also supported by partial mediation, indicating
that social presence only partly explains the relationship between empathy and

recommendation outcomes.

7.2 Relating the findings to earlier work

Grounded in Expectancy Violations Theory (EVT), the findings largely uphold the
dissertation’s dual-path logic, but they also nuance how “transparency paradoxes” unfold
in this Greek fashion-influencer context. Sponsorship disclosure did not directly increase
influencer avoidance, switching, or brand avoidance (Hla—H1c not supported), suggesting
that audiences do not respond mechanically to the mere presence of #ad-style cues.
Instead, followers’ negative reactions were best understood as expectancy-based relational
appraisals (Burgoon, 1993). What matters is whether the interaction is interpreted as a
breach of implicit relational obligations, not disclosure per se.

Consistent with psychological contract theory (Rousseau, 1995) and its use in
influencer settings (Jhawar et al., 2025; Robinson & Morrison, 2000), psychological
contract violation (PCV) was the central mechanism explaining avoidance-related
outcomes. Specifically, the study found that PCV fully mediated all three negative
behavioral endpoints (H3a—H3c), indicating that the effect of contract violation accounted
for these outcomes entirely. This aligns with prior work linking perceived relational
breach to withdrawal and punitive responses (Wong et al., 2019; Grégoire et al., 2009).

Importantly, the empirical results indicate that non-disclosure is more violation-
inducing than disclosure in our sample. Disclosure leads to lower PCV, which suggests

that concealment may be a stronger expectancy violation. This interpretation is compatible
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with EVT’s focus on contextually formed expectations and with the PKM argument.
Persuasion inferences depend on how norms of transparency are learned and enacted
(Boerman et al., 2017; Evans et al., 2017; Friestad & Wright, 1994).

On the “bright side” pathway, results strongly support Liu et al. (2025). Perceived
empathic attunement robustly increased recommendation acceptance (H2 supported).
Social presence partially mediated this effect (H4 supported), consistent with social
presence foundations (Biocca et al., 2003) and measurement tradition (Hassanein & Head,
2005; Gefen & Straub, 2004). The partial mediation suggests that empathic attunement
likely provides extral relational value beyond “feeling human contact”, which resonates
with parasocial-authenticity accounts (Audrezet et al., 2020; Tukachinsky, 2011).

Finally, moderation tests for honesty declaration, follower cynicism, and
virtue/vice framing were not significant (H5-H7 not supported). This suggests these
variables did not alter the main effects observed, and that the fundamental relational
factors of PCV and social presence are more influential in this context than written
assurances or product framing.

These results speak directly to recent calls to move beyond “disclosure-as-a-cue”
models by explaining influencer outcomes through relational and interactional
mechanisms (e.g., parasocial/relational processes and platform affordances) and by
expanding evidence outside heavily studied Anglo-American settings, gaps highlighted in
2026 syntheses of influencer relationship and sponsorship-disclosure research (Aw et al.,
2026; Ha et al., 2026).

7.3 Theoretical and research implications

According to modern explanations of Expectancy Violations Theory (EVT) and its
appraisal-based logic, influencer-follower exchange is a relational reality shaped by
assessments of trust, obligation, and social connectedness rather than a fixed "message-
and-effect" system (Burgoon, 2016). The results support this. This viewpoint holds that
disclosure is not always harmful because followers' perceptions of the relationship
determine its meaning. According to empirical research, sponsorship disclosure had an
indirect impact through Psychological Contract Violation (PCV) rather than a direct
impact on influencer avoidance, switching, or brand avoidance. In line with recent

expectancy-violation research that views PCV as a crucial mediating mechanism linking
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sponsorship disclosure to avoidance-related outcomes, the data indicated that non-
disclosure was associated with higher PCV, suggesting that PCV is the primary breach
mechanism that transforms transparency cues into withdrawal reactions (Jhawar et al.
2025).

The findings are consistent with a mechanism-based explanation from an
epistemological perspective. Finding latent mediators (PCV and social presence) is a
better way to explain transparency paradoxes than depending only on distinct, observable
cues. Additionally, the "bright side” EVP approach is validated. Consumer empathy and
immersive experience mediate the effects of influencer attributes on evaluative responses
under sponsorship conditions, according to recent influencer-marketing research (Jung &
Im, 2021). Recommendation acceptance is greatly increased by perceived empathic
attunement, partly through social presence, indicating that socio-emotive inference and
experienced "human contact™ are still important in persuading followers.

These results suggest that relational breach and socio-emotive presence should be
given top priority as fundamental explanatory constructs in EVT applications in influencer
marketing. The study demonstrates the importance of defining and evaluating dual,
concurrent pathways (breach vs. presence) with validated measurement and mediation
logic. Boundary cues were treated as empirically contestable rather than presumed

determinants and, in this case, did not significantly change the primary pathways.

7.4 Practical implications

The findings suggest that successful influencer marketing should be approached as a
relationship system rather than merely a means of disseminating messages, in which
followers evaluate actions based on perceived responsibilities, equity, and the "social
reality” of the relationship. Sponsorship transparency ought to be viewed by creators and
brands as a fundamental relational standard. Psychological Contract Violation (PCV), the
primary trigger that turns transparency cues into withdrawal reactions, is less likely to
occur when audiences perceive concealment and receive timely and consistent disclosure
(e.g., switching, avoiding influencers, and avoiding brands). As a result, proactive
expectation management and compliance-by-design should be given top priority in

campaign governance.
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However, the results show that performance improves when the "bright-side"
socioemotional path is strengthened. By creating content that encourages empathy and
boosts social presence, creators and brand teams can increase the acceptance of
recommendations. Disclosure is not replaced by these strategies. Instead, by making the

conversation feel more human, respectful, and focused, they reduce relational tension.

7.5 Further research and limitations

There are several limitations of our study. First, the evidence is based on self-reported
perceptual measures, which may exaggerate relationships because of common-method
bias and may not accurately reflect avoidance/switching behavior. Another drawback is
that it is challenging to infer how expectancy appraisals, psychological contract violation
(PCV), and social presence evolve over time in the influencer-follower relationship, as the
design captures responses at a single point in time. Another limitation is the
operationalization of sponsorship transparency, as well as the specific stimulus and
measurement decisions made in the study. However, disclosure effects are known to vary
depending on message design, audience characteristics, platform context, and algorithmic
constraints. This can affect what followers notice and how they interpret it (Uysal et al.,
2026).

By broadening the relational and platform ecology in which violations are
evaluated, future research can support EVT-based explanations. Future research should
specifically use longitudinal or multiwave designs to track the accumulation or dissipation
of PCV following repeated sponsored posts. Additionally, use behavioral indicators to
enhance perceptions and explicitly model platform affordances that impact parasocial
interaction and relationship formation. In line with Aw et al. (2026). These fields often

have weak connections to transactional outcomes and are understudied.
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Chapter 8 — Conclusion

Using a dual-pathway Expectancy Violation Theory (EVT) model that combined a
negative disclosure route and a positive empathic-attunement route, the dissertation
investigated the transparency paradox in Greek fashion influencer marketing. Overall, the
results demonstrate that transparency does not function in a straightforward linear fashion:
recommendation acceptance was clearly positively impacted by empathic attunement, but
sponsorship disclosure by itself did not directly raise influencer avoidance, influencer
switching, or brand avoidance. Therefore, the study shows that followers' reactions are
more influenced by the relational and socio-emotional meanings associated with
influencer communication than by disclosure cues per se.

Regarding the first research objective, the study found that the disclosure of
sponsorship did not directly lead to unfavorable behavioral outcomes. Rather than being
directly related to disclosure, its effects emerged indirectly through psychological contract
violation, suggesting that followers react negatively when they perceive a breach of
relational expectations and authenticity. Regarding the second research goal,
recommendation acceptance was greatly enhanced by perceived empathic attunement,
both directly and indirectly through social presence. This demonstrates that influencers
become more persuasive and socially significant when they are perceived as understanding
the needs and viewpoints of their followers.

The third and fourth research objectives did not support the proposed boundary
conditions. The product frame, follower cynicism, and honesty declaration did not
significantly moderate the relationships analyzed in the model. These findings suggest that
the model's explanatory power stems primarily from its mediating mechanisms rather than
the suggested moderators. In particular, psychological contract violation remained the
primary explanation for negative responses to sponsorship-related content, while social
presence remained the primary explanation for positive recommendation outcomes.

In line with the discussion in Chapter 7, the study contributes to the literature by
advancing a dual-path EVT explanation of influencer marketing, showing that negative
and positive follower responses are produced through different but concurrent
mechanisms. More specifically, the dissertation contributes to the study of digital
influencer marketing by explaining transparency paradoxes through relational breach and

socio-emotive presence, rather than treating disclosure as uniformly beneficial or harmful.
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It also extends this discussion to the under-researched context of Greek fashion
influencers, thereby enriching digital marketing knowledge beyond Anglo-American
settings.

The study is of particular value to digital and influencer marketing scholars, as
well as to brands, campaign managers, influencers, and regulatory stakeholders interested
in transparency and the publics’ trust. The research results indicate that practitioners
should place greater emphasis on upholding authenticity, reducing perceived relational
breach, and enhancing compassionate, socially present communication than on rigorously
following disclosure rules. The study offers a cogent foundation for future research across
cultures, platforms, and influencer types, despite limitations stemming from its cross-
sectional design and self-reported measures. The dissertation concludes by demonstrating
that relational credibility and emotional attunement are just as important to persuasive

effectiveness in fashion influencer marketing as transparency.
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Appendix A: “Questionnaire”

COVER LETTER

Dear Madam/Sir,

For the research needs of the dissertation titled "Transparency paradoxes in fashion
influencer marketing in Greece: An Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure
signals and empathic attunement”, we would like to invite you to participate in our study.

