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ABSTRACT
Native advertising of online content, such as articles embedded within news websites, is a covert attempt by marketers to influenceaffect consumers’ attitudes and behavior. Despite the attempts of regulationto regulate and mandatedmandate disclosure for native ads, studies repeatedly find that consumers stillcontinue to fail to detect native and disguised ads even when they include various disclosure labels. We argue that the failure of these disclosures stemsresults from consumers becoming tooso habituated to these notices that they do notfail to recognize or use them effectively. We propose and test a form of “smart disclosure” for native ads requiring explicit identification of the name of the company or marketing agent paying for the non-original content. In two online experiments, we show how identified disclosures significantly and consistently increasesincrease detection of native ads rates  significantly and consistently, compared to no disclosuresne or generic disclosures. We discuss important implications arising from using smart disclosures for native ads in particular, and for consumer protection in general.  	Comment by Susan Doron: Labels or notifications?	Comment by Susan Doron: Labels or notifications?	Comment by Susan Doron: Smart often refers to digital - do you mean targeted perhaps?
JEL classification: M3; M38
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Identified Disclosure to Increase Consumers’ Detection of Native Advertising 
1. Literature review
1.1. Native advertising 
[bookmark: _Hlk64470496]Native advertising refers to paid commercial content that takes the form of non-paid content and appears similar to the publisher’s non-paid editorial content of the publisher (Wojdynski and Evans 2020). It may include articles in news media, posts on social media, or TV product placement, all. All of these forms may appear to bem seemingly appear as an objective editorial content, but, in realitywhereas in fact, they arewere all being paid for (Evans, Phua, Lim, and Jun 2017). Recent years have In recent years, there has beenshown an increase in native advertising, with and industry reports estimatinge that it accounts for more than 90% of U.S. marketers’' total digital display spending. Spending on native advertising reached, reaching more than $148 billion in spending at 2023, 2023, clearly demonstrating itswhich demonstrate its great prevalence (Lebow, 2023).	Comment by Christopher Fotheringham: “takes the form of” makes this definition ambiguous. 

Native advertising, often called sponsored content, is paid commercial content disguised as editorial content.

