










α Cronbach’s index of reliability

β

F statistic (Fisher’s F ratio)







“ ” (European Union, 2024)

(European Union, 2024; Heuking, 2025)

(McKinsey, 2024)



the implementation of the EU’s forthcoming disclosure requirements and for advancing 

Does the label “AI generated” lead to lower perceived ad credibility?



prior to the implementation of the EU’s disclosure requirements.

(American Marketing Association, 2025)

However, the discussion about the definition of marketing is ongoing. While the AMA’s 

and practice. In their concept of the “marketing science value chain” 



Classic work shows that a message’s impact strongly depends on percep



Brand attitude reflects consumers’ overall evaluation of a brand and represents a central 

umers’ responses to marketing activities and 

consumer’s deliberate plan or motivation to purchase a brand in the future and

consumer’s readiness to act and is influenced by beliefs regarding the brand’s ability to satisfy 

planning, a finding that aligns with Keller’s (1993) understanding of brand attitudes as central 

es guiding consumer judgment. Ghosh’s (2024) meta
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based cues can further shape consumers’ 

perceptions of a firm’s trustworthiness and expertise, exerts a significant positive effect on 

marketers’ capabilities and accelerate processes 

, as is the case of the scenario used in this thesis’ study.

orientation to today’s data



(Mudler, 2004)



In addition, generative AI enables data‑driven creativity by combining automated content 

context‑specific messages to be produced at scale while freeing human teams 

higher‑level strategic tasks (Moharam & Tawalbeh, 2025). These applications promise massive 







technology and individuals’ general attitudes toward AI. These attitudes represent relatively 



cue that activates consumers’ attitudes toward AI and may interact with AI aversion to shape 



advertising (AIGC), consumers may therefore treat an “AI generated” label as a diagnostic cue 

represents a core evaluative judgment shaped by consumers’ beliefs and associations about a 





manipulation check item (“Did the ad mention anything about Artificial Intelligence?”), 
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– β = α = 

based solely on submission timing and recruitment source and was independent of participants’ 



running shoe with the brand logo in the center, the headline “

” at the top, and three short product benefit claims at the bottom (“Up to 85% energy 

Push harder, run further.”; “20% less joint pressure Comfort in every stride.”; “40% 

nsibility.”). The background combined imagery 

“Advertisement created using Artificial Intelligence”.

point Likert scale ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 6 = 

“strongly agree”.

(2024), for example: “This ad seems trustworthy.” Second, brand attitude was measured using 

ing: “I have a positive 

impression of this brand.” Third, purchase intention was measured using three items adapted 

rated their agreement with statements such as “I would consider buying this product,” “I intend 

to buy this product in the future,” and “I am interested in trying this product.” Fourth, AI 



aversion was measured using four items from Logg et al. (2019), a sample item being: “I prefer 

advertising that is made by humans.”

contained any reference to artificial intelligence (“Did the ad mention anything about artificial 

intelligence?”). Finally, 

’

α

item scales was examined using Cronbach’s α

α ≥ .70 were considered acceptable, α ≥ .80 good, and α

≥ .90 excellent. All scales met or exceeded these thresholds. For perceived advertising 
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Participants reported moderately high perceptions of the advertisement’s credibility and 
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credibility led to a substantial increase in explained variance, Δ
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Moderation analysis predicting perceived advertising credibility
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This study examined how labeling advertisements as “AI generated” influences perceived ad 
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Relevant Tradeoffs Because of Algorithms’ Consequentialist Decision Strategies. 
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Lafferty, B. A., & Goldsmith, R. E. (1999). Corporate Credibility’s Role in Consumers’ 
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product advertisements. This research is conducted as part of a Master’s thesis at Católica 









Bachelor’s degree  (4) 

Master’s degree  (5) 



Disclosure → Credibility −0.38 −1.89 −0.79
Credibility → Brand attitude

Direct effect (c′): Disclosure → Brand attitude −0.14 −1.04 −0.42
−0.25 — — −0.54

Disclosure → Credibility −0.38 −1.89 −0.79
Credibility → Purchase intention

Direct effect (c′): Disclosure → Purchase intention −0.01 −0.05 −0.31
−0.27 — — −0.57
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R² = .64, ΔR² = .57, F(5, 235) = 84.28, p < .001
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