The dissertation is prerequisite for the successful completion of the Master in Business
Administration (M.B.A.) Programme of the Hellenic Open University (H.O.U.). The study
aims to examine transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing by exploring how
sponsorship disclosure, honesty declarations, and product framing interact with empathic
attunement and social presence to shape consumer responses in the Greek context.

Based on the survey method, the responses of Greek consumers who follow fashion
influencers on social media platforms (e.g., Instagram) are investigated.

Your participation in this study is of great importance to us. It is completely voluntary, and
you have the right to withdraw at any stage. It should only take you a few minutes to
complete the survey.

The collected data will be used for the research needs of this dissertation.

Feel free to contact us.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Theodora Demeka Dr. George Spais
Postgraduate student, Hellenic Open Supervisor, Hellenic Open
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University, MBA Programme
e-mail: std154497@ac.eap.gr

University, MBA Programme
e-mail: spais.georgios@ac.eap.gr
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Section A: Fashion Influencer Engagement

1. Do you use Instagram? (mark (X) one answer)

O Yes

O No

[If you answered ""No", please do not continue with the questionnaire. Thank you for
your time.]

2. Do you follow any fashion influencers on Instagram? (mark (X) one answer)

O Yes

O No

[If you answered ""No"', please do not continue with the questionnaire. Thank you for
your time.]

3. Have you ever seen a fashion influencer promote or recommend a product (e.g.,
clothing, accessories, beauty products) on Instagram? (mark (X) one answer)

L] Yes

O No

[If you answered ""No"', please do not continue with the questionnaire. Thank you for
your time.]

4. Which fashion influencers do you follow?

Instruction. Please tick (v/) all the fashion influencers you currently follow on any
platform (e.g., Instagram, TikTok, YouTube). If you don’t see someone you follow, select
“Other (write-in)” and specify.

A) Greek fashion influencers

CEvangelie Smyrniotaki (Style Heroine) — Greek fashion influencer/creative
director, profiled by Vogue Greece and known for luxury collaborations.

OElena Galifa — Greek fashion/lifestyle creator and TV fashion personality (GNTM
coach), with long-running content across Instagram/YouTube.

CMary Sinatsaki (Mairiboo) — Greek presenter and long-time fashion/lifestyle
creator with large YouTube/Instagram presence.

Cloanna Touni (@j.touni) — Greek Instagram fashion/lifestyle creator with high
follower base (ranking lists place her among the top in Greece).

CINefeli & Natalia Georgala (By Nef & Nat / Twinfashion) — Greek fashion duo
with international brand collaborations.
OOther Greek fashion influencer(s) (please specify):

B) Global fashion influencers

e [Chiara Ferragni — Italian pioneer of fashion influencing; entrepreneur (The
Blonde Salad/Chiara Ferragni Collection).

o [JAimee Song (Song of Style) — US-based OG blogger/designer; BoF 500;
launched knitwear label Amiya
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e [Camila Coelho — Brazilian-American fashion/beauty entrepreneur (Camila
Coelho Collection; Elaluz);

e [Leonie Hanne — German luxury fashion influencer; Vogue Scandinavia digital
cover during Paris Couture Week.

o [ONegin Mirsalehi — Dutch-Iranian fashion/beauty influencer; founder of
haircare brand Gisou.

o [Bryanboy (Bryan Grey Yambao) — Filipino-Swedish OG fashion blogger;
BoF 500; Perfect Magazine editor.

o [JOther global fashion influencer(s) (please specify):

Section B — Your behavior as a follower

5. Please select one influencerfrom the above you follow most closely (write the
@handle):

Following and exposure
6. How long have you followed this influencer (mark (X) one answer)?
[0<6 months [J 6-12 months [0 1-2 years [J 2—-3 years [ 3+ years
7. How often do you see their content (any platform (mark (X) one answer))?
O Several times daily (I Daily O 3-5 times/week [ Weekly [0 3-5 times/month
8. Which platforms do you mainly use for this influencer (mark (X) one answer)?
O Instagram [0 TikTok [0 YouTube 0 Blog/Website (1 Other:
9. Engagement actions (mark (X) all that apply over the last 30 days)
[ Liked posts/reels/stories
0 Commented on posts
[0 Saved posts to revisit
[0 Shared posts via DM/story
O Clicked product links
O Joined live streams
O None of the above

Section C: Demographic Profile

10. Please select your gender (mark (X) one answer).

O Male O Female [O1I prefer not to say

11. Please select the age group you belong (mark (X) one answer).
O Under 18

018-24

025-34

035-44

045-54

055 -64

L1 65 or over
[If you chose ""Under 18", please do not answer the following questions.]
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12. Please select the highest level of education you have completed (mark (X) one
answer).

[0 Basic Education

[0 Secondary Education

O Higher Education

[ Postgraduate Studies

O Other

13. In which city do you currently reside? (mark (X) one answer)

O Athens [ Piraeus [ Thessaloniki [J Patras [J Larisa [ Volos
[0 Heraklion [ Chania [ Other

Section D: Sponsored Post Observation

[Please think about a recent fashion influencer post you saw that recommended or
featured a product. Answer the following questions based on that post.]

14. Based on the post you just thought of, did it include a sponsorship disclosure? (for
example: *Paid partnership’, '#ad’, "#sponsored’ or a brand tag indicating a
partnership)? (mark (X) one answer)

[ Yes, the post included a sponsorship disclosure

[0 No, the post did not include a sponsorship disclosure

15. Did the post explicitly state that, despite being sponsored, the opinions expressed
were honest and unbiased? (mark (X) one answer)

[0 Yes, the post included an honesty declaration

[0 No, the post did not include an honesty declaration

16. How was the product in the post presented? (mark (X) one answer)

[0 By emphasizing long-term benefits (e.g., sustainability, quality, investment pieces)

[0 By emphasizing immediate pleasure or indulgence (e.g., trendiness, instant
gratification, enjoyment)
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Section E: Psychological Contract Violation

17. The following statements relate to psychological contract violation. Please indicate
to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements. Please tick (X)
one answer for each statement.

Statement Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither | Somewhat Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
nor
Disagree
| feel a great deal of O O O O O O O
anger towards the
influencer.
| feel that the influencer O O O O O O O
has violated the contract
between us.
| feel let down by the O O O O O O O
influencer.
The influencer has O O O O O O O

failed to meet the
obligations | expected
from them.

Section F: Influencer Avoidance

18. The following statements relate to influencer avoidance. Please indicate to what
extent you agree or disagree with the following statements. Please tick (X) one answer
for each statement.

Statement Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither | Somewhat Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
nor
Disagree

I would keep as much m . . O n n m
distance as possible
between the influencer
and myself.
I would avoid following m . . 0 n n n
the Instagram page of
the influencer.
I would avoid the ] ] ] O n n n
influencer's posts in the
future.
I would limit my m m m n n n n
exposure to the
influencer's content.
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Section G: Influencer Switching

19. The following statements relate to influencer switching. Please indicate to what
extent you agree or disagree with the following statements. Please tick (X) one answer
for each statement.

Statement Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither | Somewhat | Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
nor
Disagree
I do not expect to keep O O O O O O O
following the influencer
for long.
I consider following m O O O O O O
other influencers with
similar content.
I plan to shift my O O O O O O O
attention to alternative
influencers.
I plan to replace that O O O O O O O

influencer with someone
else.

Section H: Brand Avoidance

20. The following statements relate to brand avoidance. Please indicate to what extent
you agree or disagree with the following statements. Please tick (X) one answer for
each statement.

Statement Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither | Somewhat Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
nor
Disagree

I would not want to buy m . . O n n m
the brand featured in the
post.
I would cut off my ] ] ] O n n n
relationship with the
brand featured in the
post.
I would rather buy any ] ] ] O n n n
other brand than the
brand featured in the
post.
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Section I: Fashion Influencers' Perceived Empathic Attunement

21. The following statements relate to perceived empathic attunement. Please indicate
to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements. Please tick (X)
one answer for each statement.

Statement Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither | Somewhat | Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
nor
Disagree
The influencer O O O O O O [l
understands how | feel.
The influencer O O O O O O [l
understands my needs
and preferences.
The influencer responds O | O O O O O
from my perspective.
The influencer's content O O O O O O O

reflects what matters to
me.

Section J: Social Presence

22. The following statements relate to social presence. Please indicate to what extent
you agree or disagree with the following statements. Please tick (X) one answer for
each statement.

Statement Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither | Somewhat Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree | Agree nor Agree Agree
Disagree

| feel a sense of human m O O O n n m
contact with the
influencer.
The influencer felt like ] O O O n n n
a real, socially present
person.
The interaction with the m 0 0 0 n n n
influencer felt personal.
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Section K: Recommendation Acceptance

23. The following statements relate to recommendation acceptance. Please indicate to
what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements. Please tick (X) one

answer for each statement.

Statement Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
nor
Disagree
I would consider the O O O O O O O
influencer's recommendation.
I am willing to act on the O O O O O O O
influencer's recommendation.
I would engage positively with O O O | O O O
the recommended product.

Section L: Follower Cynicism

24. The following statements relate to follower cynicism. Please indicate to what
extent you agree or disagree with the following statements. Please tick (X) one answer
for each statement.

Statement Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
nor
Disagree
Most influencers do not mind m m m n n m m
manipulating consumers.
Influencers mainly act in their m m m n n m m
own self-interest.
Influencers see followers as m . O n n n m
means to an end.
Influencers exaggerate claims m . O n n n m
to persuade audiences.
Influencers are generally m . O n n n m
dishonest about commercial
motives.
Influencers would break rules ] ] O n n n n
if it benefited them.
Influencers cannot be trusted. m . 0 n n n n
Influencers exploit followers ] ] O n n n n
for profit.
Thank you for completing the questionnaire!
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YXYNOAEYTIKH EIIIXTOAH

A&oTun kopio/A&otiue Kopre,

IMa t1g epevvnTikég avdykeg g dSumhopoTikng epyaciog pe titho: «Ilapddosa dapavelog
010 pdpketvyk emppong pnodog otnv EAAGda: Eva poviého Ocwplag [MapaPiaong
[Tpocdokidv yio o orjpata OMA®oNg Kot Tov evouvastntikd cuvtoviopdy, Oa BE aue va
00C TPOGKAAEGOVLE VO GUUUETAGYETE GTNV EPEVVA LLOG .

