[bookmark: OLE_LINK441][bookmark: OLE_LINK471][bookmark: OLE_LINK433][bookmark: OLE_LINK434]Supplemental material – Table 1
Table 1
Overview of the Experimental Studies (n=6)
	Author & year
	Experimental design
	Data collection time
	Experimental factors/protocols
	Experimental stimuli
	Sample
	Stigma measure(s)
	Statistical analysis
	Stigma outcome

	
	
	
	
	
	Recruitment channel & criteria
	Characteristics
	
	
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK435]Miles (2016a)
	Factorial pre-post design
	Not reported
	2 (message quality: low, high) x 2 (instructions: perspective-taking, objectivity) x 2 (message topic: bipolar disorder, depression)
	Four groups of messages, varied by message quality - high/low writing quality and high/low argument quality, for each diagnosis
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK439][bookmark: OLE_LINK440]Mturk;
(1) living in the US (2) aged 18 and above (3) having native English fluency (4) social media users
	N=396; female 52.50%; age range: 18-65+
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK445][bookmark: OLE_LINK446]Attitudes about mental illness - attributional questionnaire (AQ) including danger and blame subscales (Corrigan et al., 2012); social distance scale (SDS) (Boyd et al., 2010)
Empathy - the Empathy Response Scale (Campbell and Babrow, 2004)
	Regression, t-test
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK450]Effect evaluation:
Dangerousness ↓;
Blame↑
[bookmark: OLE_LINK455][bookmark: OLE_LINK456]Effect variations:
↑Argument quality → stigmatized attitudes↓;
↑Argument quality → empathy↑;
↑Empathy → stigmatized attitudes↓

	Miles (2016b)
	Factorial pre-post design
	Not reported
	2 (message creator: discloses mental illness, does not disclose mental illness)
	Two groups of messages, with or without personal disclosure from the first-person perspective
	
	N=1,622; female 61.50%; age range: 18-87 (37.40, 12.43)
	
	
	Effect evaluation:
Exposure to mental illness disclosure cannot significantly predict attitude change

	Taniguchi and Glowacki (2021a)
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK438]Factorial post only design
	Oct 2019
	3 (self-presentation style: good/balanced/poor coping) x 2 (supportive peer responses: present/absent)
	Six Facebook profiles, each of 3 coping styles with each supportive peer response category
	Mturk;
(1) Facebook users (2) being comfortable using English (3) correctly answering memory questions
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK442]N=679; female 49%; age range: 21-77 (39.67, 11.59)
	Social distance - social distance scale (Link et al., 1987)
Depression stigma - the personal stigma subscale of the depression stigma scale (Griffiths et al., 2004)
Empathy - six items of six adjectives (Batson, 1991)
Intention to provide social support online - the adapted online support intention scale (Bae et al., 2013)
	MANOVA; ANOVA
	Effect variations:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK546]Poor coping style → support intention↑, social distance↑

	Taniguchi and Glowacki (2021b)
	Factorial post only design
	Nov 2020
	
	
	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK443]N=1,280; female 51.50%; age range: 18-75 (38.61, 11.92)
	
	
	Effect variations:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK459]Poor coping style → support intention↑, social distance↑;
[bookmark: OLE_LINK547]Supportive peer responses → empathy↑, social distance↓

	Neubaum et al. (2020)
	Factorial post only design
	Aug-Sep 2018
	2 (contact: informed about poster's diagnosis vs not informed) x 1 (stigmatized identity: schizophrenia) x 2 (sex of profile owner: female, male)
	Two Facebook profiles with reference to schizophrenia (1 male, 1 female), two control profiles with no reference (1 male, 1 female)
	An online market research agency;
(1) aged 18 and above (2) Facebook users (3) without a diagnosis of schizophrenia
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK444][bookmark: OLE_LINK448][bookmark: OLE_LINK449]N=386; female 50.50%; age range: 18-85 (42.89, 13.66)
	Stereotype - warmth and competence scale (Fiske et al., 2002), perceived emotional imbalance scale (Seifert and Bergmann, 1983)
Prejudice - the sub-dimension benevolence/goodwill from the community attitude toward the mentally ill (CAMI) inventory (Angermeyer et al., 2003)
Intended discrimination - social acceptance scale (Link et al., 1987)
	MANOVA
	Effect evaluation:
Warmth ↑;
Benevolence ↑;
Social acceptance ↑;
[bookmark: OLE_LINK514][bookmark: OLE_LINK513][bookmark: OLE_LINK493]Competence, perceived emotional imbalance not significant