Several studies have shown how difficult it is for consumers to identify native advertising, even whenwith a disclosure is attached to it (e.g., Boerman and van Reijmersdal 2016). Amazeen and Wojdynski (2019) found that only 9% of a representative U.S. sample were couldable to detect native ads without disclosure. According to Wojdynski and Evans (2016), showed that only about 12% of consumers recognized a native advertising presented in the form of an article as an advertisement when it was accompanied withby a disclosure of “Advertisement” or “Sponsored Content,” and o.” Only 3% did so when the disclosure was less explicit (e.g., “Brand-voice” or “Presented by”). In another study, consumers who were exposed to native advertising showed an average detection rate of only 9% when the contentit had no label and, 9.8% when it was accompanied by with the label of “Sponsored Content.”,” The detection rate rose to only 12% when the content included the labeland “Paid Advertisement from Sponsor” increased to only 12% (Amazeen and Wojdynski 2020). This discrepancy mayPerhaps  be attributed in partpart of the discrepancy could be attributed to differences in the content of these advertisements.  	Comment by Susan Doron: Generally, label or written notification?
 According to the Persuasion Knowledge Model (PKM;;  Friestad and Wright 1994), consumers’ responses to advertising, especially the activation of defense strategies, dependsdepend on the perceived level of marketing: in essence, how overt or covert the promotion is. The Covert Advertising Recognition and Effects model (CARE; Wojdynski and Evans 2020) further suggests that recognizing native adsads recognition, may triggercould lead to coping mechanismmechanisms such as avoidance and resistance (Brehm, 1966). Indeed, previous studies showed that overt advertising content is perceived as less trustworthy than covert journalistic content (Cameron 1994; Pornpitakpan 2004) and rated more negatively by readers (e.g.., Lord and Putrevu 1993; Pornpitakpan 2004; Schwarz, 1986). Therefore, companies have an incentive to hide their sponsorship and increase their content’s credibility. Moreover, studies found that when content is perceived as marketing, consumers haveactivate various defensive responsese mechanisms, such as ignoring some of the specified text and considering counterarguments. These same mechanisms are not employed when the content is perceived as devoid oflacking marketing material (Van Reijmersdal, Neijens, and Smit 2010). Because the public assumes that news sites contain objective articles that are written independently and free of commercial considerations, the discovery that it may not be so could fostermight lead to cultivate general distrust in the news (Bakshi 2014; Bachmann, Hunziker, & Rüedy 2019; Wojdynski &and Evans 2016; Cameron 1994; Pornpitakpan 2004). 	Comment by Susan Doron: This point of this sentence here is not clear - do you mean the discovery due to labelled content?  Or a post-reading discovery? In either event, how is this important for your overall study, which seems to conclude with ways to optimize consumer choices.
1.2. Identified disclosure
	Regulators’ primarymain method for trying to reducereducing the adverse effects of native advertising has focused on mandated disclosure to increase consumers'consumers’ recognition rates. This goal is extremely importantvital when ostensiblyallegedly journalistic content is being presented as news. However, studies have shown that consumers largelymostly fail to distinguish native advertising from original content, even when strict rules of disclosure have been applied (e.g., Amazeen and Wojdynski 2020; Van Reijmersdal, Neijens, and Smit 2010; Wojdynski and Evans 2016). This finding is consistent with more general findings pointing to the overall inefficiency of mandated disclosure that has been documented in other fields (Ben-Shahar and Schneider 2014; Helleringer and Sibony 2016). Instead, “smarter” uses of disclosure have recently been promotedadvocated for as more effective and sustainable policy instruments (e.g., Bar-Gill 2019). These more effective measures include using prominentsalient and simplified front-of-pack nutrition labels for food products (Elshiewy and Boztug 2018), mandating the display of hygiene grades for restaurants (Jin and Leslie 2003), or placing explicit graphics on cigarette warnings (Kees et al. 2010). All these measuresThese have all been found to attractattracted higher more attention and stronger reactions from consumers.	Comment by Susan Doron: It could be helpful to give a few examples here.	Comment by Susan Doron: Again, what is meant by smarter here - more effective perhaps?
	A potentially smarter disclosure measure for native ads could be one that includesinclude the brand name, thereby revealing that reveal the commercial identity behind the advertised content. Some pPrevious research has examiningsometimes used identified disclosure has suggested that, suggesting it can indeed be effective. For example, Amazeen (2021) showed that a disclosure of “Sponsored by” with the marketer name increased disclosure from 2% to 20%. However, these studies did not directly test the specific impact of making an identified disclosure identified. In other words, rather than comparingthey did not compare the identicalexact same disclosure with and without the brand name,. Rather, they compared different disclosure types (e.g. "., “Sponsored by Ellen'Ellen Furniture"” vs. "“Promoted Content")”) (Wojdynski and Evans, 2016 Amazeen, 2021,; Amazeen and Wojdynski, 2020; Amazeen, 2021Wojdynski and Evans, 2016). 	Comment by Susan Doron: More effective?	Comment by Susan Doron: Do you mean detection here?