H exnovnon g smlopatikig epyaciog amotedel Bacikn mpodmdHeon yoo v emroym
olokANpwon tov Metantuylokov Tlpoypaupotog Erovdmv otn Atoiknon Emyeipricemv
(Master in Business Administration-M.B.A.)tov EXAnvikod Avowktov IMavemotnuiov
(EAII). H peAémn otoyevel va efetdoet o mopdoo&a Sopdvelag 6To HAPKETIVYK TOV
EMPPOEMV HOOAG, OEPELVAOVTOS TAOS 1 ONAWGT YOPNYUDY, 01 SNADCELS EIMKPIVELNG KO M
SLUOPO®OT  TPOIOVTIOV OAANAEMOPOVY pE TNV €vovvaicnon kot Tnv KOw®VIKN
TOPOVGIQ Y10 VAL OLUOPPADCOVV TIG AVTIOPACELS TOV KATOVOANDTAOV GTO EAANVIKO TANIG10.

Me Bdomn ™ pébBodo g Epevvag, SIEPELVOVTOL O1 ATOVTHOELS TV EAMVOV Katavalotdv
OV OKOAOVOOVV EMPPOEIC LOJOG O TAATPOPUES KOWVMOVIKTG OKTO®ONG (.. Instagram).
H ovppetoyn cag ommv mapovca €pevva £xel omovdoio aio yio gudc, eivor mANpmG
efelovTiKr] Kot STnpeite TO OKOUMUO, VO LITOVOXWPTOETE OMOLONTOTE OTIYUY. Oa
YPELOLGTOVV LOVO UEPIKA AETTA Y10, VO, OAOKANPMCETE TNV £PEVVOL.

Ta dedopéva mov Ba cuALexBovV Ba xpnoyomomBoHV Yo TIG EPEVVNTIKEG AVAYKES TNG
TOPOVCOG SOUTAMUOTIKNG EPYACTOG.

Mn diotdoete vo emkotvovioete Lol pog.

20g EVYUPICTOVUE EK TOV TPOTEP®V Y10 TNV CLVEPYAGIO GOGC.

Ocoddpa Agpéko Ap. T'eopyrog Xmarg

Mertantuylokr @ourrtpa, EAANvikd Emprénov Kabnyntrg, EAAnviko
Avowto [Havemomo, Ipoypappo MBA | Avowkto [avemotuo, IIpoypappa MBA
e-mail: std154497 @ac.eap.gr e-mail: spais.georgios@ac.eap.gr
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EPQTHMATOAOTI'TO

Evétnta A: Aéopevon otovg Emppocgic Moodag

1. Xpnowponoweite Instagram? (onpewoworte (X) pia andvinon)

L Non

0 Onpn

[Av artavticate "O", TOPOKAAOVUE PNV GUVEYIGETE IUE TO EPOTNUATOAOYLO .
Evyapistovpe yia 1o ypovo cog.]|

2. AkorovOgite kamowov/a emppoto podag oto Instagram; (enperworte (X) pia
anmdvtnon)

L Non

0 Onpn

[Av artavtiicate "O", TOPOKAAOVUE PNV GUVEYIGETE IE TO EPOTNUATOAOYLO .
Evyapistovpe yia 1o ypoévo cog.]|

3.’ Exete o€l moté évav/pia emppoéa podag va tpomOEei | va wpoteivel éva tpoiov
(7., povyopog, atecovdp, Tpoiovro opop@ldc) oto Instagram; (onuer@ote (X) pio
anmdvrnon)

O Nou

O On

[Av artavticate "O)", TOPUKAAOVUE PNV GUVEYIGETE IUE TO EPOTNNATOAOYLO .
Evyapistovpe yia 1o ypovo cog.]|

4. ITowov/a empposa podog axorovoeite;

2nueinore (X) 0400 TOVG EMPPOEIS HOOAS TOV aKolovlsite avTy TN GTIYUI] GE
omoraonmote wiatpopua (n.x., Instagram, TikTok, YouTube). Av oev axolovBsite
KATo10V , EMIAESTE «ALL0 (YPAWTE)» KAl YIVETE TIO GOYKEKPIUEVOL.

A) 'Elnveg Emppocic péoag

OEvayyshia Zpopvietaxn(StyleHeroine) — EAAnvida emppoiag podag /dnpiovpyiki devdovepia, yio
Vv omoia €yel kdvel To Tpodid g EAAnvi) Vogue kot eivat yvooTi) Yo TG CLUVEPYAGIES TNG e
TOAVTEM TPOTIOVTaL.

OEXeva T'a@d— EAANvida dnpovpydg podag/tpomov {mng Kot TNAEOTTIKY TPOCOTIKOTNTO LOSOC
(npomovitpia oo GNTM ), pe paxpoypdvio mepieyopevo og Instagram/YouTube.

OMaipn Xwartodxkn (Mairiboo) —EMnvida tapovsidotpia kot dnpuiovpyds nodog/tpomov (ong pe pokpd

nopovoio oto YouTube/Instagram.
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Olwavve Todvn (@j.touni) — EAAnvida dnuiovpyog podag/tpoémov (on oto Instagram pe vynin Paon
axoAovBV (ot AMloTeg KaTATaENG TNV KOTATAGooUY aVApesa 6TIg Kopuoaieg otny EALGSY).
[ONgpéin & Natorio T'eopyodra (ByNef&Nat / Twinfashion) — EAAnviko didupo podag pe diebveig

GUVEPYACTES UE EMMVVUEGUAPKEG.

L AMog 'EAAvag emppoéag nodog (Topakald S1EvkpvioTe):
B) AweOveig emppocic podag

OChiaraFerragni — ItaAida TpmTOmOPOC OTNV EMPPOT| TNG LOBAS EMLYELPNUATIOG
(TheBlondeSalad/ChiaraFerragniCollection).

OAimeeSong (SongofStyle) — OGblogger/oyediaotg pe é8pa tig HITA, BoF 500, Advoape v etikéTa,

TAEKTOV Amiya.

O CamilaCoelho — BpaliMavo-apepikavida entyeipnporiog podog/opopeias (CamilaCoelhoCollection,

Elaluz).

CLeonie Hanne — T'epuavida emppoéac poddag moivtereiog; Yneiokod eEd@LALO nddag
otV Zkavowvopikn Vogue katd v odpkela e efoopndadag Yyning Partikhg oto
[Tapiot.

ONeginMirsalehi — OMwavdoipavn emppoéag Lodac/opopeids: 0pOTpLo. TNG HAPKAS TEPITOINGNG HOAMDY
Gisou.

OBryanboy (Bryan Grey Yambao) — ®iunivo-coundéla OG blogger pddac , BoF 500,
2VVTAKTPLo TOL TEPLodKoL Perfect.

LAXAog/o1 AebBveic emppoeic pddag (devkpviote):
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Evéotnta B —H ovumeproopd ocog mg akorovbog

5. EmA&Ete évav emppoéa amd Tovg TOPATAVE TOV 0KOAOVOEITE TEPLGGOTEPO
(ypawyte @handle):

HapaxoiovOnon kar Exkbson
6.I1060 ypovikd ddotnna akorovOeite avTov/N TOV/TNV EMppoéa (onuerwote (X) pia
amdvtnon) ;

<6 univeg U 6-12 unveg 1 1-2 ypdvio L 2-3 ypovia T 3+ ypdvia
7. 11060 cvyva PrémeTe TO TEPLEYONEVO TOVG (O 0TTOLOONTOTE TAUTYOPLO. (CNUELAOTE
(X) pia amwavinon);

0O Apketég popég v nuépa L Kabnuepwva [ 3-5 popéc /efdopada

L 1 eopd/ efoopdda O 1 eopd/iva [ 3-5 @opéc /punqva

8. Iloweg TAATPOPRES YPNOLUOTOLEITE KVPLMOS YL AVTOV TOV eMppota; (onuerwote (X)
pio amdvrinon)
O Instagram [ TikTok [ YouTube O IotoAdyio/Awtvakdg Tomog O
Al)o:
9. Evépyeieg epmhoknig (onuerdote (X) 0ha 6ca woydovv Tig Televtaies 30 nuépseg)
L Avaptioeic/Bivteo reels/iotopiec mov pov apecov
[ Zyolooudg avaptoemy
[ AmoOnkevuéveg avoptnoELg Yio ETaVEEETAOT
[0 Kowomomuéveg avaptnoelg
[ KAk 6T0ug 6LVOEGUOVG TPOTOVTMOV
[ Xvppetoyn o (ovtavég poég
O Kavéva amd o Topamive

Evotnyra I': Anpoypagikd Xrovyeia

10. EmiéEte To @OLo cog (onuewwote (X) pia awavinon).

U Avtpag U T'vvaika O TTpotiud vo punv ovaeépm

11.EmAéEte TNV NAMKLOKI] OPAd0 6TV 0ol aviKETE. (onuerote (X) pia amdvrnon).
U Kdto tov 18

018-24

0025-34

0035-44

0045 -54

55 -64

0 65 1 méve

[Av emAélate “Katm Tov 18", mapakalodpe va pnv coveyiceTe 6TIC EMOPEVES
gpotioeg |

12. EmA£Ete To vYnAOTEPO EMINEDO EKTALOEVONG TOV EYETE OLOKANPAGCEL (CNUELDGTE
(X) pia awavinon).

L Baown Exmaidevon
L1 Agvtepofadpa Exnaidevon
L Avértarn Exnaidevon
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L Metamtuylokéc Zmovdég

O AA)o

13. X¢ mowa woAN dwapévere; (onperwote (X) pia andvrnon).

O Adnva U Iepodg L Osocorovikn U IMatpa LI Adpiosa L Bérog
O Hpdéxiero [ Xoavia 0O AN

Evomyra A: Emofqpaven Xopnyoopevng Avaptnong

[Tlopoxol.odue oKepTeite UIO. TPOTYOTH AVEPTHON EVOS/ULAGS ETIPPOEGUOOOS TOV ELOATE, N
omolio, TPOTELVE 1 WOPOVTIOLE EVO, TPOIOV. ATOVTHOTE OTIS AKOAOVOES EPWOTHOEIS UE faon
T THY AVAPTHOT.