	Lotun et al. (2022)
	A three-arm randomized controlled experiment with pre-post design
	Apr-May 2021
	(1) the control arm: pre-test of prejudice (only implicit attitudes) → PSR stimulus A → pre-test of PSR A → no disclosure stimulus → post-test of prejudice → one-week follow-up of prejudice (excluding implicit attitudes)
(2) the different-actor arm: pre-test of prejudice (only implicit attitudes) → PSR stimulus B → pre-test of PSR B → disclosure stimulus A → post-test of prejudice and PSR A → one-week follow-up of prejudice (excluding implicit attitudes)
(3) the same-actor arm: pre-test of prejudice (only implicit attitudes) → PSR stimulus A → pre-test of PSR A → disclosure stimulus A → post-test of prejudice and PSR A → one-week follow-up of prejudice (excluding implicit attitudes)
	(1) PSR stimulus: a 9-minute relationship-building video with either A or B as the actor, using the Parasocial Fast Friends Paradigm of conversations about upbringing, memories and values of the actor
(2) disclosure stimulus: a 17-minute 'real-life' video from actor A's YouTube channel, talking about her personal experiences of living with BPD and some public misperceptions
	Prolific;
(1) not knowing the speakers in the stimuli (2) being aged 18-35 (3) being English native speaker (4) not having significant mental health issues or close contacts with these conditions
	N=320; female 59.69%; age: 26 ±4.9
	Implicit prejudice - Implicit Association Tests (IAT) via iatgen on Qualtrics (Greenwald et al., 1998) (Carpenter et al., 2019)
Explicit prejudice - two subscales of malevolence, fear and avoidance from the Prejudice Towards People with Mental Illness Scale (Kenny et al., 2018)
Intergroup anxiety - adapted from Intergroup Anxiety Toward Muslim Scale (Hopkins and Shook, 2017)
Behavioral measures - adapted 2 behavioral questions at completion (Murrar and Brauer, 2017) and 5 questions at follow-up
	ANOVA; Wilcoxon paired tests; causal inference
	Effect evaluation:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK460]Explicit prejudice↓;
Implicit prejudice, behavioral discrimination not significant

Effect variations:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK548][bookmark: OLE_LINK472][bookmark: OLE_LINK538][bookmark: OLE_LINK537]Closer relationship →↓explicit prejudice

Effect sustainability:
(n=147)
No difference in explicit prejudice between post-test and follow-up;
[bookmark: OLE_LINK534]↑follow-up helping thoughts in the experimental arms;
No follow-up anti-support;
15 follow-up participants reported positive support: Nexperimental arms=12, Ncontrol=3


[bookmark: OLE_LINK541]Note. ↑ denotes an increase; ↓ denotes a decrease; → denotes temporal order or potential causal relationships. All arrows represent there is a statistically significant finding (p<0.05).





