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Trust in Advertisements and Organizations
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ABSTRACT
The use of generative artificial intelligence (GAI) for advertising is raising issues around ethics 
and transparency. This type of AI adds an extra manipulative layer to advertisements because 
it makes it harder for consumers to determine whether elements of an ad are real or 
AI-generated. This study aims to explore the effect of AI disclosures in GAI-created 
advertisements on trust in the advertisement and the organization. Moreover, this study tests 
whether these effects can be explained by conceptual AI knowledge and attitudinal persuasion 
knowledge. A one-factorial (GAI advertisement with versus without disclosure) between-subjects 
design experiment was conducted (N = 304). The results showed that AI disclosures increased 
conceptual AI knowledge and attitudinal persuasion knowledge, resulting in a decrease in 
trust towards the advertisement and organization. However, a positive effect of AI disclosures 
was also found, whereby the disclosure increased attitudinal persuasion knowledge, which 
lead to an increase in trust.

Introduction

Generative artificial intelligence (GAI) is expected to 
have a huge impact on the field of marketing commu-
nication (Rivas and Liang 2023). Generative artificial 
intelligence is a type of algorithm that is trained on large 
amounts of data and can create various types of content 
(Lim and Schmälzle 2024). Examples of GAI-tools are 
ChatGPT and Midjourney. Using GAI, it is easy to 
create content, such as images and texts, which would 
normally take a lot of resources to create (e.g., time, 
money, equipment) (Rivas and Liang 2023). Researchers 
and practitioners argue that GAI is considered as new 
marketing tool and “an integral component of the adver-
tising industry” (Baek, Kim, and Kim 2024, 3).

While there is a lot of excitement among marke-
teers, questions remain in academia regarding the 
effects of GAI advertising on consumer evaluations 
and trust in companies implementing these tools to 
create advertisements. Moreover, there is a call for 
open and transparent use of GAI because it is expected 
that open communication around GAI and AI can 

reduce some of the potential negative consequences 
that may result from a lack of transparency (Rivas 
and Liang 2023).

In the literature on GAI and other areas of marketing 
communication in which transparency is lacking (e.g., 
branded content, influencers), disclosures are often sug-
gested as a solution to increase transparency (Eisend 
et  al. 2020; Rivas and Liang 2023). Within the GAI 
advertising context, disclosures could make people aware 
of GAI use in marketing communication. However, it 
remains unclear what the effect is of such disclosures 
in GAI advertisements on organizational outcomes, like 
trust in the advertisement and organization, because 
both positive and negative effects are found in the lit-
erature (Lim and Schmälzle 2024; Toff and Simon 2023).

Building on the persuasion knowledge model 
(PKM) (Friestad and Wright 1994), the current study 
aims to find an explanation for these inconclusive 
results. We believe the PKM is useful because an AI 
disclosure label can help people to learn about the 
sophisticated tactics used by advertiser. This 
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knowledge may be needed because the use of GAI 
adds an extra manipulative layer to advertisements, 
which makes it harder for consumers to determine 
whether elements of an ad are real or AI-generated. 
In one view, conceptual AI knowledge could be trig-
gered by an AI disclosure because it helps to increase 
awareness of GAI content in advertisements, and such 
transparency may result in higher levels of trust. In 
another view, attitudinal persuasion knowledge could 
be activated—defined as the evaluation of perceived 
appropriateness of advertisements, including the beliefs 
regarding the manipulativeness and fairness of adver-
tising messages (Friestad and Wright 1994)—which 
may result in lower levels of trust.

This study makes two contributions to the literature. 
First, most of the current literature studies the effects 
of AI disclosures for other types of content, such as 
algorithmic journalism and health communication. In 
the advertising literature, however, not many studies 
have been conducted on the topic, even though adver-
tising literature is identified as an important field for 
studying the influence of GAI (Campbell et  al. 2022; 
Van Berlo, Campbell, and Voorveld 2024; Wu, Dodoo, 
and Wen 2025). This point is especially important 
because GAI adds an extra layer to the perceived 
manipulation or deception of advertisements (Wu, 
Dodoo, and Wen 2025), and people generally avoid 
being manipulated. Second, using the PKM this study 
aims to further disentangle the effects and underlying 
processes of how AI disclosures in GAI advertisements 
may influence trust. By doing so, this study theoreti-
cally extends the PKM to the GAI marketing context 
by introducing the concept of conceptual AI knowledge.

The findings of this study are also relevant for 
organizations, marketeers, and policy advisors. At this 
moment in time, policies around the disclosure of 
GAI use are quickly developing. Meta is already 
requiring statements of (G)AI use (Bickert 2024), and 
the most recent EU AI act strongly focuses on 
GAI-created content (EU AI Act 2023). Therefore, the 
expectation is that further rules and regulations 
regarding the disclosure of (G)AI use in marketing 
communication will soon be implemented. This study 
helps marketeers and policy advisors to evaluate how 
this impacts consumer trust.

Theoretical Framework

Disclosures and the Persuasion Knowledge Model

The persuasion knowledge model is a framework that 
offers an explanation on how people respond to and 
evaluate advertising. This model argues that people 