14. H avéptnon mwov pois okeptikate meprerdppave kdmowa onroon yopnyios; (v
napaderypo: IIinpopévn covepyaocia, «H#oLa@uion », «#Yopnyovpevn» 1N pio ETIKETO
ETMOVLUIOG TTOV VO, VTTOOEIKVVEL suvepyaoia; (onuerwote (X) pia amdvinon)

L1 Nai, n avéptnon nepieddpfave Sniwon yopnyiog

L Oy, n avaptnon dev mepiehaupave dMimon yopnyiog

15. Ymypye pnt) ava@opd oty avapTnon 0TL Tapd To YEYOvOs OTL 1Tav
YOPNYOVUEVT], Ol ATOYELS TOV EKPPACTNKAY NTOV ELAIKPLVEIS KOl AUEPOANTTESS
(onpewwote (X) pio andvrnon)

] Nai, n avéptnon mepeddpfove Snimon ekpivelog

L Oy, n avaptnon dev mepiehaupave OMA®OTN stMKpivelog

16. Ilog mapovortacTnKE TO TPOIOV 6TV AvapTNGT); (onper@ote (X) pio andvrion)
O Aivovtog éueoocmn ota pokporpofecua 0N (1.y., flociudtnta, To10TNTa, ETEVOLGT)
O Aivovtog éugoaomn otnv aueon svyapiomon 1 andAiavon (Y., TAGELS, Gpeon
KOVOToinom, amdiovon)
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Evotnrae E: Ilapapiacn Poyoroyikov Zvpfoiaiov

17. Ov axéhovBeg dNA®oeg aPopovOy oTNV Tapafiacy Tov Yoy oloyikov couffoiaiov.
Hoapaxarovpe onuerwote (X) Tov fadpd cvppovias i dSrepovias cog Yo k4O pia
amo TS aKOAov0eg dnAmoers.

Afhoon Awgov | Awwgoov | Mdailov Ovte Méirov | Zopowv | Zvpeov
a3 [0 AWQov | oopeov | Topeov [0 [0
amérvTa (0] @ oVTE [0) anérvTa
oLp v
®»
NivOw moAd Bopd O O O O O O O
v Tov(nv)
EMPPOEQ.
[Twotedm 611 0/M O O O O O O O
EMPPOENG

napopioce ™
CLUP®Via TOV
elyope.

Nwwbo O O O O O O O
amoyonTeELUEVOS(
n) omd tov/InV
EMPPOEQ.

O/H emppoéag O O O O O O O
dev €xel

EKTANPDOGEL TIG
VITOYPEDGELS TOV
mepipeva and
avtov(n).
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Evétnre Z: Amopuyn Empposa

18. O ak6A0v0ES ONADGELS APOPOVY GTNV AmoPVYH TV emPpoiwv. Tlapakarodue
onueiwote (X) tov fadpud cvpgpoviag N Sww@ovieg oo yro ka0 pio amd Tic
aKOAov0eg onlhmoelg.

Afhoon

Al v®
omoAVTA

Al v®

Mairrov
AlQv®

Ovrte
CUUPOVA
ovte
OLUP VA

Méidrov
Topeovo

TUpQOve

ZopQeoOve
omwoélvTa

®a kpatovoa
0G0 10
duvatd
peyoAvTEPN
andGTOoN UE
ToV/TNV
EMPPOEQ.

O

O

O

O

O

Oa anépevya
va. 0KoAoVO®
T oeAida
TOV/TNG
emppiEn GTO
Instagram.

Ou anépevya
TG
OVOPTNOELS
TOV /NG
EMPPOEN GTO
LUEALOV.

Oa tepropla
v ékBeon
LLOV GTO
TEPLEYOLEVO
TOV/TNG
EMPPOEQL.
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Evéotnte H: Alhaynq Emppoéa

19. Ov ax6rov0eg ONLOGEIS 0POPOVY 6TV allayn emppoéa. Ilapakarovpe

onuaiwote (X) Tov fadpd cvppoviog 1 Sregovieg cog yro ka0 pio ard Tig

aKOAov0eg onlhmoelg.

Afhoon

AwQov
0}
omoAVTA

AwQov
(0]

Mairrov
AwQov
(0]

Ovte
GUHOOV
@ o0TE
OLUP VA

Méidrov
Zopeov
[0)

Zopeov
@

Topeov
@
amwolvTa

Aev TpoGOoKD
ot Ba
ocuveyiocw va
axoAovdo
ToV/TNV
emppdEa Y100
TOAD.

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

2KEPTOMOL VOL
aKOAOVONG®
dAAovg
EMPPOEIC e
TOPOLO10
TEPLEYOUEVO.

2KOTEH® VL
OTPEY® TNV
TPOGOYN OV
o€
EVOAAOKTIKOVG
EMPPOEIC.

2KomeEH® VoL
OVTIKATOOTNG
® oVTO TOV/TNV
EMPPOEN LUE
Kamoov
dAAov(nv).
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Evétnta O: Amoguyn Mapkag

20. Ov ak0Lov0gg INADOOELS 0POPOVY GTNYV amopvyy THS udpkas. llapaxaiodpe
onueiwote (X) tov fadpud cvpgpoviag N Sww@ovieg oo yro ka0 pio amd Tic
aKOAov0eg onlhmoelg.

Afhoon

Al vd
omoAVTA

Al vd

Mairrov
Al vd

Ovrte
CUUPOVA
(112 £3
OLUP VA

Méidrov
Topeovo

TUpQOve

ZopQeoOve
omwoélvTa

Agv Ba 0l
Vo yoplow
v pépxa
TOV
epeavifeTon
omv
avaptnon.

O

O

O

O

O

Oa dkomta
TN oY£0M LoV
pe v pdpxo
OV
mapovotdleTal
oV

avapTN oM.

Oa
TPOTLOVGOL
Vo, oyopaom
OTO1ONTTOTE
GAAN papka
ond AT TOL
epeavifeton
omv
avapTNOo.
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Evétnra I: O Avtuinntog EvevuvaisOntikog Xvvroviopog tov Emppoéov Méodag

21. Ov 0x6A0v0ES INAMGELS APOPOVY GTOV AVTIANTTO EVEVVAIGCONTIKG GOVTOVIGUO.
Hoapaxarovpe onuerwote (X) Tov fadpé cvppoviag 1 Srepovies cog yio ka0 pia
amo TS aKOAov0eg dnAmoers.

Afhoon

AwQv
0}
omoAVTA

AwQov
(0]

Mairrov
AwQov

Ovrte
GUHO®OV
@ oVTE
UP VA

Méirov
Zopeov

Zopemv
(0]

Topeov
[0
omwoélvTa

O/H emppodeag
KatohoPaiverl
TG VIO .

O

O

(|

O

O

O/H emppodeag
KOTOVOEL TIG
AVAYKES KO TIG
TPOTIUNCELG
Hov.

O/H emppodeag
avtamoxkpiveTol
amd TNV 01K
OV GKOTTLA.

To mepreyduevo
TOV/TNGEMPPOE
o
avTikotonTpilel
OTL €YEL
onuocio yo
péva.
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Evétnre K: Kowoviki) [Hapovoia

22. Ov 061000 INAMOGELS AQOPOVY 6TV Kotvwvikij mapovaeia. lapakaiodpe
onueiwote (X) tov fadpud cvpgpoviag N Sww@ovieg oo yro ka0 pio amd Tic
aKOAov0eg onlhmoelg.

Afhoon AwoQov Awgov | Mdarlov Ovte Méirov Topeov | Xopeov
a3 [0 AwQov VPOV | ZVpQ@V [0 [0
amérvTa (0] @ oVTE [0) anérvTa
S0P VD

Nbo pua O O O O O O O
aiocOnon
avOpoTIvVNg
EMOPNG e
ToV/TNV
emppoOEQL.

O/H emppotag O O O O O O O
pov @dévnke
oav éva
TPOYLLOTIKO
dtopo, pe
oo
KOW®VIKN
TOPOVGIOL.

H (] O O O O O O
OAANAETIOpOC
N Ue Tov/TnVv
emppoca glye
TPOCOTIKO
YOPOKTIPO.
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Evéotnrta A: Amodoyn Xvotaong

23. Ov ax6rov0es INAMOGELS 0QOPOVOY 6TV arodoyl TS cvoTachs. Ilapaxkarodpe

onueiwote (X) tov fadpud cvpgpoviag N Sww@ovieg oo yro ka0 pio amd Tic

aKOAov0eg onlhmoelg.

Afhoon

AwQv
0}
omoAVTA

AwQov
(0]

Mairrov
AwQov

Ovrte
GUHOOV
® 0VTE
UP VA

Méidrov
Zopeov

Zopemv
(0]

Topeov
[0
omwoélvTa

Oao Aaupava
VoYM HOL TN
oVOTOON
TOV/TNG
EMPPOEQ.

O

O

(|

O

O

Eipon
TpdOvpog/n va
EVEPYNO®
COUP®VO, LE TN
oVOTOON
TOV/TNG
EMPPOENL.