Supplemental material – Table 2
[bookmark: _GoBack]Table 2
Overview of the Data-mining Studies (n=5)
	Author & year
	Method(s) for analysis
	Data mining time
	Data mining criteria
	Data sample
	Effect evaluation

	
	
	
	
	
	Non-stigmatizing themes
	Stigmatizing themes

	Naslund et al. (2014)
	Thematic analysis
	Jun 2013
	#Inclusion criteria for the videos:
(1) created and posted by an individual with relevant diagnosis
(2) in the first-person perspective
(3) had at least 5,000 views
(4) had no advertising
(5) contained detailed living experiences
(6) in English
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK556]19 videos + 3,044 comments
	√Supportive and empathetic responses;
√Encouraged similar online disclosure
	About 5% (n=160) of the comments contained derogatory or discriminatory statements

	Parrott et al. (2020)
	Thematic analysis; statistical analysis
	Feb 2018 - Mar 2020
	#Inclusion criteria for the tweets:
(1) responses to the athletes’ disclosure posts
(2) uniquely tagged each athlete - @kevinlove, n=2,000; @DeMar_DeRozan, n=1,366
	3,366 tweets
	√Supportive and empathetic responses;
√Encouraged similar online disclosure;
√DeRozan: mostly messages of strength and advice;
√Love: mostly messages of personal experiences with mental illness and encouragement
	Not reported

	King and McCashin (2022)
	Thematic analysis
	Not reported
	#Inclusion criteria for the vlogs:
(1) had the key search term ‘Living with Borderline Personality Disorder vlog’
(2) had BPD in the title
(3) on YouTube Ireland
(4) had comments enabled
(5) posted by adults over 18
(6) in English

#Inclusion criteria for the comments:
(1) included words
(2) in English
(3) 'top comments'
#Exclusion criteria for the comments:
(1) from anyone under 18
(2) spams, or incomprehensible, or vulgar or offensive comments

	4 vlogs + 1,197 comments
	√Supportive and empathetic responses;
√Encouraged similar online disclosure
	Not reported

	Kumble at al. (2022)
	Thematic analysis
	May 31, 2021 -
July 30, 2021
	#Inclusion criteria for the responses:
(1) in response to Osaka’s original disclosure tweet
(2) in English
	11,801 Twitter responses
	√Encouraged similar online disclosure;
√External attribution of blame
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK536]A small number of tweets (proportions not reported) contained dismissal of mental health
concerns, 40% of which were found to be posted by bots

	Francis (2021)
	Thematic analysis
	Oct 5, 2016 - Oct 11, 2016
	#Inclusion criteria for the tweets:
(1) had the hashtag #YouGoodMan
(2) originated from the United States
(3) had words and phrases relevant to the study aim
(4) in English
#Exclusion criteria for the tweets:
(1) duplicate tweets
(2) had only images, videos, or website links
	1,482 tweets
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK535]√Supportive and empathetic responses;
√Encouraged similar online disclosure;
√External attribution of blame
	Not reported


[bookmark: OLE_LINK533][bookmark: OLE_LINK531]Note. √ denotes positive anti-stigma effects; denotes negative stigmatizing effects or null effects.





[bookmark: OLE_LINK485]Supplemental material - Search strategy
Database: APA PsycINFO <1806 to May Week 5 2023>
	#
	Query

	1
	exp Mental Disorders/ or Insanity.mp. or Mental Illness.mp. or Nervous Breakdown.mp. or Psychiatric Disorders.mp. or exp Mental Health/ or Mental Disorders.mp. or Mental Health.mp. or ((chronic* or severe* or serious* or persistent*) adj (mental* or psychiatr* or psychological*)).mp. or ((mental* or psychiatr* or psychological*) adj (ill* or disorder* or disease* or distress* or disab* or problem* or health* or well-being)).mp. or (emotional adj (disorder* or problem*)).mp. or psychiatric patients/ or psychiatric patient?.mp.