evaluate advertisements based on their persuasion 
knowledge, which “refers to consumers’ knowledge and 
beliefs regarding marketers’ persuasion goals and 
attempts, as well as their underlying motives and tac-
tics, and how persuasion works” (Friestad and Wright 
1994, 4). Consumers’ persuasion knowledge is personal, 
and includes everything a person knows about persua-
sion and agents’ goals and tactics. Persuasion knowl-
edge encompasses three relevant structures; the topic; 
the sender/source; and the persuasive tactics used. In a 
GAI marketing context, marketeers and organizations 
have access to new tools to create content that chal-
lenges consumers’ persuasion knowledge on advertising 
tactics. The use of AI can in particular create uncer-
tainty around two specific aspects of advertising tactics. 
First, who or what created the content: GAI or humans 
(Rivas and Liang 2023; Wu, Dodoo, and Wen 2025). 
Content created by GAI is highly realistic and mimics 
human language and imaging, making it hard to dis-
tinguish between human- and GAI-created content. We 
know from earlier research that people evaluate content 
differently when created by GAI or humans (e.g., 
Campbell et  al. 2022), as detailed later in text. Second, 
the use of GAI adds an extra manipulative layer to the 
advertisement, especially when the organization is not 
transparent about its use. Specifically, GAI is able to 
make reality seem more beautiful and to create adver-
tisements based on images that are not real; as a result, 
it is harder for consumers to determine whether ele-
ments of an ad are real or AI-generated. For example, 
is the model with a flawless skin that is featured in a 
skincare ad a real person or artificially created? Or is 
the celebrity promoting investments in a crypto-currency 
ad the real celebrity or one created by AI? Whereas 
advertising has traditionally already portrayed a more 
perfect version of reality, the use of GAI makes this 
portrayal much easier and sophisticated. Thus, when 
organizations are not transparent about the use of GAI 
in their advertisements, persuasion knowledge around 
its use in advertising is often limited.

Different fields in which one of the persuasion 
knowledge factors is more hidden are influencer mar-
keting, sponsored content, and advergames (Eisend 
et  al. 2020). Here, the persuasive intent can be hard 
to recognize, and when consumers are not yet familiar 
with new or more sophisticated tactics, it hinders 
accurate evaluation and resistance towards the message 
(Eisend et  al. 2020; Friestad and Wright 1994). As a 
solution, it is required to label this content as adver-
tising using disclosures. Ad disclosures are intended 
to make consumers aware of persuasive advertising 
tactics (Baek, Kim, and Kim 2024) “Disclosures are 
labels, pictograms, short texts, or spoken messages 
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that inform the audience about the source and/or 
persuasive tactics used in the message” (Smit and Van 
Reijmersdal 2024, 179). Disclosures are added to pro-
tect people by making them aware of persuasive tac-
tics and activating their persuasion knowledge (Eisend 
et  al. 2020; Smit and Van Reijmersdal 2024).

Effects of Disclosures in GAI-Created Content

To accurately evaluate advertisements created by GAI 
and to activate people’s persuasion knowledge, they 
should be aware of the use of GAI in advertisements 
by the advertiser. It is known from the literature that 
an AI disclosure helps consumers to make the dis-
tinction between GAI-created and human-created 
content (Choung, David, and Ross 2023; Wu, Dodoo, 
and Wen 2025). However, there is not yet a concrete 
answer on how AI disclosures affect ad evaluations.

Until now, several studies examined the effects of 
AI disclosures on evaluation of content. In the context 
of art, it was found that people generally prefer 
human-created art and have more negative attitudes 
towards GAI art, particularly when art is evaluated as 
more “human”, like poetry and paintings (Bellaiche 
et al. 2023; Shank et al. 2023). In a recent meta-analysis, 
Wang and Huang (2024) conclude that when AI use 
was disclosed in news articles, the credibility percep-
tions were lower than when the article was labeled as 
human-written or if the nature (created by human or 
AI) was not disclosed. Similarly, Lim and Schmälzle 
(2024) found that evaluations of GAI- and 
human-created health messages were the same when 
the use of AI was not disclosed, but when the message 
was disclosed as written by GAI, the evaluation was 
significantly lower. However, Kirkby, Baumgarth, and 
Henseler (2023) found that an AI disclosure in brand-
ing content did not impact brand attitudes, perceived 
authenticity, and brand voice. Also, Arango, Singaraju, 
and Niininen (2023) concluded that in general 
AI-disclosed charity messages were evaluated less pos-
itive, but when people perceived the image as hard or 
risky to create by humans, the charity message with 
AI disclosure was evaluated more positive. Very 
recently, Baek, Kim, and Kim (2024) showed that dis-
closure of AI-generated content leads to lower ad cred-
ibility and subsequently less favorable attitudes towards 
ads. Thus, mixed results of the effects of AI disclosure 
on content evaluation are found in the literature.

Trust and AI Disclosures

This study investigates the influence of AI disclosures 
on trust. Previous research has identified trust as an 

important predictor for the use and acceptance of (G)
AI (Choung, David, and Ross 2023; Schilke and 
Reimann 2025). Additionally, for marketing efforts to 
be effective it is important that consumers trust the 
advertisement and organization sending the advertise-
ment (Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar 1998). Trust 
in the advertisement can be defined as “confidence 
that advertising is a reliable source of product/service 
information and the willingness to act on the basis 
of information conveyed by advertising” (Soh, Reid, 
and King 2009, 86). For people to rely on an adver-
tisements’ information or have intentions to act on 
the message, people have to trust the information in 
the advertisement (Soh, Reid, and King 2009). Trust 
in an organization exists when a consumer has con-
fidence in the organizations’ reliability and integrity. 
This means that the consumer thinks of the organi-
zation as being “consistent, competent, honest, fair, 
responsible, helpful, and benevolent” (Morgan and 
Hunt 1994, 23). Whereas trust formation is typically 
understood as being shaped by ongoing interactions 
between the consumer and the brand or organizations, 
in the current study (in line with Pfeuffer et  al. 2025) 
trust formation is understood based on individuals 
forming quick initial beliefs when encountering adver-
tisements with disclosures, which may serve as cues 
for trust (Pfeuffer and Huh 2021). Trust cues can be 
used for trust formation in the absence of significant 
previous experiences, as is the case in our experimen-
tal set-up (Pfeuffer and Huh 2021).

It is expected that AI disclosures in advertisements, 
which inform people about the use of (G)AI by an 
organization, will affect both trust in organizations/
brands and trust in advertisements (Campbell et  al. 
2022; Choung, David, and Ross 2023). In a recent 
study, Toff and Simon (2023) found that trustworthi-
ness of news articles decreased when the use of (G)
AI was disclosed, even though the quality of the arti-
cles was evaluated equally. The disclosure statements 
not only lowered trust in the news article, but also 
in the news organization publishing them. Similarly, 
Jakesch et  al. (2019) found that when Airbnb host 
profiles were labeled as written with the help of (G)
AI, trustworthiness of the host decreased, but only 
when people think they have been exposed to a mixed 
set of AI- and human-written profiles.