Oa
OAANAETIOPOVG
o BeTikd pe o
TPOTEWVOUEVO
TPOTIOV.
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Evétnte M: Koviopdg Tov akoiovdomv

24. Ov ak0Lov0eg INALAOGELS 0POPOVV GTOV KOVIGUO TV akolovOwy.Tlopakalovps
onueiwote (X) tov fadpud cvpgpoviag N Sww@ovieg oo yro ka0 pio amd Tic
aKOAov0eg ONlhmoeLg.

Afhoon

AWQovo
omoAVTA

Al v®

Mairrov
AlQOv®

Ovrte
CUUPOVA
(112 £3
OUP VA

Méidrov
Topeovo

AT ITOTOT0)

ZopQeOve
omwolvTa

O teprocoTEPOL
EMPPOEIg OV Exovv
TPOPANUA VO
YEPOAYOYOVV TOVG
KOTOVOAWOTES.

O

O

O

O

O

Ot emppocic
EVEPYOLV KUPILMG
TPOG TO O1KO TOVG
GUUPEPOV.

Ot emppocic
BAémouv TOVg
aKoAoVO0VE mg
HEGO Yo TV
emitevén evog
GKOTOV.

O emppocsic
vrepPdAiovv
GTOVG IGYVPLGLLOVG
TOVG Y10l VO TEIGOVV
TO KOWO.

O emppocic, oe
YEVIKEG YPOYLHES,
dgv etvar
EMKPIVELS Y10 TaL
eUTOPIKA KivnTpa
TOVC.

O emppocic Oa
napafialav Tovg
KOVOVESG av avTo
TOVG WPEAOVCE.

Ot emppoeig dev
etvar a&lot
EUMIGTOGVVIC.

O empposic

O
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EKUETOAAEDOVTOL
TOVG aKoA0VO0OVG
TOVG Y10l TO KEPSOG.

Y06 EVYOPLOTOVUE VIO TV COUTANPMGT] TOL EPOTINATOLOYIOV!
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Appendix B: “Tables and Figures”

Model X2 df p

Baseline model 27881.480 528

Factor model 1347.243 467 <.001

Table B-1: Chi-square test and overall model fit of the confirmatory factor analysis.

( The estimator is DWLS. The test statistic is scaled-shifted. The standard error method is
robust.sem.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Fit Index Value
Comparative Fit Index (CFl) 0.968
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.964

Bentler-Bonett Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI) 0.964

Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index (NFI) 0.952
Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) 0.877
Bollen’s Relative Fit Index (RFI) 0.945
Bollen’s Incremental Fit Index (IFl) 0.968
Relative Noncentrality Index (RNI) 0.968

Table B-2: Additional fit indices of the confirmatory factor analysis model.
(Except for PNFI, fit indices are scaled because of categorical variables in the data.)
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Metric Value

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 0.074

RMSEA 90% Cl lower bound 0.070
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Metric Value

RMSEA 90% Cl upper bound 0.079
RMSEA p-value 1.018 x 107"

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR)  0.063

Hoelter’s critical N (a = .05) 150.902
Hoelter’s critical N (a = .01) 157.450
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 0.992
McDonald Fit Index (MFI) 0.351

Table B-3: Other fit measures of the confirmatory factor analysis model.

(RMSEA results are scaled because of categorical variables in the data.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure sigrals and empathic attunement”.

Indicator MSA

PCV1 0.918
PCV2 0.887
PCV3 0.848
PCV4 0.897
A1 0.929
1A2 0.902
IA3 0.921
IA4 0.938
IS1 0.916
IS2 0.765
IS3 0.888
1S4 0.889
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Indicator MSA

BAl 0.869
BA2 0.837
BA3 0.905
FIPEA1 0.789
FIPEA2 0.868
FIPEA3  0.890
FIPEA4 0.877
SP1 0.882
SP2 0.792
SP3 0.890
RAE1 0.737
RAE2 0.769
RAE3 0.837
FC1 0.940
FC2 0.854
FC3 0.858
FC4 0.885
FC5 0.951
FCé 0.835
FC7 0.877
FC8 0.902
Overall 0.878

TableB-4:Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test results.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.
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X df p

11693.016 528 <.001

Table B-5:Bartlett’s test of sphericity.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Indicator R?

PCV1 0.620
PCV2 0.807
PCV3 0.927
PCV4 0.803
IA1 0.793
1A2 0.935
IA3 0.946
IA4 0.871
IS1 0.907
IS2 0.133
IS3 0.659
1S4 0.687
BAl 0.721
BA2 0.753
BA3 0.788
FIPEA1 0.579
FIPEA2 0.799
FIPEA3 0.713
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Indicator R?

FIPEA4 0.743
SP1 0.854
SP2 0.607
SP3 0.614
RAE1 0.690
RAE2 0.794
RAE3 0.650
FC1 0.418
FC2 0.850
FC3 0.851
FC4 0.834
FC5 0.765
FC6 0.696
FC7 0.741
FC8 0.753

Table B-6: R-squared values of the CFA indicators.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Factor Indicator Estimate Std. Error z-value p Lower Upper

PCV PCV1 1.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
PCV2 1.141  0.034 33.730 <.001 1.075 1.207
PCV3 1.223  0.038 32.252 <.001 1.149 1.298
PCV4 1.138 0.042 27.380 <.001 1.057 1.220

1A A1 1.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
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Factor Indicator Estimate Std. Error z-value p

Lower Upper

1A2

IA3

IA4

IS IS1

1S2

IS3

1S4

BA BA1l

BA2

BA3

FIPEA FIPEAl

FIPEA2

FIPEA3

FIPEA4

SP SP1

SP2

SP3

RAE RAE1l

RAE2

RAE3

FC FC1

FC2

FC3

1.086

1.092

1.048

1.000

0.383

0.853

0.870

1.000

1.022

1.046

1.000

1.175

1.110

1.133

1.000

0.843

0.848

1.000

1.073

0.970

1.000

1.426

1.427
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0.014

0.013

0.012

0.000

0.049

0.031

0.029

0.000

0.031

0.030

0.000

0.037

0.035

0.037

0.000

0.027

0.028

0.000

0.035

0.030

0.000

0.056

0.056

77.243 <

81.257 <

84.371 <

7.811 <

27.910 <

29.914 <

32.477 <

34.372 <

31.932 <

31.895 <

30.855 <

31.726 <

30.472 <

30.268 <

31.848 <

25.438 <

25.264 <

.001 1.058

.001 1.066

.001 1.024

1.000

.001 0.287

.001 0.793

.001 0.813

1.000

.001 0.961

.001 0.986

1.000

.001 1.103

.001 1.041

.001 1.061

1.000

.001 0.791

.001 0.793

1.000

.001 1.003

.001 0.910

1.000

.001 1.316

.001 1.316

1.113

1.119

1.072

1.000

0.479

0.912

0.927

1.000

1.084

1.105

1.000

1.247

1.178

1.205

1.000

0.895

0.902

1.000

1.142

1.030

1.000

1.536

1.537
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Factor Indicator Estimate Std. Error z-value p Lower Upper

FC4 1.412  0.057 24.933 <.001 1.301 1.524

FC5 1.352  0.054 25.174 <.001 1.247 1.458

FC6 1.290 0.052 24.579 <.001 1.187 1.393

FC7 1.331  0.055 24.019 <.001 1.222 1.439

FC8 1.342  0.055 24.401 <.001 1.234 1.450

Table B-7:Standardized factor loadings and parameter estimates of the CFA model.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Factor Estimate Std. Error z-value p 95% Cl Lower 95% Cl Upper

PCV 0.620 0.038 16.300 <.001 0.545 0.694
1A 0.793  0.021 36.896 <.0010.751 0.835
IS 0.907  0.040 22.529 <.001 0.828 0.986
BA 0.721  0.036 19.892 <.001 0.650 0.792
FIPEA 0.579  0.035 16.351 <.001 0.509 0.648
SP 0.854  0.027 31.254 <.001 0.800 0.907
RAE 0.690 0.033 20.936 <.001 0.626 0.755
FC 0.418  0.037 11.435 <.001 0.347 0.490

Table B-8: Factor variances of the CFA model.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Factor 1 Factor 2 Estimate Std. Error z-value p 95% ClI Lower 95% Cl Upper

PCV 1A 0.554  0.030 18.365 <.001 0.495 0.613

PCV IS 0.496  0.030 16.568 <.001 0.437 0.555
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Factor 1 Factor 2 Estimate Std. Error z-value p 95% Cl Lower 95% Cl Upper

PCV BA 0.394  0.030 13.294 <.001 0.336 0.453
PCV FIPEA -0.054 0.033 -1.663 0.096 -0.118 0.010
PCV SP -0.066 0.040 -1.633 0.103 -0.145 0.013
PCV RAE -0.037 0.036 -1.035 0.301 -0.108 0.033
PCV FC 0.104  0.028 3.658 <.001 0.048 0.160
A IS 0.648  0.026 25.295 <.001 0.597 0.698
A BA 0.514 0.032 16.134 <.001 0.452 0.577
1A FIPEA -0.127 0.036 -3.561 <.001 -0.197 -0.057
1A SP -0.186 0.044 -4.245 <.001 -0.272 -0.100
1A RAE -0.094 0.040 -2.332 0.020 -0.172 -0.015
1A FC 0.145 0.031 4.629 <.001 0.083 0.206
IS BA 0.540 0.032 17.150 <.001 0.479 0.602
IS FIPEA -0.153 0.038 -3.998 <.001 -0.228 -0.078
IS SP -0.138 0.047 -2.910 0.004 -0.231 -0.045
IS RAE -0.050 0.041 -1.228 0.220 -0.129 0.030
IS FC 0.246  0.031 7.847 <.0010.185 0.307
BA FIPEA -0.093 0.033 -2.866 0.004 -0.157 -0.030
BA SP -0.108 0.041 -2.620 0.009 -0.189 -0.027
BA RAE -0.117 0.035 -3.311 <.001-0.186 -0.048
BA FC 0.170  0.028 6.010 <.0010.115 0.226
FIPEA SP 0.542  0.028 19.567 <.001 0.488 0.597
FIPEA RAE 0.413  0.029 14.108 <.001 0.355 0.470
FIPEA FC -0.053 0.022 -2.393 0.017 -0.096 -0.010
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Factor 1 Factor 2 Estimate Std. Error z-value p 95% Cl Lower 95% Cl Upper

SP RAE 0.527  0.030 17.670 <.001 0.469 0.586
SP FC -0.105 0.029 -3.666 <.001 -0.162 -0.049
RAE FC -0.032  0.022 -1.425 0.154 -0.076 0.012

Table B-9: Factor covariances of the CFA model.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Variable Test Statistic df p
IA Student’s t-test  1.298 341 0.195
IA Mann-Whitney U 13202.000 0.237

Table B-10:Independent samples t-test results for influencer avoidance.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Variable W p

IA 0.918 <.001

Table B-11:Shapiro-Wilk normality test for influencer avoidance residuals.