	2
	exp Social Media/ or Facebook.mp. or YouTube.mp. or Tumblr.mp. or Instagram.mp. or social media.mp. or exp fame/ or fame.mp. or Celebrity.mp. or exp celebrities/ or celebrities.mp. or microcelebri*.mp. or influencer?.mp. or streamer?.mp. or YouTuber?.mp. or public figure?.mp. or (exp mass media/ or mass media.mp.) or (blog/ or blog.mp. or weblog.mp. or Web Log.mp.) or (exp communications media/ or communications media.mp. or media.mp.) or (exp computer mediated communication/ or computer mediated communication.mp. or Electronic Mail.mp. or Email.mp.) or (online social networks/ or online social networks.mp. or Internet Social Networking.mp.) or "Web 2.0".mp. or MySpace.mp. or pinterest.mp. or wiki?.mp. or vimeo.mp. or Flickr.mp. or Delicious.mp. or blog?.mp. or linkedin.mp. or sixdegrees.mp. or weibo.mp. or curediva.mp. or connectedliving.mp. or patientslikeme.mp. or wego.mp. or caringbridge.mp. or crowd sourc*.mp. or crowdsourc*.mp. or hash tag*.mp. or hashtag*.mp. or microblog*.mp. or push technolog*.mp. or facetim*.mp. or Friendster.mp. or Gchat.mp. or google maps.mp. or Kik.mp. or reddit*.mp. or subreddit*.mp. or snapchat*.mp. or tweet*.mp. or vine.mp. or wechat*.mp. or whatsapp*.mp. or MXit.mp. or QQ.mp. or Qzone.mp. or baidu.mp. or viber.mp. or Vkontakte.mp. or twitch.mp. or (politicians/ or politician?.mp.) or (musicians/ or musician?.mp.) or (sportsperson? or sportsm#n or sportspeople).mp. or exp athletes/ or athlete?.mp.

	3
	(disclosure? or experience?).mp. or exp narratives/ or narrative?.mp. or self-disclosure/ or self-disclosure?.mp. or exp storytelling/ or storytelling.mp.

	4
	exp stigma/ or stigma.mp. or social stigma.mp. or (stereotyped attitudes/ or stereotyped attitudes.mp. or stereotyping.mp.) or (exp social perception/ or social perception.mp. or interpersonal perception.mp.) or (public opinion/ or public opinion.mp. or public attitudes.mp. or opinion.mp.) or (exp prejudice/ or prejudice.mp.) or (attitude change/ or attitude change.mp. or opinion change.mp.) or (exp social acceptance/ or social acceptance.mp. or acceptance.mp. or rejection.mp. or social rejection.mp.) or (exp human rights/ or human rights.mp.) or (stereotyp* or stigma* or label* or negative image* or ignoran* or misconception* or misperception* or literacy or ((public* or community or social or popular) adj (perception* or attitude* or response*))).mp. or (((negative or positive or chang*) adj3 attitude*) or prejudice* or hostil* or intoleran*).mp. or (discriminat* or marginali* or rejecting behavior or injustice* or (social adj (distance or justice or rejection or acceptance or exclusion or inclusion))).mp. or empowerment/ or empowerment.mp. or social support/ or social support.mp. or social support networks.mp. or resilience/ or resilience.mp. or hardiness.mp. or (exp social discrimination/ or social discrimination.mp.) or (exp discrimination/ or discrimination.mp.) or (psychological distance/ or psychological distance.mp.) or rejection psychology.mp. or (exp attitudes/ or attitude?.mp.) or (adult attitudes/ or adult attitude?.mp.) or (adolescent attitudes/ or adolescent attitude?.mp.) or (Mental Illness Attitudes Toward/ or Mental Illness Attitude? Toward?.mp.) or (exp health attitudes/ or health attitude?.mp.) or (health knowledge/ or health knowledge.mp.)

	5
	1 and 2 and 3 and 4

	6
	limit 5 to ((yr="2010 -Current" and "0100 journal") or "0110 peer-reviewed journal" or "0400 dissertation abstract")

	7
	6 not COVID-19.mp.

	8
	7 not systematic review.mp.