Mostly negative effects of AI disclosures on trust 
are found in the literature. However, it is also argued 
and shown that more trust in (G)AI can be built over 
time, if transparency, fairness, accountability, and 
explainability are taken into account (Choung, David, 
and Ross 2023; Hleg 2019; Shin and Park 2019). 
Generally, consumers do not like to be deceived; 
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therefore, if consumers realize that content is AI gen-
erated but not disclosed, they might indeed feel 
deceived/and perceive an ad as unfair (Wu, Dodoo, 
and Wen 2025). Following this line of reasoning, add-
ing an AI disclosure to GAI advertisements, whereby 
an organization is transparent about their GAI use, 
should increase trust in the advertisement and orga-
nization. Similarly, in the sponsorship disclosure lit-
erature, it is found that sponsorship transparency, 
whereby an organization is transparent about the per-
suasive nature of sponsored content through disclo-
sures, can result in more positive evaluations, including 
brand attitudes, purchase intentions, advertisement 
evaluation, and credibility perceptions (Boerman, 
Willemsen, and Van Der Aa 2017; Van Reijmersdal 
et  al. 2023). Also, Eisend and Tarrahi (2022) state 
that lack of transparency can lead to more negative 
organizational outcomes, especially when someone has 
more persuasion knowledge. These people “are more 
likely to assume a hidden or ulterior motive” of a 
message (Eisend and Tarrahi 2022, 5) leading to less 
favorable outcomes. Therefore, the following research 
question is proposed:

Research Question 1: What is the effect of adding an 
AI disclosure (versus no AI disclosure) to an adver-
tisement that is created using GAI on: a) trust in the 
advertisement, and b) trust in the organization?

The Role of Conceptual AI Knowledge and 
Attitudinal Persuasion Knowledge

The previously described PKM offers an explanation 
for the contradictory effect of AI disclosures on trust. 
To do so, it is important to make a distinction between 
conceptual and attitudinal persuasion knowledge (Eisend 
et  al. 2020; Van Reijmersdal et  al. 2023). Conceptual 
persuasion knowledge is the “recognition of advertising, 
its source and audience, and the understanding of the 
advertising’s persuasive intent, selling intent, and tac-
tics” (Boerman, Van Reijmersdal, and Neijens 2012, 
1049). In the GAI-marketing context it is also import-
ant that people recognize the use of GAI in advertise-
ments. Therefore, a different type of persuasion 
knowledge is suggested: conceptual AI knowledge, 
which can be defined as the awareness of AI-generated 
content in persuasive messages. This definition is sim-
ilar to that for awareness of ad falsity that was described 
by Campbell et  al. (2022), as “all the ways that con-
sumers can view an ad as false, whether they relate 
to products, claims or presented reality” (30). In their 
framework for consumer response to manipulated 
advertising, the authors argue that responses to GAI 
advertisements depend on whether consumers are 

aware that the content was generated by AI. This line 
of reasoning is comparable to that for conceptual per-
suasion knowledge; therefore, a similar reaction 
towards disclosures is expected. For example, in less 
obvious forms of advertising, a disclosure signals the 
persuasive nature of content, and when people recog-
nize the content as advertising, their conceptual per-
suasion knowledge increases (Eisend et  al. 2012; 
Friestad and Wright 1994). Similarly, AI disclosures 
in GAI advertisements signal that GAI was used to 
create the content. So, it is expected that people’s 
awareness of the use of (G)AI in advertisements 
increases after being exposed to advertisements with 
AI disclosure, leading to our hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1:	 Exposure to an advertisement that is 
created using GAI with an AI disclosure (versus no AI 
disclosure) will increase conceptual AI knowledge.

Attitudinal persuasion knowledge is someone’s eval-
uative judgment towards advertising, and “comprises 
critical attitudes, such as skepticism and disliking to 
a specific persuasion attempt” (Boerman, Van 
Reijmersdal, and Neijens 2012, 1049; Voorveld, 
Meppelink, and Boerman 2024). Friestad and Wright 
(1994) identified two dimensions of attitudinal per-
suasion knowledge: perceived effectiveness and per-
ceived appropriateness. In this study, the focus is on 
perceived appropriateness, which comprises the beliefs 
regarding the manipulativeness and fairness of adver-
tising messages (Friestad and Wright 1994).

According to literature on the PKM and sponsor-
ship disclosures, people must first be aware of the 
persuasive tactic before they critically evaluate the 
advertisement. In other words, conceptual persuasion 
knowledge precedes attitudinal persuasion knowledge 
(Eisend and Tarrahi 2022; Friestad and Wright 1994). 
In the GAI marketing context, this order means that 
people must first be aware of the use of GAI in adver-
tisements before they can evaluate the advertisement 
critically. We argue that AI content could lead to 
higher levels of perceived manipulativeness. When 
comparing AI- versus human-created content, we do 
not think that an AI is necessarily more likely to 
manipulate others than humans because also 
human-made advertising already often portrays a per-
fect form of reality. However, GAI does ad an addi-
tional deceptive layer to advertisements because with 
GAI it is easier to create synthetic, or unreal images, 
so using AI adds another possibility for deception 
(Baek, Kim, and Kim 2024).

Also, Schilke and Reimann (2025) argue that people 
have the inherent believe that most processes and 
content are the result of human expertise. When an 



244 B. KONING AND H. A. M. VOORVELD

organization is transparent about the use of (G)AI 
through an AI disclosure, it results in an unexpected 
deviation from the human “norm,” which causes more 
critical evaluations of the advertisement and its appro-
priateness. Therefore, when people are made aware 
of the use of GAI in advertisements by means of a 
disclosure (Eisend et  al. 2020) or through the activa-
tion of conceptual AI knowledge, it is expected that 
attitudinal persuasion knowledge will increase, as 
stated in our next set of hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2:	 Exposure to an advertisement that is 
created using GAI with an AI disclosure (versus no 
AI disclosure) will increase attitudinal persuasion 
knowledge.