	Jing Wen et al.,. (2020) conductedstudies come a study that most closely aligns with  closest to this required test.: Pparticipants read a native ad article, under either a low or high cognitive load, with varied disclosure language varying, as either implicit (“Partnered content”) or explicit, and includingthat also included the marketer’s name (“Paid advertisement: this article is paid for and produced on behalf of Canon”). Results showed that the explicit language of the disclosure increased ad recognition significantly, a resultn effect that was replicated in two experiments that used the same stimuli. This strongly suggests that identifying the name of the marketer can improve disclosure’s effectivenessmarketer’s name can improve the disclosure’s effectiveness. However, these findings still warrant additional examination because both the brand name and the wording differed in the two disclosures differed not only by the brand name, but also with the wording itself. In addition, Jing Wen et al.,. (2020) used the phrase “advertisement” in the explicit disclosure the phrase "advertisement", which aloneby itself could serve as a cue. ThusAdditionally, it is important to explore other possible disclosure terms which are often used bythat marketers.  often use.	Comment by Susan Doron: What required test? Please clarify. 
We argue that identified disclosure,  could have a unique effect, as opposed to other methodsterms, could have a unique effect because it is a changing stimulus that differentiates between different types of ads and between different marketers, thereby potentially preventingwhich could serve to prevent consumer habituation (Ben-Shahar and Schneider 2014). In the current research, we conducted two online experiments to examine consumers’ recognition of native advertising and their ability to identify news articles that were in realityactually advertisements, via different types of disclosures. Our findings suggest that the addition ofadding the identified brand name significantly improveimproves the recognition rate. We also foundfind that this effect of identified disclosure is consistent across individual differences. The following provides a detailed account ofWe report ourall studies, conditions, and measured variables;, and none of the studies used deception of any kind.   	Comment by Susan Doron: Does this change correctly reflect your intention?
2. Study 1One
This study examined how different types of disclosure wording, identified or not, affectimpact the detection rates of native ads on news web siteswebsites. The study was originally commissioned by the Israel Consumer Protection and Fair Trade Authority (CPFTA), aAn independent regulatory authority established by law, in charge of the design and implementation ofto design and implement consumer protection regulations in Israel ,for policy formation purposes.  
2.1. Participants. 
We collected 1,613 participants in a nationally representative sample in Israel, using a commercial panUsing a commercial panel, we gathered 1,613 participants in a nationally representative sample in Israel. The sample consisted of 53.2% womenfemales, with respondents’ ages ranging from 18 to 78, with a mean of 38.61 (SD = 13.7) and a median of 35. About 10% (151) were Israeli Arabs. Participants received a small monetary compensation for completing the study. 
2.2. Procedure
  Participants were invited to take part in a study about consumer preferences and were asked to read three articles on different topics (real estate/tourism, health/nutrition, and tourism). The articles, which were advertisements, were taken from major Israeli websites. According to the experimental condition, the articles also included disclosures displayed between the title and body of the article. All three articles were in similar in length, and they were all presented in the same way. Participants read each article separately, and had to spend at least 30 seconds viewing it before proceeding to the next page, werewhere they were asked to briefly summarize the article in their own words. Then, participants were asked to indicate the topic of the article they had read from a list of 12 topics (or an “other” option). The order of the topics was randomized among participants (except the "“other"” option). These questions were designed to ensure that participants wouldindeed read the article as well asand  to screen for inattentive participants. Next, participants were asked to choose the type of article they had read from a list of six options, the order of which was randomized between participants (except an additional “other” option). One of the options was “Advertisement.”. These questions were repeated for each article. 
For Israeli Arabs, we also included an additional translation of the questions (but not the articles) into Arabic. It was important for usWe needed to make the survey accessible to both Hebrew and Arabic -speaking individuals. However, it should be clarified that all the Arabic -speaking participants also read and understand Hebrew, a requirement for participating in our panel surveyswhich is required in order to take part in surveys administered by the panel that we used. Thus, the addition of the translation of the questions were translated into Arabic solelywas done merely to ensure maximum clarity for all participantsverify that the questions are clear in the maximal degree to all. Our choice not to translate the articlearticles themselves stemmed mainly from the fact that Arabic-speaking populations in Israel also consume a large portion of their media fromon Hebrew channels and web siteswebsites, which are more prevalentcommon and accessible. Because of thatFor this reason, we wanted to replicatemimic the natural experience of reading articles on Hebrew web siteswebsites. Lastly, we found significant differences in subject identification rate between Hebrew and Arabic -speaking individuals (87.1% and 78.1%%, respectively), only for the first article:  (1,1613 )= 9.366, p=0.002 (please see online appendicesappendixes for the articles and the questionnaire).  	Comment by Susan Doron: This is a finding - it does not belong here in the procedures section.