Database: Ovid MEDLINE <1946 to June 05, 2023>
	#
	Query

	1
	exp Mental Disorders/ or Mental Disorders.mp. or mental illness.mp. or mental health/ or Mental Health.mp. or mentally ill persons/ or mentally ill persons.mp. or ((chronic* or severe* or serious* or persistent*) adj (mental* or psychiatr* or psychological*)).mp. or ((mental* or psychiatr* or psychological*) adj (ill* or disorder* or disease* or distress* or disab* or problem* or health* or well-being)).mp. or (emotional adj (disorder* or problem*)).mp. or psychiatric patient?.mp.

	2
	Social Media/ or social media.mp. or Facebook.mp. or YouTube.mp. or Tumblr.mp. or Instagram.mp. or famous persons/ or famous person?.mp. or celebri*.mp. or microcelebri*.mp. or influencer?.mp. or streamer?.mp. or YouTuber?.mp. or public figure?.mp. or (exp mass media/ or mass media.mp.) or (blogging/ or blogging.mp.) or (exp communications media/ or communications media.mp.) or (online social networking/ or online social networking.mp. or online social networks.mp.) or "Web 2.0".mp. or MySpace.mp. or pinterest.mp. or wiki?.mp. or vimeo.mp. or Flickr.mp. or Delicious.mp. or blog?.mp. or linkedin.mp. or sixdegrees.mp. or weibo.mp. or curediva.mp. or connectedliving.mp. or patientslikeme.mp. or wego.mp. or caringbridge.mp. or crowd sourc*.mp. or crowdsourc*.mp. or hash tag*.mp. or hashtag*.mp. or microblog*.mp. or push technolog*.mp. or facetim*.mp. or Friendster.mp. or Gchat.mp. or g-chat.mp. or google maps.mp. or Kik.mp. or reddit*.mp. or subreddit*.mp. or snapchat*.mp. or tweet*.mp. or vine.mp. or wechat*.mp. or whatsapp*.mp. or MXit.mp. or QQ.mp. or Qzone.mp. or baidu.mp. or viber.mp. or Vkontakte.mp. or twitch.mp. or politician?.mp. or musician?.mp. or ((sportsperson? or sportsm#n or sportspeople).mp. or exp athletes/ or athlete?.mp.) or computer mediated communication.mp.

	3
	exp disclosure/ or disclosure?.mp. or experience?.mp. or narrative?.mp. or narration/ or narration?.mp. or self-disclosure/ or self-disclosure?.mp. or exp truth disclosure/ or truth disclosure?.mp. or (personal narratives as topic/ or personal narratives as topic.mp.) or storytelling.mp.

	4
	stigma.mp. or social stigma/ or social stigma.mp. or (exp prejudice/ or prejudice.mp.) or (stereotyping/ or stereotyping.mp. or stereotype.mp.) or (exp social discrimination/ or social discrimination.mp.) or (exp social perception/ or social perception.mp.) or (perceived discrimination/ or perceived discrimination.mp.) or (public opinion/ or public opinion?.mp.) or (exp attitude/ or attitude?.mp.) or (psychological distance/ or psychological distance.mp.) or (rejection psychology/ or rejection psychology.mp. or social acceptance.mp.) or (exp human rights/ or human rights.mp.) or (stereotyp* or stigma* or label* or negative image* or ignoran* or misconception* or misperception* or literacy or ((public* or community or social or popular) adj (perception* or attitude* or response*))).mp. or (((negative or positive or chang*) adj3 attitude*) or prejudice* or hostil* or intoleran*).mp. or (discriminat* or marginali* or rejecting behavior or injustice* or (social adj (distance or justice or rejection or acceptance or exclusion or inclusion))).mp. or (empowerment/ or empowerment.mp.) or (exp social support/ or social support.mp.) or (resilience/ or resilience.mp.) or (exp attitude to health/ or attitude? to health.mp.) or (health knowledge, attitudes, practice/ or health knowledge, attitude?, practice.mp.) or (adult attitude? or adolescent attitude? or Mental Illness Attitude? Toward? or social acceptance).mp.