Hypothesis 3:	 An increase in conceptual AI knowl-
edge leads to an increase in attitudinal persuasion 
knowledge.

Conceptual AI Knowledge, Attitudinal Persuasion 
Knowledge and Trust

Previous studies on the effect of attitudinal persuasion 
knowledge on (organizational) outcomes like elec-
tronic word-of-mouth, brand attitudes, and purchase 
intentions generally show a negative effect of attitu-
dinal persuasion knowledge (Boerman, Van 
Reijmersdal, and Neijens 2012; Boerman, Willemsen, 
and Van Der Aa 2017; Van Reijmersdal et  al. 2016, 
2023). In other words, when people have a more neg-
ative perception of the perceived appropriateness of 
a message, it is expected that trust in the message 
and the organization sending the message will 
decrease, as our fourth hypothesis states:

Hypothesis 4:	 An increase in attitudinal persuasion 
knowledge leads to a decrease in a) trust in the 
advertisement and b) trust in the organization.

It is expected that when people are aware of the 
use of GAI in advertisements, it will influence their 
evaluation of the advertisement itself and the organi-
zation who created the advertisement (Campbell et  al. 
2022). Thus, conceptual AI knowledge influences 
trust; however, how it influences trust is not fully 

clear. When people are exposed to a disclosure stating 
that content is created using GAI, the organization is 
open about their GAI use. This openness can increase 
perceptions of transparency, which could result in 
increased trust towards the advertisement and orga-
nization (Choung, David, and Ross 2023). However, 
informing people about GAI use could also lead to 
a decrease in trust towards the advertisement and the 
organization because in general people are distrusting 
towards GAI, such as because of the inexplicability 
of AI, possible biases, and ethical issues (Araujo et  al. 
2020; Choung, David, and Ross 2023). Also, when 
use of GAI is disclosed in advertisements, consumers 
could feel like they are being manipulated, which can 
result in less positive evaluations (see the argumen-
tation in the previous section) (Wu, Dodoo, and Wen 
2025). This effect can be explained by reactance the-
ory. According to Brehm (1989) people want to 
remain in control and keep their freedom, and, in 
general, persuasive messages limit people’s control. In 
addition, persuasive messages are (partly) created by 
GAI, which can be experienced as manipulative, thus 
people could experience lack of freedom and control, 
which subsequently decreases trust. Because there is 
not a clear expectation of the effect of conceptual AI 
knowledge on trust in the advertisement and organi-
zation, the following research question is proposed 
(see Figure 1 for the conceptual model):

Research Question 2: What is the effect of an increase 
in conceptual AI knowledge on: a) trust in the adver-
tisement; and b) trust in the organization?

Method

Study Design

A one-factorial (advertisement with AI disclosure ver-
sus without AI disclosure) between-subjects experi-
ment was conducted. The experiment was embedded 
in an online questionnaire that was distributed via 
Qualtrics. The participants were randomly assigned 
to one of two experimental conditions. Before data 
collection, the whole experiment was preregistered on 

Figure 1. C onceptual model.
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OSF (https://osf.io/2gj6c/) and received ethical 
approval on May 17, 2024, prior to data collection 
according to the guidelines formulated by the Ethics 
Review Board of the University of Amsterdam.

Participants

In total, 321 people participated in the online exper-
iment. However, some exclusion criteria applied: 7 
participants were removed from the dataset because 
they failed the attention check and 10 people were 
excluded because they guessed the (exact) goal of the 
study. This exclusion resulted in a final sample of 304 
participants from the United Kingdom. The partici-
pants were recruited through the platform Prolific, 
where they received a small compensation (£1,00) after 
completing the whole study. Douglas, Ewell, and 
Brauer (2023) compared multiple online platforms for 
data collection and concluded that data collected from 
Prolific are of high quality. Of the 304 participants, 
65% are female and 35% male; with an average age 
of 39 years (SD = 12.20 [18–78 years]); and 46% com-
pleted a bachelor’s degree, 17% have a master’s degree, 
26% have high school education, 4% have a PhD/
doctorate, and 4% finished other types of education.

The number of participants was based on an a 
priori power analysis using the Monte Carlo power 
analysis for indirect effects, using the model suited 
for serial mediation, a power level of .80, 95% con-
fidence level and standardized coefficients. The power 
analysis suggested 290 participants were needed; thus, 
with 304 participants a well-powered study was con-
ducted. A more detailed description of the power 
analysis for this study can be found on the OSF pre-
registration page.

Stimulus Material

For this study, two versions of an Instagram adver-
tisement were created, one contained an AI disclosure, 
and the other did not. An Instagram advertisement 
was deemed suitable because it is expected that most 
AI-generated content is going to be shared on social 
media platforms, and companies already share GAI 
content on Instagram (Wu, Dodoo, and Wen 2025). 
The materials used are in line with the advertising 
messages users come across on their social media 
feed. The advertisements look like posts of brands on 
their own social media accounts, but the materials 
were adjusted to look like a paid social media post. 
These posts are embedded in the feeds of users and 
are characterized by the “More information” button 
(which would lead to the company’s website if the 