Significant results suggest deviation from normality.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory mode! of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Variable Group N MeanSD SE  Coefficient of Variation Mean Rank Sum Rank

1A 1 242 2.991 1.754 0.113 0.586 176.054 42605.000

1A 2 101 2.728 1.599 0.159 0.586 162.287 16391.000

Table B-12:Group descriptives for influencer avoidance.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.
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Variable Test Statistic df p

IS Student’s t-test 2.182 341 0.030
Mann-Whitney
IS U 13860.000 0.050

Table B-13: Independent samples t-test results for influencer switching.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Variable W p

IS 0.978 < .001

Table B-14: Shapiro-Wilk normality test for influencer switching residuals.

(Significant results suggest deviation from normality)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Variable GroupN MeanSD SE Coefficient of Variation Mean Rank Sum Rank

IS 1 242 3.343 1.438 0.092 0.430 178.773  43263.000

IS 2 101 2.990 1.171 0.117 0.392 155.772 15733.000

Table B-15:Group descriptives for influencer switching.

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Variable Test Statistic df p
BA Student’s t-test  0.856 341 0.393
BA Mann-Whitney U 12783.000 0.500

Table B-16: Independent samples t-test results for brand avoidance.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

VariableW p

BA 0.954 <.001

Table B-17: Shapiro-Wilk normality test for brand avoidance residuals.
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(Significant results suggest deviation from normality.)
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Variable GroupN MeanSD SE Coefficient of Variation Mean Rank Sum Rank

BA 1 242 3.106 1.490 0.096 0.480 174.322  42186.000

BA 2 101 2.957 1.416 0.141 0.479 166.436 16810.000

Table B-18:Group descriptives for brand avoidance.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Variable 1 2

1. FIPEA —

2. RAE  0.516*** —

Table B-19: Spearman correlation between perceived empathic attunement and recommendation
acceptance.

(Spearman’s rho coefficients are reported.
***p <.001.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Model R R?  Adjusted R? RMSE

Mo 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.314

M, 0.554 0.307 0.305 1.095

Table B-20:Model summary for regression analysis predicting recommendation acceptance from
perceived empathic attunement.

( M includes FIPEA.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.
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Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p

Regression 181.037 1 181.037 150.865 < .001
Residual  409.198 341 1.200
Total 590.235 342

Table B-21: ANOVA results for regression model predicting recommendation acceptance.
(The model includes FIPEA as predictor.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Predictor B SE B t p
Model
Mo Intercept 3.556 0.071 50.130 <.001
M Intercept 1.839 0.152 12.120 <.001

FIPEA 0.519 0.042 0.554 12.283 <.001

Table B-22:Regression coefficients predicting recommendation acceptance from perceived empathic
attunement.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Path B SE t p LLCI ULCI

SD - PCV -0.4670 0.1683 -2.7741 .0058 -0.7982 -0.1359

SD > 1A 0.1204 0.1500 0.8025 .4228 -0.1746 0.4154

PCV - IA 0.8208 0.0477 17.2045 <.001 0.7270 0.9146

Effect Type Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

Direct effect 0.1204 0.1500 -0.1746 0.4154

Indirect effect via PCV -0.3833 0.1334 -0.6490 -0.1250
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Table B-23:Mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer
avoidance through psychological contract violation.

(1A = Influencer Avoidance, SD = Sponsorship Disclosure, PCV = Psychological Contract Violation)
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”..

Path B SE t p LLCI ULCI

SD - PCV -0.4670 0.1683 -2.7741 .0058 -0.7982 -0.1359

SD->1S -0.1347 0.1431 -0.9413 .3472 -0.4161 0.1468

PCV > IS 0.4672 0.0455 10.2642 <.001 0.3777 0.5567

Effect Type Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

Direct effect -0.1347 0.1431 -0.4161 0.1468

Indirect effect via PCV -0.2182 0.0782 -0.3699 -0.0673

Table B-24:Mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on influencer switching
through psychological contract violation.

(IS = Influencer Switching, SD = Sponsorship Disclosure, PCV = Psychological Contract Violation).
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Path B SE t p LLCI ULCI

SD - PCV -0.4670 0.1683 -2.7741 .0058 -0.7982 -0.1359

SD - BA 0.0874 0.1537 0.5688 .5699 -0.2148 0.3896

PCV - BA 0.5061 0.0489 10.3546 <.001 0.4100 0.6022

Effect Type Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

Direct effect 0.0874 0.1537 -0.2148 0.3896

Indirect effect via PCV -0.2364 0.0856 -0.4065 -0.0746

Table B-25: Mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on brand avoidance
through psychological contract violation.

(BA =Brand Avoidance, SD = Sponsorship Disclosure, PCV = Psychological Contract Violation)
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Path B SE t p LLCI  ULCI
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Path B SE t p LLCI  ULCI

FIPEA - SP  0.6963 0.0441 15.7909 < .001 0.6096 0.7830

FIPEA - RAE 0.2834 0.0521 5.4445 <.001 0.1810 0.3858

SP > RAE  0.3377 0.0486 6.9502 <.001 0.2421 0.4333

Effect Type Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

Direct effect 0.2834 0.0521 0.1810 0.3858

Indirect effect via SP 0.2351 0.0447 0.1472 0.3222

Table B-26: Mediation analysis for the indirect effect of perceived empathic attunement on
recommendation acceptance through social presence.

(FIPEA = Fashion Influencers’ Perceived Empathic Attunement, SP = Social Presence, RAE =
Recommendation Acceptance.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Predictor B SE t o] LLCI ULCI

Constant 3.2647 0.8822 3.7007 .0003 1.5295 4.9999

SD -0.2363 0.6203 -0.3810 .7035 -1.4564 0.9838

HD -0.1423 0.5021 -0.2834 .7770 -1.1298 0.8452

SDxHD -0.1548 0.3577 -0.4327 .6655 -0.8583 0.5488

Model Summary Value

R 0.1867

R2 0.0349

F 4.0811

df 3,339

p .0072

Interaction Effect R? Change F dfl df2 p

SD x HD 0.0005 0.18721 339 .6655

Table B-27:Moderation analysis examining the moderating role of honesty declaration in the
relationship between sponsorship disclosure and psychological contract violation.
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( SD = Sponsorship Disclosure, HD = Honesty Declaration, PCV = Psychological Contract Violation.)
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Predictor B SE t [¢] LLCI ULCI

Constant 0.9943 0.9413 1.0563 .2916 -0.8572 2.8457

SD 0.3702 0.6541 0.5660 .5718 -0.9163 1.6567

FC 0.3675 0.1738 2.1148 .0352 0.0257 0.7093

SDxFC -0.1525 0.1229 -1.2413 .2153 -0.3942 0.0892

Model Summary Value

R 0.2212

R? 0.0489

F 5.8119

df 3,339

P .0007

Interaction Effect R? Change F dfl df2 p

SD x FC 0.0043  1.54091 339.2153

Table B-28: Moderation analysis examining the moderating role of follower cynicism in the
relationship between sponsorship disclosure and psychological contract violation.

(SD = Sponsorship Disclosure, FC = Follower Cynicism, PCV = Psychological Contract Violation)
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory mode! of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Predictor B SE t p LLCI ULCI

Constant 0.4671 0.6173 0.7567 .4498 -0.7472 1.6814

FIPEA 0.9205 0.1591 5.7854 <.001 0.6075 1.2335

PF 0.4163 0.3503 1.1884 .2355 -0.2727 1.1054

FIPEA x PF -0.1401 0.0934 -1.5008 .1343 -0.3238 0.0435
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Model Summary Value

R 0.6532

R? 0.4267

F 84.0963

df 3,339

p <.001

Interaction Effect R? Change F dfl df2 p
FIPEA x PF 0.0038 2.25241 339 .1343

Table B-29:Moderation analysis examining the moderating role of product frame in the relationship
between perceived empathic attunement and social presence.

(FIPEA = Fashion Influencers’ Perceived Empathic Attunement, PF = Product Frame, SP = Social
Presence)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Path B SE t p LLCI ULCI
SD - PCV -0.2363 0.6203 -0.3810 .7035 -1.4564 0.9838
HD - PCV -0.1423 0.5021 -0.2834 .7770 -1.1298 0.8452

SD x HD - PCV -0.1548 0.3577 -0.4327 .6655 -0.8583 0.5488

PCV > IS 0.4672 0.0455 10.2642 < .001 0.3777 0.5567

SD > 1S -0.1347 0.1431 -0.9413 .3472 -0.4161 0.1468

Conditional Indirect Effects Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

HD=1 -0.1827 0.1375 -0.4621 0.0857

HD =2 -0.2550 0.0961 -0.4453 -0.0695

Index of Moderated Mediation Index BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

HD -0.0723 0.1644 -0.3945 0.2558
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Table B-30: Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer switching through psychological contract violation across levels of honesty declaration.