	5
	1 and 2 and 3 and 4

	6
	limit 5 to yr="2010 -Current"

	7
	6 not COVID-19.mp.

	8
	7 not systematic review.mp.






Supplemental material – Quality appraisal
	Qualitative studies
	MMAT 1.1
	MMAT 1.2
	MMAT 1.3
	MMAT 1.4
	MMAT 1.5
	Comments

	
	Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?
	Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?
	Are the findings adequately derived from the data?
	Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?
	Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?
	

	Budenz et al. (2022)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Only extracted and appraised the qualitative part which was the most pertinent to the review questions

	Data mining studies using thematic analysis

	Naslund et al. (2014)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Parrott et al. (2020)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Only appraised the thematic analysis part; more appraisals for the mixed-method overall design and the quantitative non-randomized study design

	King and McCashin (2022)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No quotes provided

	Kumble at al. (2022)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Also used machine learning for tweets clustering and bots detection, but only appraised the thematic analysis part

	Francis (2021)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Quantitative RCT studies
	MMAT 2.1
	MMAT 2.2
	MMAT 2.3
	MMAT 2.4
	MMAT 2.5
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK491]Comments

	
	Is randomization appropriately performed?
	Are the groups comparable at baseline?
	Are there complete outcome data?
	Are outcome assessors blinded to the intervention provided?
	Did the participants adhere to the assigned intervention?
	

	Neubaum et al. (2020)
	Can’t tell
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK486]Online factorial post only design; did not specify the online survey platform; assessors in the control being aware of the condition provided due to non-mental health related stimuli; no protocol pre-registered; open data registry - OSF

	Taniguchi and Glowacki (2021a)
	Can’t tell
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK487]Online factorial post only design; did not specify the online survey platform; no protocol pre-registered

	Taniguchi and Glowacki (2021b)
	Can’t tell
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Online factorial post only design; did not specify the online survey platform; no protocol pre-registered

	Miles (2016a)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK489]Factorial pre-post design on Qualtrics; comparable groups of most dimensions at baseline; no protocol pre-registered

	Miles (2016b)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Factorial pre-post design on Qualtrics; comparable groups of most dimensions at baseline; no protocol pre-registered

	Lotun et al. (2022)
	Can’t tell
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Did not specify the online survey platform; assessors in the control being aware of the condition provided due to no treatment; protocol pre-registered -OSF; open data registry - OSF 

	[bookmark: _Hlk139059898]Quantitative non-randomized studies
	MMAT 3.1
	MMAT 3.2
	MMAT 3.3
	MMAT 3.4
	MMAT 3.5
	Comments

	
	Are the participants representative of the target population?
	Are measurements appropriate regarding both the outcome and intervention (or exposure)?
	Are there complete outcome data?
	Are the confounders accounted for in the design and analysis?
	During the study period, is the intervention administered (or exposure occurred) as intended?
	

	Parrott et al. (2020)
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK497]Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Can’t tell
	Mainly statistically compared the frequencies of each response type across the two players

	Quantitative descriptive studies
	MMAT 4.1
	MMAT 4.2
	
	
	
	Comments

	
	Is the sampling strategy relevant to address the research question?
	Is the sample representative of the target population?
	
	
	
	

	Data mining studies- Sampling strategy

	Naslund et al. (2014)
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	
	
	
	

	Parrott et al. (2020)
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	King and McCashin (2022)
	Yes
	No
	
	
	
	Selected the top four vlogs in the search

	Kumble at al. (2022)
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	
	Randomly selected tweets

	Francis (2021)
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	
	Randomly selected tweets

	Mixed-method studies
	MMAT 5.1
	MMAT 5.2
	MMAT 5.3
	MMAT 5.4
	MMAT 5.5
	Comments

	
	Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research question?
	Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research question?
	Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately interpreted?
	Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately addressed?
	Do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the methods involved?
	

	Parrott et al. (2020)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Lack of information in the quantitative component