2.3. Design
Participants were randomly assigned to one of 10ten conditions. In the Control condition, no disclosure was providedgiven. The other conditions included disclosure terms chosen based on a pre-survey done by the CPFTA. Five of the conditions used generic wording often found in native advertising: Advertisement, Sponsored Content, Marketing Content, Promoted Content, and Informative Article. The last four conditions represented forms of identified disclosure that explicitly mentioned the name of the company: Courtesy of [NAME], Sponsored by [NAME], In Collaboration with [NAME], and Funded by [NAME].  
2.4. Results
To determinecheck whether participants had read the articles carefully, we examined whether they classified the topic of the articles correctly. We found that 86.3%, 97.6%%, and 96.5% correctly classified the articlearticles about real estate/tourism, health/nutrition, and tourism, respectively, correctly. We excluded incorrect responses without removing the participants’ responses entirely. That is, if a participant correctly classified the topic of two articles but misclassified the third, we retained their responses to the two articles they correctly classified correctly. In total, wWe had to exclude only six participants who classified all three articles incorrectly.
The detection variable was measured using the response to the question about the type of article. Responses of Advertisement were classified as correct detection, whereas the other options were classified as false detection. We computed a mean detection rate (MDR) as the percentage of correct detections out of the number of correctly classified articles. The average of the MDR was 39.2% (SD = 33.5)), and the median was 33.33%, indicating that participants, on average, correctly detected about one out of the three articles as advertisements. However, most participants (511, 31.7%) did not detect any of the articles as advertising. About a quarter (27.6%) detected only one article as such, 21.5% detected two articles, and only 12.2% detected all three articles as advertising (6.8% detected one article out of the two for which they had correctly classified their topics). Figure 1 shows the average MDR between the disclosure conditions. 
FIGURE 1. Mean Detection Rate (MDR) for the different disclosure conditions in Study 1One (error bars show 1 stand ardone standard error above/below the mean)  	Comment by Susan Doron: Please note that content is not capitalized in the figure although it is capitalized throughout the text and in Figure 2 - it should be consistent
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 We found statistically significant differences in MDR between the conditions, F (9, 1598) = 4.505, p < .< .001. Most of the disclosure types, except the Informative Article, had a positive effect onpositively affected detection rates (see Figure 1). To test the effectiveness of the different disclosure variables on detection rates, compared to the control condition, we conducted a linear regression on the MDR, coding the disclosures as dummy variables. We found that Advertisement increased the detection rate significantly by 0.076 (SE = 0.037, p = 0.039), while the Informative ArticleArticle disclosure labellabels had a non-significant (negative) effect (b=-0.052, SE=0.037, p = 0.160). The identified disclosures that included the marketer’s name through Courtesy of, Funded by, In Collaboration with, and Sponsored by, increased detection rates significantly by 0.125, 0.109, 0.106, and 0.110, (SE=0.037), p = 0.001, 0.005, 0.004, 0.003, respectively. The generic disclosures – Marketing / Sponsored / Promoted Ccontent – also increased detection rates, but to smaller degrees that, in most cases,  were not statistically significant  in most cases (0.073, 0.068, 0.030, SE=0.036, p = 0.049, 0.065, 0.401, respectively). The overall average effect of identified disclosure versus generic unidentified disclosure was an increase of 0.110 (SE=0.031) in the mean detection rateMDR compared to the Control, representingwhich was a statistically significant difference, p < .<.001. This confirms our main hypothesis that identifying the name of the marketermarketer's name in the disclosure increases its effectiveness (for all pairwise comparisons, please see online appendices). appendixes).	Comment by Susan Doron: You have not stated your hypothoses
Additionally, we examined whether participants rated each of the three articles as more “convincing” or “objective” in the different conditions. We found no significant differences between the disclosure conditions for the “convincing” ratings of convincing of the first, second, or third articles, F (9, 1603) = 0.966, 0.822, 1.880, p = 0.466, 0.596, and 0.051, respectively, between the disclosure conditions. Similarly, we found no significant differences for the “objectivity” ratings of objectivity of the first, second, or third articles, F (9, 1603) = 0.316, 0.746, 1.227, p = 0.970, 0.667, 0.274, respectively. 
2.4.1. Individual differences 
 We also examined whether the main effect of detection rate varied among different categories of participantdetection rate’s main effect varied among participant categories. We found that gender had a significant effect onsignificantly affected mean detection ratesMDRs, F (1, 1605) = 14.398, p < .< .001. On average, womenfemales were less likely than menales to detect the advertising (M = 36.23 vs. 42.56, SD = 32.4, 34.4, respectively). 