(SD = Sponsorship Disclosure, HD = Honesty Declaration, PCV = Psychological Contract Violation, 1S
= Influencer Switching)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Path B SE t p LLCI ULCI

SD - PCV -0.2363 0.6203 -0.3810 .7035 -1.4564 0.9838

HD - PCV -0.1423 0.5021 -0.2834 .7770 -1.1298 0.8452

SD x HD - PCV -0.1548 0.3577 -0.4327 .6655 -0.8583 0.5488

PCV - BA 0.5061 0.0489 10.3546 <.001 0.4100 0.6022

SD - BA 0.0874 0.1537 0.5688 .5699 -0.2148 0.3896

Conditional Indirect Effects Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

HD=1 -0.1979 0.1490 -0.5039 0.0799

HD =2 -0.2762 0.1012 -0.4747 -0.0769

Index of Moderated Mediation Index BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

HD -0.0783 0.1742 -0.4189 0.2800

Table B-31:Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
brand avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of honesty declaration.

(SD = Sponsorship Disclosure, HD = Honesty Declaration, PCV = Psychological Contract Violation,
BA = Brand Avoidance)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Path B SE t p LLCI ULCI

SD - PCV 0.3702 0.6541 0.5660 .5718 -0.9163 1.6567

FC - PCV 0.3675 0.1738 2.1148 .0352 0.0257 0.7093

SD x FC - PCV -0.1525 0.1229 -1.2413 .2153 -0.3942 0.0892

PCV > 1A 0.8208 0.0477 17.2045 <.001 0.7270 0.9146

SD-> 1A 0.1204 0.1500 0.8025 .4228 -0.1746 0.4154

Conditional Indirect Effects Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI
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Conditional Indirect Effects Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

FC=4.000 -0.1968 0.1725 -0.5311 0.1514
FC=5.500 -0.3846 0.1427 -0.6578 -0.1041
FC=6.620 -0.5248 0.2110 -0.9338 -0.1153

Index of Moderated Mediation Index BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

FC -0.1252 0.1031 -0.3278 0.0692

Table B-32:Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism.

(SD = Sponsorship Disclosure, FC = Follower Cynicism, PCV = Psychological Contract Violation, 1A =
Influencer Avoidance)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Path B SE t p LLCI ULCI

SD - PCV 0.3702 0.6541 0.5660 .5718 -0.9163 1.6567

FC > PCV 0.3675 0.1738 2.1148 .0352 0.0257 0.7093

SD x FC - PCV -0.1525 0.1229 -1.2413 .2153 -0.3942 0.0892

PCV > IS 0.4672 0.0455 10.2642 <.001 0.3777 0.5567

SD->1S -0.1347 0.1431 -0.9413 .3472 -0.4161 0.1468

Conditional Indirect Effects Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

FC=4.000 -0.1120 0.0963 -0.2853 0.0927
FC =5.500 -0.2189 0.0830 -0.3842 -0.0583
FC=6.620 -0.2987 0.1270 -0.5668 -0.0661

Index of Moderated Mediation Index BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

FC -0.0712 0.0613 -0.2055 0.0343

Table B-33:Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer switching through psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism.

(SD = Sponsorship Disclosure, FC = Follower Cynicism, PCV = Psychological Contract Violation, IS =
Influencer Switching).
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Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Path B SE t p LLCI ULCI

SD - PCV 0.3702 0.6541 0.5660 .5718 -0.9163 1.6567

FC - PCV 0.3675 0.1738 2.1148 .0352 0.0257 0.7093

SD x FC - PCV -0.1525 0.1229 -1.2413 .2153 -0.3942 0.0892

PCV - BA 0.5061 0.0489 10.3546 <.001 0.4100 0.6022

SD - BA 0.0874 0.1537 0.5688 .5699 -0.2148 0.3896

Conditional Indirect Effects Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI

FC=4.000 -0.1214 0.1026 -0.3133  0.0905
FC =5.500 -0.2371 0.0905 -0.4210  -0.0652
FC=6.620 -0.3236 0.1388 -0.6190  -0.0720

Index of Moderated Mediation Index BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

FC -0.0772 0.0661 -0.2159 0.0426

Table B-34:Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
brand avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism.

(SD = Sponsorship Disclosure, FC = Follower Cynicism, PCV = Psychological Contract Violation, BA
= Brand Avoidance)
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”.

Path B SE t p LLCI ULCI

FIPEA - SP 0.9205 0.1591 5.7854 <.001 0.6075 1.2335

PF = SP 0.4163 0.3503 1.1884 .2355 -0.2727 1.1054

FIPEA x PF - SP -0.1401 0.0934 -1.5008 .1343 -0.3238 0.0435

SP - RAE 0.3377 0.0486 6.9502 <.001 0.2421 0.4333

FIPEA -> RAE  0.2834 0.0521 5.4445 <.001 0.1810 0.3858

Conditional Indirect Effects Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

Postgraduate Dissertation 164



Conditional Indirect Effects Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

PF=1 0.2635 0.0527 0.1586 0.3674

PF=2 0.2162 0.0427 0.1335 0.3031

Index of Moderated Mediation Index BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI

PF -0.0473 0.0362 -0.1248 0.0168

Table B-35:Moderated mediation analysis examining the indirect effect of perceived empathic
attunement on recommendation acceptance through social presence across product frame conditions.
(FIPEA = Fashion Influencers’ Perceived Empathic Attunement, SP = Social Presence, RAE =
Recommendation Acceptance, PF = Product Frame.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Source Type llISS df MS F p Partial n?
Corrected Model 112,516 3 37.505 26.615 <.001.191
Intercept 3851.548 1 3851.548 2733.146 <.001 .890
FIPEA group 96.779 1 96.779 68.677 <.001.168
PF dummy 0.001 1 0.001 0.001 .979 .000

FIPEA group x PF dummy 0.036 1 0.036 0.025 .874 .000
Error 477.719 339 1.409

Corrected Total 590.235 342

Table B-36: Two-way ANOVA examining the interaction effect of empathic attunement and product
frame on recommendation acceptance.

(Dependent variable: Recommendation Acceptance (RAE))

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Empathic Attunement Product Frame Mean SE  95% CI Lower 95% Cl Upper

Low Virtue 3.043 0.173 2.702 3.383
Low Vice 3.017 0.101 2.818 3.217
High Virtue 4.162 0.138 3.891 4.434
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Empathic Attunement Product Frame Mean SE  95% Cl Lower 95% Cl Upper

High Vice 4.180 0.129 3.927 4.434

Table B-37:Estimated marginal means of recommendation acceptance across empathic attunement
and product frame conditions.

(Low = low empathic attunement cues, High = high empathic attunement cues)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An

Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Variable Category Frequency (N) Percentage (%)
Use of Instagram Yes 343 100.0
Follow fashion influencer Yes 343 100.0
Seen product promotion  Yes 343 100.0
Duration of following 1-2 years 83 24.2
3+ years 81 23.6
<6 months 75 21.9
6-12 months 55 16.0
2-3 years 49 14.3
Content viewing frequency Daily 107 31.2
3-5 times/week 95 27.7
Once/week 82 23.9
Several times/day 27 7.9
Once/month 21 6.1
3-5 times/month 11 3.2
Platforms used Instagram 277 80.8
TikTok 48 14.0
YouTube 11 3.2
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Variable Category Frequency (N) Percentage (%)
Blog/Website 5 1.5
Pinterest 1 0.3
Viber 1 0.3
Gender Female 219 63.8
Male 121 353
Prefer not to say 3 0.9
Age group 35-44 117 34.1
25-34 92 26.8
18-24 85 24.8
45-54 42 12.2
55-64 6 1.7
65+ 1 0.3
Education level Higher education 128 37.3
Postgraduate 121 353
Secondary education 81 23.6
Other 10 2.9
Basic education 3 0.9
City of residence Other 205 59.8
Athens 82 23.9
Patras 31 9.0
Thessaloniki 14 4.1
Larisa 6 1.7
Piraeus 4 1.2
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Variable Category Frequency (N) Percentage (%)

Heraklion 1 0.3

Table B-38:Demographic characteristics of the sample.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

2.5 - —1

IA

1.0 —
0.5 -
0.0

SD

Figure B.1: Mean levels of influencer avoidance across sponsorship disclosure conditions.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Postgraduate Dissertation 168



SD

Figure B.2:Mean levels of influencer switching across sponsorship disclosure conditions.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”
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Figure B.3:Mean levels of brand avoidance across sponsorship disclosure conditions.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”
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Hypothesis Outcome Group n M SD MedianIQR U p rrb

Hla Influencer Avoidance No disclosure 101 5.27 1.60 5.50  3.00 11240 .237 -.080
Disclosure 242 5.01 1.755.25  2.50

H1lb Influencer Switching No disclosure 101 5.01 1.17 5.00 1.75 10582 .050 -.134
Disclosure 242 4.66 1.44 4.75 1.75

Hlc Brand Avoidance No disclosure 101 5.04 1.42 5.00  2.00 11659 .499 -.046

Disclosure 242 4.89 1.49 5.00 2.00

Table B-39:Mann-Whitney U results and descriptive statistics for Hla-H1c.

(Note. rrb = rank-biserial correlation coefficient.)
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Hypothesis Relationship p B R? F o]

H2 FIPEA -> RAE .516 .554 .307 150.865 < .001

Table B-40: Spearman correlation and regression analysis for H2.
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Predictor B SE B t p

Intercept 5.660 0.236 - 24.000 < .001
Sponsorship Disclosure (SDd) -0.391 0.293 -0.124 -1.340 .182
Honesty Declaration (HDd) 0.452 0.294 0.145 1.540 .126

SDd x HDd -0.155 0.358 -0.054 -0.433 .666

Table B-41: Moderation analysis examining the interaction effect of sponsorship disclosure and
honesty declaration on psychological contract violation (H5a).

(Note. R* = .035, Adjusted R> = .026, AR*> = .001, Fchange = 0.187, p = .666. SDd: 0 = absent, 1 =
present. HDd: 0 = absent, 1 = present.)