advertisement was shown in the Instagram app). The 
advertisement features the fictional boxing studio 
“bxstudio.” Sports studios are in close experiential 
proximity to most people, ensuring the relevance of 
our stimuli for participants. The choice for a fictional 
company was made to avoid the possible influence of 
previous attitudes and opinions towards an existing 
company, which can influence the effects and effect 
sizes found (Geuens and De Pelsmacker 2017). Using 
established brands may significantly increase memory 
effects (such as brand recall), making it hard to deter-
mine the impact of the manipulations and pre-existing 
brand awareness and associations on the effects found. 
Because our study is one of the first that tries to 
experimentally test the influence of an AI disclosure 
for AI-generated ad content on trust, we believe using 
a fictional company/brand name is the best option 
(Geuens and De Pelsmacker 2017). Also, given that 
the use of GAI for advertising is not undisputed, 
using a real organization could be seen as unethical. 
Using fictional brands in research on trust has also 
been implemented by Pfeuffer et  al. (2025) and 
Broeder (2020). The base of the advertisement is an 
existing GAI-created image of a woman who is box-
ing, all other elements were created for this study. 
The logo showing the name “bxstudio” and a man 
wearing red boxing gloves was created using the 
AI-image generator on the platform Canva. The cap-
tion of the advertisement and the hashtags were gen-
erated using ChatGPT using the prompt “Can you 
write a short text for bxstudio, a gym that specializes 
in boxing for an Instagram advertisement?” Using an 
advertisement that was entirely created by GAI added 
to the ecological validity of the study and believability 
of the AI disclosure. With this approach, the focus is 
on the effect of disclosures in GAI content instead of 
using human-created content and only stating that it 
is AI. The advertisement with AI disclosure, contains 
two disclosure statements. First, the disclosure under 
the username that consists of a square with a star on 
the right corner was based on the policy suggested 
by Meta (Bickert 2024). Next to the symbol, the label 
“AI-generated” is added. This label was based on the 
results of the study by Epstein, Arechar, and Rand 
(2023) showing that “AI-generated” is the best label 
to signal that content is created using GAI, but that 
the content itself is not necessarily misleading or mis-
information. The second disclosure statement: 
“Disclaimer: This content has been generated by arti-
ficial intelligence” was added as the last line of the 
caption and is based on the AI Disclosure Act of 2023 
(EU AI Act 2023). The experimental materials can 
be found in Figure 2.

https://osf.io/2gj6c/
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Procedure

After giving informed consent, participants were 
instructed to imagine that they were scrolling through 
their Instagram feed and saw the following advertise-
ment. They were asked to look at the advertisement 
and the text carefully; after 20 seconds, the “next ques-
tion” button appeared. Then they answered questions 
about trust in the organization and trust in the adver-
tisement. After an attention check, where participants 

were asked to click the correct answer option, they 
continued with questions on conceptual AI knowledge, 
attitudinal persuasion knowledge, privacy concern, 
morality of AI use, experience with AI, sport activity, 
and demographics. Lastly, they answered a suspicion 
probe and a question on recall of the AI disclosure. 
Then participants were thanked for their participation 
in the study and debriefed about the true nature of 
the experiment.

Figure 2. E xperimental materials.
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Measures

All the items were measured using a 7-point 
Likert-scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree), unless indicated otherwise. All items 
can be found in Table 1.

Trust in the Organization
To measure trust in the organization, the scale devel-
oped by Morgan and Hunt (1994) was used, which 
consisted of five items ranging from 1 strongly dis-
agree to 7 strongly agree (a = .96, M = 4.43, SD = 1.12).

Trust in the Advertisement
Trust in the advertisement was measured using the 
ADTrust scale developed and validated by Soh, Reid, 
and King (2009). Only the nine items focusing on 
the reliability dimension were included in the study 
(a = .96, M = 4.76, SD = 1.12).

Conceptual AI Knowledge
Conceptual AI knowledge is defined as the awareness 
of AI-generated content in persuasive messages. In 

this study, it was measured using three items based 
on the literature (Campbell et  al. 2022) and inspired 
by the conceptual persuasion knowledge scale by 
Boerman, Van Reijmersdal, and Neijens (2012). A 
principal axis factor analysis showed that the three 
items formed a single unidimensional scale because 
there was only one component with an eigenvalue 
above 1 (2.40) and in the scree plot there was a clear 
point of inflexion after this component. This factor 
explained 80.08% of the variance in the original vari-
able. A direct oblimin rotation analysis showed that 
all the items correlated positively with the first factor. 
The scale was also reliable (a = .88, M = 4.23, 
SD = 1.49). The items were (re)coded in a way in 
which a value of 1 means low levels of awareness of 
GAI use and a value of 7 means high levels.

Attitudinal Persuasion Knowledge
To measure attitudinal persuasion knowledge, six 
items focusing on perceived appropriateness were 
included, based on Campbell’s (1995) manipulative 
intent scale. The scale was recently adapted and 
included in a study by Pfeuffer et  al. (2025) on image 

Table 1. O verview of the study measurements.
Variable Items

Trust in the organization I trust this company.
I have great confidence in this company.
This company has high integrity.
I can depend on this company to do the right thing.
This company can be relied upon.

Trust in the advertisement Indicate to what extent you think the information conveyed in the advertisement is:
Honest
Truthful
Credible
Reliable
Dependable
Accurate
Factual
Complete
Clear

Conceptual AI knowledge I think the advertisement is:
Authentic (R)
Real (R)
Created using artificial intelligence

Attitudinal persuasion knowledge The way this post informs people seems acceptable to me (R)
The content creator tried to manipulate the audience in ways that I don’t like
I was annoyed by this post because the content creator seemed to be trying to inappropriately 

manage or control the viewer
I didn’t mind this post; the content creator was not manipulative (R)
This post was fair in what was said and shown (R)
I think this post is fair (R)

Privacy concern I was concerned about privacy when I saw this ad
I was sensitive about giving my information to the website when I saw this ad
I was concerned about information collected when I saw this ad

Morality of artificial intelligence use Companies using artificial intelligence in marketing are:
Cruel versus kind-hearted
Immoral versus moral
Uncaring versus caring
Unethical versus ethical

Experience with generative artificial intelligence Generative artificial intelligence are algorithmic tools that can be used to create content (e.g., 
ChatGPT to create text, or Midjourney to create images). Please rate your experience with 
generative artificial intelligence using the following scale: None at all (1) / A great deal (7)

Note. The (R) items were measured in a reversed manner and recoded in the results.
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manipulation disclosures (a = .94, M = 5.20, SD = 1.11). 
The items to measure attitudinal persuasion knowl-
edge were (re)coded in a way, that 1 means low levels 
and 7 means high levels of critical attitudes.