 	We found a positive correlation between age and mean detection rateMDR, r = 0.003, p < .001; however, the overall effect was negligible. We also found that income level had a significant effect onsignificantly affected mean detection ratesMDRs, F (1, 1345) = 37.273, p < .< .001. Participants who reported a high--income level (above the national average salary) were more likelylikelier to detect the advertising, compared to those with average or low reported income, M = 46.4 vs. 34.9, (SD = 33.7, 33, respectively). We also found that Israeli Arab participants (N = 150) detected the native ads less frequently than did their counterparts, M = 29 vs. 40.2, (SD = 29.9, 33.7, respectively), F (1, 1606) = 15.476, p < .< .001. We didn'tdid not find any interaction between income level and ethnicity, gender and ethnicity, and income level and gender, F (1, 1343) = 0.238, p = 0.626, F (1, 1603) = 1.330, p = 0.249, and F (1, 1342) = 0.207, p = 0.650, respectively. Thus, while there were some individual differences in the average detection rates between genders, ages, ethnicityethnicities, and income levels, the main effect of the identified disclosure appeared consistent across different individuals. 	Comment by Susan Doron: Shouldn’t you add Jewish here or non-Arab?
2.4.2. Absolute detection rates 
In addition to the mean detection rateMDR, we also analyzed how the different disclosures affected participants’ ability to detect all of the articles, that is, their absolute detection rate (ADR). This measure is interesting because, in theortheoretically, if a news web sitewebsite includes several native ads, as many do, an effective disclosure should help consumers detect all such advertising. To test the effectiveness of the different disclosures on ADR, compared to the Control condition, we conducted a binary logistic regression with the ADR as the dependent variable and the disclosure type as the independent variableCompared to the Control condition, we conducted a binary logistic regression with the ADR as the dependent variable and the disclosure type as the independent variable to test the effectiveness of the different disclosures on ADR. We found that the identified disclosures – (i.e. Courtesy of, Funded by, In Collaboration with, and Sponsored by) – increased the chances of detection by 191%, 138%, 150%, 149%, p = 0.002, 0.015, 0.010, 0.011, respectively. Overall, the identified disclosures increased ADR to an average of 18.3%, compared to only 8.2% among the unidentified disclosures. The aggregated effect of all identified disclosures increased the chances of detection by 2.56 times compared toover the control group (an increase of 156%), p < .001. The generic disclosures – (i.e. Marketing Content, Sponsored Content, and Promoted Content) – had no significant effect on ADR, with odds ratios of 1.19, 1.29, 1.02, p = 0.668, 0.513, and 0.957, respectively. 
2.5. Discussion
Study 1One showed that identified disclosures, which include the company’s name, are generally more effective in increasing the chances that consumers correctly detect native ads as advertisements,. One disclosure type – ––Informative Article – ––was even found to have a negative effect, leading consumers to err more and to falsely believe that the article was not an advertisement. This suggests that highly misleading disclosures need to be prohibited. In addition,These results suggest that to ensure better detection rates, disclosures need to identify the name of the company that is the source of the mmarketing content.arketing content. However, the design of the study was not completely balanced, because most of the non-identified disclosures included wording that wasstudy's design was not completely balanced because most non-identified disclosures included wording  that was not used in the identified disclosures. Accordingly, we decided to explore the possible effect of brand name in Study 2,Two by adding it to those disclosure whichdisclosures that were found to be less effective in Study 1.    One.	Comment by Susan Doron: On what is this conclusion based? Informative article is not necessarily misleading - perhaps it is insufficient.
3. Study 2Two
3.1. Participants 
We sampled 626 participants in a nationally representative sample, who did not take part in Study 1One. The sample included 60.7% womenfemales, and 20.1% of all participants were Arabs. Ages ranged from 18 to 70, with a mean of 37.9 (SD = 12.1) and a median of 36.  	Comment by Susan Doron: How were they recruited?
Design and Procedure. Both design and procedure were identical to those in Study 1One, including the same stimuli and questionnaire. We changed the generic disclosures that we used in the previous study (i.e. Marketing Content, Sponsored Content, and Promoted Content),) into identified disclosers by adding the company'scompany’s name to them. Accordingly, the design included six disclosure conditions in which four were identified: Control and Advertisement were unidentified versus identified disclosures of Advertisement + [NAME], Sponsored Content + [NAME], Marketing Content + [NAME], and Promoted Content + [NAME]. 
3.2. Results
As in Study 1One, we first examined responses to the question of the article topic to screen out inattentive responses. We found that 84.8%, 93.1%, and 97.1% correctly classified the topics of Articles 1, 2, and 3, respectively. As in Study 1One, incorrect responses were omitted from further analyses, but without excluding the participants’ responses entirely (only one participant was excluded).