Postgraduate Dissertation 170



Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Honesty declaration condition Conditional effect of SD on PCV

HD absent (0) -0.391

HD present (1) -0.546

Table B-42:Conditional effects of sponsorship disclosure on psychological contract violation across
levels of honesty declaration (H5a)

(Note. Negative coefficients indicate lower psychological contract violation under sponsorship
disclosure conditions.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Effect Estimate 95% ClI

Conditional indirect effect when HD =0 -0.179  [-0.466, 0.081]
Conditional indirect effect when HD =1 -0.250 [-0.429, -0.065]

Index of moderated mediation -0.071 [-0.371, 0.248]

Table B-43:Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer switching through psychological contract violation across levels of honesty declaration
(H5b)

(Note. Bootstrapped confidence intervals were estimated using 5,000 bootstrap samples. HD = honesty
declaration.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Path B p
SDd - PCV -0.391 .182
HDd - PCV 0.452 .126
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Path B o]

SDd x HDd - PCV -0.155 .666
PCV = Influencer Switching 0.457 <.001

SDd = Influencer Switching -0.161 .262

Table B-44:Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting influencer switching
(H5b).

(Note. SDd: 0 = absent, 1 = present. HDd: 0 = absent, 1 = present.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement ”

Effect Estimate 95% ClI

Conditional indirect effect when HD =0 -0.194  [-0.489, 0.075]
Conditional indirect effect when HD =1 -0.271  [-0.466, -0.082]

Index of moderated mediation -0.077 [-0.398, 0.260]

Table B-45:Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on brand
avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of honesty declaration (H5c¢)
(Note. Bootstrapped confidence intervals were estimated using 5,000 bootstrap samples. HD = honesty

declaration.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Path B p

SDd - PCV -0.391 .182
HDd - PCV 0.452 .126
SDd x HDd - PCV -0.155 .666

PCV = Brand Avoidance 0.496 < .001

SDd = Brand Avoidance 0.060 .697
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Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-46:Path coefficients for the moderated mediation
model predicting brand avoidance (H5c).

(Note. SDd: 0 = absent, 1 = present. HDd: 0 = absent, 1 = present.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Effect Estimate 95% CI

Low cynicism -0.507 [-0.897,-0.121]
Moderate cynicism -0.346 [-0.607, -0.075]
High cynicism -0.185 [-0.520, 0.162]

Index of moderated mediation 0.122 [-0.065, 0.321]

Table B-47:Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism (H6b)
(Note. Bootstrapped confidence intervals were estimated using 5,000 bootstrap samples.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Path B p

SD* - PCV -0.433 .011
FC® > PCV 0.062 .534
SD® x FC® = PCV 0.153 .215

PCV - Influencer Avoidance 0.800 < .001

SDY > Influencer Avoidance 0.158 .289

Table B-48:Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting influencer avoidance
(H6éb)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Effect Estimate 95% CI
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Effect Estimate 95% ClI

Low cynicism -0.271 [-0.511, -0.056]
Moderate cynicism -0.185 [-0.328, -0.048]
High cynicism -0.099 [-0.264, 0.086]

Index of moderated mediation 0.065 [-0.034, 0.186]

Table B-49:Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on
influencer switching through psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism (H6c)
(Note. Bootstrapped confidence intervals were estimated using 5,000 bootstrap samples.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory mode! of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Path B P

SD* - PCV -0.433 .011
FC¢ > PCV 0.062 .534
SD9 x FC® = PCV 0.153 .215

PCV - Influencer Switching 0.427 <.001

SDY - Influencer Switching -0.062 .651

Table B-50:Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting influencer switching
(Héc).

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Effect Estimate 95% CI

Low cynicism -0.301 [-0.574, -0.067]
Moderate cynicism -0.205 [-0.370, -0.051]
High cynicism -0.110 [-0.301, 0.094]

Index of moderated mediation 0.072 [-0.037, 0.205]

Table B-51:Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of sponsorship disclosure on brand
avoidance through psychological contract violation across levels of follower cynicism (H6d)
(Note. Bootstrapped confidence intervals were estimated using 5,000 bootstrap samples.)
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Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Path B o]

SD9 > PCV -0.433 .011
FC¢ > PCV 0.062 .534
SD9 x FC® - PCV 0.153 .215

PCV - Brand Avoidance 0.474 < .001

SDY = Brand Avoidance 0.145 .335

Table B-52:Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting brand avoidance (H6d).
Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Predictor B SE B t p

Intercept 4.533 0.108 - 42.091 <.001
Perceived Empathic Attunement (FIPEA®) 0.780 0.074 0.728 10.492 <.001
Product Frame (PF¢) 0.048 0.133 0.015 0.359 .720

FIPEA® x PF¢ -0.140 0.093 -0.103 -1.501 .134

Table B-53:Moderation analysis examining the interaction effect of perceived empathic attunement
and product frame on social presence (H7a).

(Note. R* = 427, Adjusted R*> = .422. PFd: 0 = virtue products, 1 = vice products. FIPEAc = mean-
centered perceived empathic attunement.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Model R? Adjusted R AR? F change p
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Model R?2 Adjusted R AR? F change p

Main effects model .423 .419 - - -

Interaction model .427 .422 .004 2.252 134

Table B-54:Model comparison for the moderation effect of product frame on social presence (H7a)
(Note. The interaction model includes FIPEA¢, PF4, and FIPEA¢ x PF4d,)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Effect Estimate 95% CI
Virtue products 0.264 [0.159, 0.374]
Vice products 0.217 [0.133,0.302]

Index of moderated mediation -0.047 [-0.126, 0.017]

Table B-55:Moderated mediation analysis for the indirect effect of perceived empathic attunement on
recommendation acceptance through social presence across product frame conditions (H7b).

(Note. Bootstrapped confidence intervals were estimated using 5,000 bootstrap samples.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Path B p
FIPEA® - SP 0.780 <.001
PF¢ > SP 0.048 .720
FIPEA® x PF4 - SP -0.140 .134

SP - Recommendation Acceptance 0.338 <.001

FIPEA® - Recommendation Acceptance 0.287 <.001

Table B-56:Path coefficients for the moderated mediation model predicting recommendation
acceptance (H7b).

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”
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Effect SS df F p Partial n?

Empathic Attunement (EAd) 36.031 1 25.568 <.001 .070

Product Frame (PFd) 0.013 1 0.009 .923 <.001
EAd x PFd 0.036 1 0.025 .874 <.001
Residuals 477.720 339 - - -

Table B-57:Two-way ANOVA examining the effects of empathic attunement and product frame on
recommendation acceptance (H7c)

(Note. Partial n)* values are reported as measures of effect size.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Empathic Attunement ProductFrame n M SD MedianIQR

Low empathic attunement Virtue products 74 3.84 1.31 4.00 1.67
Low empathic attunement Vice products 85 3.82 1.19 4.00 1.67
High empathic attunement Virtue products 47 4.96 1.12 5.00 2.00

High empathic attunement Vice products 137 4.98 1.14 5.00 1.67

Table B-58:Descriptive statistics for recommendation acceptance across empathic attunement and
product frame conditions (H7c).

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Predictor B SE t p

Intercept 3.838 0.138 27.811 <.001
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Predictor B SE t p

Empathic Attunement (EAd) 1.120 0.221 5.057 <.001
Product Frame (PFd) -0.018 0.189 -0.097 .923

EAd x PFd 0.044 0.2750.159 .874

Table B-59:Regression coefficients for the interaction effect of empathic attunement and product
frame on recommendation acceptance (H7c).

(Note. EAd: 0 = low empathic attunement, 1 = high empathic attunement. PFd: 0 = virtue products, 1
= vice products.)

Source: Demeka, T. (2026) “Transparency paradoxes in fashion influencer marketing in Greece: An
Expectancy Violation Theory model of disclosure signals and empathic attunement”

Author’s Statement:

I hereby expressly declare that, according to the article 8 of Law 1559/1986, this dissertation is solely the
product of my personal work, does not infringe any intellectual property, personality and personal data rights
of third parties, does not contain works/contributions from third parties for which the permission of the
authors/beneficiaries is required, is not the product of partial or total plagiarism, and that the sources used
are limited to the literature references alone and meet the rules of scientific citations.

Postgraduate Dissertation 178



	Abstract
	Περίληψη
	Table of Contents
	List of Figures
	List of Tables
	List of Abbreviations & Acronyms
	Chapter 1 – Introduction
	1.1 Research aim and research problem
	1.2 Research objectives
	1.3 Research approach
	1.4 Importance of the topic, expected contributions and justification for the focus of the study
	1.5 Structure of the dissertation

	Chapter 2 - Definition of the concepts
	Chapter 3 – Situation Analysis
	Chapter 4 Theoretical framework, literature review and research model
	Chapter 5: Research Methodology
	5.1 Research motive, research approach, and research method
	5.2 Sample, Sampling Strategy, Process and Data Collection
	5.3 Measures, measurement of variables and variables’ level of measurement
	5.4 Structure of the research instrument
	5.5 Tools and Statistical Analyses

	Chapter 6: Research results
	6.1 Sample characteristics and descriptive statistics
	6.2 Interpretation of questionnaire results
	6.3 Confirmatory factor analysis
	6.4 Hypothesis testing
	6.4.1 Correlation analysis
	6.4.2 Mediation analysis
	6.4.3 Moderation analysis

	6.5 Summary of hypotheses testing

	6.6 Empirical Tested Model
	Chapter 7 – Discussion
	7.1 The degree of answering the research objectives and the support of the initial assumptions
	7.2 Relating the findings to earlier work
	7.3 Theoretical and research implications
	7.4 Practical implications
	7.5 Further research and limitations

	Chapter 8 – Conclusion

	References
	Appendix A: “Questionnaire”
	COVER LETTER
	ΣΥΝΟΔΕΥΤΙΚΗ ΕΠΙΣΤΟΛΗ
	Appendix B: “Tables and Figures”