Control Variables
In this study multiple control variables were included 
because they were expected to influence people’s opin-
ions and perceptions towards AI. The first control 
variable is morality of AI use (a = .90, M = 2.77, 
SD = 1.29), which is the moral concern that people 
have towards the use of AI (Haupt, Freidank, and 
Haas 2025). The variable was measured using the four 
items from Haupt, Freidank, and Haas (2025). Privacy 
concern related to advertising (a = .90, M = 3.79, SD 
= .98) was measured using three items from Wu, 
Dodoo, and Wen (2025). Lastly, experience with GAI 
was measured using an item adapted from Wu, 
Dodoo, and Wen (2025). Participants could rate their 
experience with GAI on a scale ranging from 1 (none 
at all) to 7 (a great deal) (M = 3.09, SD = 1.63).

Demographics
The following questions were asked about the partic-
ipants: age (What is your age in years?); gender (What 
is your gender? Male, Female, Non-binary, Prefer not 
to say); and education (What is the highest level of 
education you have completed? High school, Bachelor’s 
degree, Master’s degree, PhD/Doctorate, Other). 
Because the advertisement was for a boxing studio, a 
question on physical activity was included (How often 
do you engage in physical activity during a typical 
week? 0, 1–2 days, 3–4 days, 5–6 days, 7 days).

Results

Randomization Check and Disclosure Recognition

Randomization checks were conducted for the vari-
ables education and exercise frequency using chi-square 
analyses. The results showed that both education  
(χ2 (4, N = 304) = 5.09, p = .279) and exercise frequency 
(χ2 (4, N = 304) = 5.92, p = .315) were equally dis-
tributed over the experimental conditions. Next,  
correlation analyses were performed to check if edu-
cation and exercise frequency were correlated with 
the outcome variables. Education was not correlated 
with trust in the advertisement (r(1) = 0.00, p = .968) 
and trust in the organization (r(1) = −0.03, p = .659). 
Exercise frequency was also not correlated with trust 
in the advertisement (r(1) = −0.04, p = .483) and 
trust in the organization (r(1) = −0.02, p = .706). 

Therefore, these variables were not included as covari-
ates in further analyses.

Of the 151 people exposed to an AI disclosure, 
131 remembered seeing the disclosure. Of the 153 
people exposed to an advertisement without the dis-
closure, 147 correctly indicated not seeing a disclo-
sure. Thus, of the 304 participants included in the 
final sample, only 26 incorrectly indicated (non)
exposure to the disclosure. These people were still 
included in the analyses because we used the manip-
ulation and not participant’s memory as independent 
variables.

Hypothesis and Research Question Testing

Direct Effect of AI Disclosure on Trust
To test the main effect of an AI disclosure on trust 
(Research Question 1), linear regression analyses were 
performed with AI disclosure as the independent 
variable and trust in the advertisement or trust in 
the organization as dependent variables. Morality of 
AI use, privacy concern and experience with GAI 
were added as covariates. The results showed that 
there was a significant effect of AI disclosure on trust 
in the advertisement (b = −0.34, SE = 0.11, t(299) = 
−3.05, p = .003) and trust in the organization 
(b = −0.38, SE = 0.12, t(299) = −3.33, p < .001). The 
AI disclosure explained a significant proportion of 
variance of trust in the advertisement (R2 = 0.27, 
F(4, 299) = 26.97, p < .001) and the organization (R2 
= 0.23, F(4, 299) = 22.71, p < .001). Therefore, people 
exposed to an advertisement with AI disclosure had 
lower levels of trust (advertisement: M = 4.51, 
SD = 1.23; organization: M = 4.17, SD = 1.20) than peo-
ple exposed to advertisements without the disclosure 
(advertisement: M = 5.01, SD = 0.95; organization: 
M = 4.69, SD = 0.97) (Table 2).

Table 2.  Indirect effects of AI disclosure on trust in the adver-
tisement and organization.

Indirect effects
Unstandardized indirect 

effect (SE) 95% CI

AI disclosure → CAIK →
 T rust in advertisement −0.45 (0.08) [−0.60; −0.31]
 O rganizational trust −0.46 (0.08) [−0.64; −0.31]
AI disclosure → APK →
 T rust in advertisement 0.14 (0.05) [0.04; 0.25]
 O rganizational trust 0.12 (0.05) [0.03; 0.22]
AI disclosure → CAIK → 

APK →
 T rust in advertisement −0.30 (0.05) [−0.36; −0.22]
 O rganizational trust −0.26 (0.05) [−0.37; −0.17]

Note. The unstandardized indirect effect coefficients and the standard 
errors are reported.

AI = artificial intelligence; APK = attitudinal persuasion knowledge; 
CAIK = conceptual AI knowledge; CI = confidence interval.



Journal of Interactive Advertising 249

Indirect Effect of AI Disclosure through Conceptual 
AI Knowledge
To test the hypotheses and Research Question 2, mul-
tiple regression analyses were performed using 
PROCESS version 4.2 (Hayes 2018), model 6 suited 
for serial mediation, bootstrapped samples (m = 5000), 
and a 95% confidence interval. In this model, trust in 
the advertisement and trust in the organization were 
the dependent variables, AI disclosure the independent 
variable, and conceptual AI knowledge and attitudinal 
persuasion knowledge were included as mediators in 
that order. Morality of AI use, privacy concern and 
experience with GAI are added as control variables as 
argued in the Method section. All the reported effects 
are unstandardized. For an overview of all the reported 
statistics including covariates see Online Appendix A. 
Results are summarized in Figure 3 and Figure 4.