FIGURE 2. Mean Detection Rate (MDR) for the different disclosure conditions in Study 2 Two (error bars show 1 SE). 	Comment by Susan Doron: Please note that content is capitalized here - this is inconsistent with the first figure. It should be consistent throughout
 [image: ]Ad
Ad by [Name]
Promoted Content by [Name]
Sponsored Content by [Name]
Marketing Content by [Name]

We found that the mean detection rate (MDR) across articles was 45.7% (SD = 33.9, median = 33.33). About a quarter of participants (23.8%) did not detect any of the articles as advertisements, 37.3% detected one article, 26.4% detected two articles, and 12.5% detected all articles as ads (8.5% detected one of two articles they had correctly classified). We found statistically significant differences in MDR between the disclosure conditions, F (5, 619) = 6.059, p < .< .001. Figure 2 shows that the disclosures that increased MDR the most were the identified Ad and Marketing Content disclosures. A regression analysis (with conditions as dummy variables) showed significant effects for the disclosures of Ad, Ad + Name, Sponsored Content, and Marketing Content, b = 0.129, 0.188, 0.101, 0.207, SE = 0.047, 0.046, 0.046, 0.046 p =  0.006, <.001, 0.029, <.001 respectively. The disclosure of Promoted Content did not have a significant effect, b = 0.044 (SE=0.047, p = 0.352). Overall, the average effect impact of all identified disclosures was significant, b = 0.135 (SE = 0.037, p < .< .001). 
Analyzing participants’ absolute detection rates (ADR) showed similar findings. About 17% of participants correctly detected all articles as advertising. In the control condition, only 3% detected all articles, and the unidentified disclosure of Advertisement increased that rate to 12.6% (an increase of 4.72 in odds ratio, p = 0.018). The identified disclosure of Advertisement + Name increased the ADR considerably more, to 26.7% (an increase of 11.88 in odds ratio, p < .< .001), and the disclosure of Marketing Content + Name had a similar effect (24.5% detection, an increase of 10.62 in odds ratio, p < .< .001). The disclosures of Promoted Content and Sponsored Content (both identified) also had a significant effect on increasing ADR, though somewhat smaller than the latter conditions, as they increased ADR to 18.5% and 18.52%, respectively (an increase of 7.39, 7.42 in odds ratio, p = 0.002). 
Lastly, we found no individual differences in mean detection ratesMDRs between genders, ages, ethnicity, income, or education levels, nor any significant interactions of these demographic variables with the type of disclosure (all p > .> .1). 
3.3. Discussion
	The results of Study 2Two corroborated the findings of Study 1,One usingin a more balanced experimental design that enabled us to conclude that it is indeed the element of identification of the commercial entitybody behind the ad that contributes significantly to consumers’ ability to detect the native ad. However, it appears that not all disclosure wording similarly benefittedbenefited from the addition of identification. Promoted Content, for example, did not increase detection rates even when the marketer was identified. This is consistent with the finding of Study 1One, in which that type of disclosure was also less effective. 
Reviewing the findings of the two studies, which are summarized in Table 1, also showsThe findings of the two studies, summarized in Table 1, also show that all types of disclosures were more effective when accompanied by the marketer’s name. Specifically,: Ad + Name showed a more significanthad a higher difference fromvs. the control than didcompared to Ad alone; all the identified types of disclosure types in Study 1One producedhad a positive difference from the Control; Marketing Content + Name exhibitedhad the largest highest difference from thevs. Control (in Study 2Two,) whereas in Study One, its unidentified version resulted in lowerwhile when it was not identified it had smaller MDRs than the Control. Similarly,  (in Study 1), and the same goes for Sponsored Content and Promoted Content – led to a higher MDR increase when they were identified they led to a higher increase in MDR compared to the Control. Thus, we may conclude that identification significantly increases the detection rate.   

TABLE 1. Mean detection rates (MDRs) in Studies 1One and 2Two between disclosure conditions.
	
	Study 1One
	
	Study 2Two
	

	Disclosure
	N
	Mean % (SD)
	Diff vs. Control
	Significance
	N
	Mean % (SD)
	Diff vs. Control
	Significance

	Control
	162
	32.82 (33.33)
	
	
	101
	34.49 (27.7)
	
	

	Ad
	165
	40.4 (32.78)
	7.58
	* p<.05
	103
	47.39 (29.5)
	12.90
	**p < .<.01

	Ad + Name
	
	
	
	
	105
	53.33 (35.6)
	18.84
	***p < .<.001

	Collaboration With + Name
	162
	43.42 (35.31)
	10.6
	**p < .<.01
	
	
	
	

	Courtesy of + Name
	153
	45.32 (36.45)
	12.5
	**p < .<.01
	
	
	
	

	Funded by + Name
	163
	43.25 (34.92)
	10.9
	**p < .<.01
	
	
	
	

	Informative Article
	157
	27.60 (27.33)
	-5.22
	P=0.160
	
	
	
	

	Marketing Content
	160
	40.10 (31.57)
	7.28
	*p < .<.05
	
	
	
	

	Marketing Content + Name
	
	
	
	
	106
	55.19 (33.0)
	20.70
	***p < .<.001

	Promoted Content
	171
	35.87 (31.47)
	3.05
	P=0.401
	
	
	
	

	Promoted Content + Name
	
	
	
	
	103
	38.83 (37.1)
	4.35
	p =0.352

	Sponsored Content
	158
	39.66 (31.90)
	6.84
	P=0.065
	
	
	
	

	Sponsored by + Name
	157
	43.74 (35.53)
	10.92
	
	108
	44.60 (35.7)
	10.11
	*p < .<.05





4. General discussionDiscussion
Native ads enable marketers to insert persuasionpersuasive messages that may influencecould cause consumers without their knowledge,to be unknowingly influenced, thereby violating consumers’ right to make informed, autonomous decisions. Thus, regulators across the world have been trying to mitigate these potential harmsat damage by mandating disclosure. Despite policy makers’policymakers’ best efforts, current disclosures have failed to help consumers detect native advertising, even in controlled laboratory settings (e.g., Amazeen and Wojdynski, 2019). 
We suggested that one possibleargued that a potential explanation could be attributed to consumers’ tendency to become accustomed to such disclosures, which in turn reduces their effectiveness.  Accordingly, we posited that a more personalized form of disclosure — one that includes the specific name of the company behind —that includes the specific name of the company behind it could significantly help consumers detect native ads. In both Study 1 and Study 2, we found a statistically significant and practically considerable effect for identified disclosureWe found a statistically significant and virtually considerable effect for identified disclosure in both Study One and Study Two. Consumers were more likelylikelier to detect an article as an advertisement if the disclosure included the company’s name. Our findings indicate that disclosure requirements alone might be insufficient because consumers often ignore them, for example, due to cognitive overload (Issacharoff , 2011; Rachlinski, 2002).‏ This result is consistent with the findings of  Jing Wen et al. (2020), who Jing Wen et al., (2020) findings that contrasted a short and implicit disclosure statementlanguage withto a long and explicit one. However, while their findings indicateshow that the longer and more explicit disclosure is more effective, we more specifically show that it is the specific identification of the marketer that can increase disclosure’s’ effectiveness and ad recognition.	Comment by Susan Doron: This sentence seems to break up the flow of the argument about identifying the advertiser. Perhaps it should be moved to follow the first sentence of the paragraph?
Policy makersPolicymakers who are interested in helping consumers make better judgments and more informed decisions, should not ignore these consumer tendenciestheir biases. RatherInstead, they should try to ensure that the policy instrument (such as mandated disclosures) accordaccords with consumer cognition and behavior patterns (Helleringer and Sibony 2016), and design them. Therefore, disclosures should be designed  to be responsive toaccount for consumer limitations. The proposed identified disclosure we tested in the current research uses the brand name in the disclosure language to make it more prominentsalient, and, thus, more effective than generic disclosures. 	Comment by Susan Doron: What are better judgments? Who judges and on what basis? Does it suffice to say simply better informed judgments? Or more clearly informed judgments?
Although the primarymain goal of identified disclosure is to help consumers detect native advertising, it could also significantly affectanother significant consequence could involve how such disclosure affects consumer reactions to the advertising, for example, in terms of their visual perception, information processing, brand perception, and moreetc. Another related question is whether non-recognition of native advertising might lead to misperception of products and brands, and, thus, suboptimal purchasingbuying decisions. Future research could examine this and other related questions regarding the long-term efficiency of identified disclosures and itstheir subsequent consequences  impact on consumer behavior and consumer protection. 
While our research focuses on improving disclosure labels, future research should also consider other methods to improve the detection of native advertising, such as using campaigns to educate consumers on how to detect native ads, or applying stricter regulationregulations on advertisers on how they may or may not use native advertising. 
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