The results showed that there was a significant neg-
ative indirect effect of AI disclosure via conceptual AI 
knowledge on trust (b = 0.42, boot SE = 0.07, 95% 
BCBCI [−0.58; −0.28]). Exposure to an advertisement 
with AI disclosure significantly increased conceptual 
AI knowledge (b = 1.48, SE = 0.14, t(299) = 10.95, p < 
.001). People exposed to an AI disclosure had higher 
levels of conceptual AI knowledge (M = 5.04, SD = 1.35) 
than people not exposed to an AI disclosure (M = 3.42, 
SD = 1.14). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported. After 
an increase in conceptual AI knowledge, trust in the 
advertisement (b = −0.30, SE = 0.04, t(297) = −7.74, p 
< .001) and the organization (b = −0.32, SE = 0.04, t(297) 

= −7.33, p < .001) decreased. Therefore, for people 
who were exposed to an AI disclosure, conceptual AI 
knowledge increased, and people had lower trust in 
the advertisement and organization (see Table 2).

Indirect Effect of AI Disclosure through Attitudinal 
Persuasion Knowledge
The results showed that exposure to an AI disclosure 
significantly decreased attitudinal persuasion knowl-
edge (b = −0.27, SE = 0.10, t(298) = −2.66, p = .008). 
People exposed to an advertisement with AI disclosure 
had lower attitudinal persuasion knowledge (M = 2.94, 
SD = 0.90) than people who were not exposed to the 
AI disclosure (M = 3.06, SD = 1.23). Therefore, 
Hypothesis 2 was rejected because it was hypothesized 
that AI disclosure would increase attitudinal persua-
sion knowledge. However, results showed an opposite 
effect. Regarding Hypothesis 4, it was found that when 
attitudinal persuasion knowledge increased, trust in 
the advertisement (b = −0.52, SE = 0.05, t(297) = −9.92, 
p < .001) and trust in the organization (b = −0.44, 
SE = 0.06, t(297) = −7.80, p < .001) significantly 
decreased. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was supported.

However, when considering the indirect effect from 
AI disclosure through attitudinal persuasion knowl-
edge on trust towards the advertisement and organi-
zation, a positive indirect was found (b = 0.11, boot 
SE = 0.04, 95% BCBCI[0.03; 0.19]). When exposed 
to an AI disclosure in GAI advertisements, people 
had lower attitudinal persuasion knowledge (i.e., more 

Figure 3. R esults of the mediation model for trust in the organization.
Note. * p < .001; ** p < .01.
AI = Artificial intelligence.

Figure 4. R esults of the mediation model for trust in the advertisement.
Note. * p < .001, ** p < .01.
AI = artificial intelligence.

https://doi.org/10.1080/15252019.2025.2554149
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perceived appropriateness of GAI use), which resulted 
in a small significant increase of trust in the adver-
tisement and the organization.

Indirect Effect of AI Disclosure through Conceptual 
AI Knowledge and Attitudinal Persuasion Knowledge
The analyses yielded a negative significant indirect 
effect of AI disclosures through conceptual AI knowl-
edge and attitudinal persuasion knowledge on trust 
in the advertisement (b = −0.30, boot SE = 0.04, 95% 
BCBCI[−0.37; −0.19]) and organization (b = −0.24, 
boot SE = 0.04, 95% BCBCI[−0.32; −0.16]). Exposure 
to an AI disclosure increased conceptual AI knowl-
edge, which subsequently increased attitudinal per-
suasion knowledge (b = 0.40, SE = 0.04, t(298) = 10.74, 
p < .001). Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was supported. 
Consequently, an increase in attitudinal persuasion 
knowledge decreased trust in the advertisement and 
the organization. The mediation model explained a 
significant proportion of variance in trust in the 
advertisement (R2 = 0.27, F(4, 299) = 26.97, p < .001) 
and the organization (R2 = 0.58, F(4, 299) = 67.74, p 
< .001). Therefore, when people were exposed to 
advertisements with AI disclosure, they were more 
aware of GAI use, which led them to critically eval-
uate the perceived appropriateness of the advertise-
ment, which negatively influenced trust in both the 
advertisement and the organization.

Conclusion

The aim of this study was to investigate the effect of 
an AI disclosure in GAI-created advertisements on 
consumer trust and using the PKM as a theoretical 
framework to explain the underlying mechanisms. It 
can be concluded that AI disclosures have an impact 
on trust in the advertisement and the organization, 
but that the effect can either be positive or negative, 
depending on the type of persuasion knowledge acti-
vated. When people are made aware of the use of 
GAI in advertisement by means of a disclosure, con-
ceptual AI knowledge increases. After an increase in 
conceptual AI knowledge, people are more likely to 
develop negative beliefs about the appropriateness of 
such advertisements (i.e., an increase in attitudinal 
persuasion knowledge). Consequently, trust in the 
advertisement and organization decreases. At the same 
time, a small positive effect of AI disclosures on trust 
is found through attitudinal persuasion knowledge. 
Opposite to what was expected, the inclusion of an 
AI disclosure increased the perceived appropriateness 
of the GAI advertisement. People seem to think it is 

more appropriate to use GAI in advertisements when 
it is disclosed, which leads to an increase in trust. 
Therefore, the effect of an AI disclosure is more com-
plex than commonly believed.

Discussion

The negative effects of AI disclosures on trust are in 
line with previous findings on AI and sponsorship 
disclosures. In general, when adding a sponsorship 
disclosure to advertising content, it negatively impacts 
evaluation (Eisend et  al. 2020). Also, in studies con-
ducted on AI disclosures and evaluations of various 
types of content, most results showed a negative effect 
(Bellaiche et  al. 2023; Jakesch et  al. 2019; Lim and 
Schmälzle 2024; Shank et  al. 2023; Toff and Simon 
2023; Wang and Huang 2024). These findings are also 
reflected in the literature on trust in AI-enabled sys-
tems, where generally a negative relationship between 
AI and trust is found, with people being aware of the 
negative effects of the implementation and (heavy) 
reliance on AI (Araujo et  al. 2020; Choung, David, 
and Ross 2023).

With regard to the positive effect of AI disclosures 
on trust through attitudinal persuasion knowledge, 
some studies also found that a sponsorship disclosure 
decreased attitudinal persuasion knowledge (i.e., less 
critical attitudes). The effect was not significant; how-
ever, it was in the same direction (Boerman, Van 
Reijmersdal, and Neijens 2012; Boerman, Willemsen, 
and Van Der Aa 2017).

In a recent article by Van Reijmersdal et  al. (2023) 
on sponsorship disclosures a similar effect was found, 
whereby a disclosure had both a negative and positive 
effect on brand attitude and purchase intentions. 
When conceptual persuasion knowledge was activated, 
the disclosure led to a decrease in brand outcomes. 
However, there also was a positive relationship through 
perceptions of transparency and attitudinal persuasion 
knowledge on brand outcomes. The disclosure resulted 
in an increase of transparency, which decreased atti-
tudinal persuasion knowledge (i.e., decreased critical 
evaluation), and consequently resulted in a small 
increase in brand attitudes and purchase intentions 
(Van Reijmersdal et  al. 2023). For AI disclosures this 
could also be an explanation for the positive effect 
found, but because (perceptions of) transparency were 
not explicitly measured in this study, it would be 
interesting for future research to include an explicit 
measure of perceived transparency, next to measures 
of conceptual AI knowledge and attitudinal persuasion 
knowledge to further disentangle the possible mech-
anism contributing to the positive effect found.
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Limitations and Further Research

The study is not without limitations. Even though the 
disclosures were based on research and policy sug-
gested by Meta and the AI act, they were not “real” 
because policy was not implemented at the moment 
the study was conducted. For future research it would 
be beneficial to use the disclosure statements that are 
implemented in practice because this approach adds 
to the validity of the study and the results. Also, the 
disclosures were two short statements, which were not 
very prominent in the advertisement, as is usually the 
case for disclosure statements. However, this approach 
could also have led to people not fully understanding 
the disclosure because GAI advertisements and the 
disclosure of them are new phenomena, which could 
have influenced the results found. In this study the 
choice was made to study trust in a fictional company 
to avoid memory effects and pre-existing associations, 
attitudes, and trust levels in an existing organization 
to influencing the disclosure effects. However, the 
literature also suggests that trust can be built over 
time. Whereas our approach aids in manipulation of 
relevant study concepts and consumer responses, it is 
unable to account for the role of established relation-
ships and trust with existing brands (Pfeuffer et  al. 
2025). For future research it would therefore be ben-
eficial to implement a longitudinal design to study 
the influence of an AI disclosure on trust in an actu-
ally existing organization, to see how trust changes 
and is influenced over time when disclosing the use 
of GAI. Although such designs are still very scarce 
in advertising research, some valuable examples are 
the studies of Evans et  al. (2022), and Ischen 
et  al. (2024).

Theoretical Implications

This study makes an important theoretical contribu-
tion by providing an explanation for the inconclusive 
effects of AI disclosures on trust found in earlier 
studies. The results show that both a positive and 
negative effect of AI disclosure can be true, depending 
on the type of persuasion knowledge activated. On 
one hand, AI disclosures make people aware of (G)
AI use that leads to distrusting attitudes, but also 
when disclosing AI use, people feel like it is more 
appropriate to use GAI in advertising, which subse-
quently leads to an increase in trust. Moreover, 
through the introduction of conceptual AI knowledge, 
this study extends the PKM to a GAI marketing con-
text. The model is often used to explain the effect of 
sponsorship disclosures in advertising in which the 

focus is on recognition of persuasive intent as one 
key factor in the PKM (Eisend et  al. 2020), and it 
was recently also applied to algorithmic-driven per-
suasion (Voorveld, Meppelink, and Boerman 2024), 
and AI-generated ads (Baek, Kim, and Kim 2024). 
However, the PKM also argues that people should 
have knowledge on the persuasive tactics used, the 
source, and topic of a persuasive message. In the GAI 
context, it is also important to have knowledge on 
one of the “newer” persuasive tactics of marketeers: 
use of GAI. In the case of this study people should 
have awareness of the use of GAI in advertisements. 
Therefore, conceptual AI knowledge was introduced, 
and results showed that it influences advertisement 
evaluation and attitudinal persuasion knowledge in a 
similar way as conceptual persuasion knowledge. 
Therefore, by introducing conceptual AI knowledge, 
the PKM can also be applied in a GAI marketing 
communication context.

Practical Implications

The results also bear relevance for organizations, mar-
keteers, and policy advisors. For policy advisors it is 
relevant to know that AI disclosures in GAI adver-
tisements significantly impacted trust in the adver-
tisement and the organization. This finding indicates 
that people evaluate content differently when they are 
made aware of the use of (G)AI, which suggests policy 
on AI disclosures is relevant. Additionally, exposure 
to an AI disclosure resulted in an increased awareness 
of GAI use in marketing content, suggesting that an 
AI disclosure has the desired effect, if the aim is to 
increase awareness of GAI use in (marketing) content. 
Second, this study is useful for marketeers. Most lit-
erature find a negative effect of AI disclosures, an 
effect replicated in this study. However, disclosing 
GAI use in advertisements can also increase perceived 
appropriateness, which consequently increases trust. 
This finding is relevant for marketeers because when 
they have to disclose GAI use in their content, they 
can anticipate the effect it will have on the success 
of GAI advertisements. In general, the disclosure of 
GAI use negatively influences campaign evaluation 
because of an increase in awareness of GAI (i.e., 
increase in conceptual AI knowledge). However, when 
consumers get more used to GAI advertisements, they 
may be able to recognize this without the disclosure. 
This finding means people have an increased concep-
tual AI knowledge even without the disclosure. But 
if an organization is not transparent about this, GAI 
advertisements will have lower evaluations because 
people with higher persuasion knowledge are more 
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likely to question the appropriateness of advertise-
ments if transparency is lacking (Eisend and Tarrahi 
2022). Schilke and Reimann (2025) also found a sim-
ilar result; when AI use is exposed either through a 
third party or when consumers recognize AI use 
themselves, the negative effect on trust is stronger 
than when an organization discloses AI use them-
selves. Thus, by adding an AI disclosure to GAI 
advertisements, the organization is open and trans-
parent about their GAI use, and the results show that 
this can lead to a small increase in trust.
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