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The amount of literature on the effects of disclosing sponsored

content has increased greatly in recent years. Although the litera-
ture provides valuable insights into the effects of disclosing spon-
sored content, several research gaps remain, such as inconclusive

findings, boundary conditions, and the mechanisms that explain
how disclosures work. This article offers a meta-analysis of 61

papers that use 57 distinct data sets to address these research
gaps. The results showed that disclosing sponsored content reduced
brand attitudes, credibility, and source evaluation but increased

recognition, persuasion knowledge, and resistance. Disclosure con-
tent, timing, and awareness, as well as product and sample charac-

teristics, provide boundary conditions for the positive and negative
effects of disclosures. A path model that tested the mechanism of

disclosing sponsored content showed that, as suggested by memory
priming effect, recognition of sponsored content increased memory

but did not influence evaluation. Moreover, the understanding of
sponsored content influenced evaluation, but memory remained

unaffected, which corresponds to the flexible correction approach
(i.e., consumers try to correct their answer to limit persua-
sive effects).

Because of the increasing popularity of sponsored con-
tent in various media, online discussions about the transpar-
ency of sponsored content have intensified (Federal Trade

Commission [FTC] 2015; Word of Mouth Marketing
Association [WOMMA] 2017). Without clear disclosure, the
persuasive intention of sponsored content tends to be
masked, because such sponsored content presents paid
advertising in the form of editorial content (Wojdynski and
Evans 2016). Sponsored content is defined as the purposeful

integration of brands or branded persuasive messages in edi-
torial media content in exchange for compensation by a
sponsor (van Reijmersdal, Neijens, and Smit 2009).
Examples of sponsored content are brand placements,
advergames, advertorials in magazines and newspapers, and

mentions of brands and products in blogs. Sponsored con-
tent has been criticized because consumers are often
unaware that they are reading advertising rather than non-
commercial media content (Han, Drumwright, and Goo
2018). In response, several parties in Europe and the United
States recently developed regulations and legislation on dis-

closing the persuasive or commercial nature of sponsored
content to enhance media transparency (e.g., FTC 2015;
Social Code 2017; WOMMA 2017). These disclosures are in
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the form of texts or pictograms that accompany sponsored

content, which are used to inform the audience about the
commercial or persuasive nature of such content (Cain

2011). Examples of disclosures on television are the PP
logo, text such as “This program contains product
placement,” and the inclusion of sponsors’ names in end

credits. Examples of online disclosures are #spon, which is
often used on Twitter, and “Brand X gave me this product

so I could try it out,” which appears in blogs.
The scientific literature has followed these develop-

ments, which is indicated by the many articles published
on this topic in recent years. Although the literature pro-

vides valuable insights into the consequences of disclosing
sponsored content, several research gaps exist. First,

although the literature shows that disclosing sponsored
content activates persuasion knowledge and worsens

evaluation, the effects on other important response varia-
bles (e.g., attention, memory, processing, and credibility)
are inconclusive, mixed, or difficult to predict (e.g., atti-

tude toward the message) (Boerman and van Reijmersdal
2016). The lack of a proper synthesis has caused advertis-

ing practitioners to query whether and to what extent dis-
closures are beneficial and whether and how they reduce

negative effects. Second, mixed findings have indicated
the existence of boundary conditions and the need to

investigate moderator variables. Although previous stud-
ies have tested several theoretically and practically rele-
vant moderators (e.g., disclosure content; Tessitore and

Geuens 2013; Tewksbury, Jensen, and Coe 2011), their
findings are not consistent, which indicates the need for a

generalizable synthesis. Some moderators that require
data beyond those provided in a single study have not

been tested, although they provide relevant insights for
practitioners and researchers (e.g., comparisons across dif-

ferent cultural contexts or media types). Third, the litera-
ture suggests different underlying mechanisms and
explanations for the effects of disclosures on consumers’

cognitive responses (e.g., memory) versus their affective
responses (e.g., brand attitude). Although these mechanisms

have been investigated using partial models (e.g., Boerman,
van Reijmersdal, and Neijens 2015; Campbell, Mohr, and

Verlegh 2013), they have not been integrated with the aim
of understanding their interrelationships and relative merits

in explaining how disclosing sponsored content works and
how and to what extent it affects consumers.

To address these research gaps, we collected and ana-
lyzed data provided in prior research studies that investi-

gated the effects of disclosing sponsored content on
consumers’ responses. In this study, we applied a meta-
analysis of findings in 51 papers and 47 distinct data sets.

We aggregated the effects of disclosing sponsored con-
tent, explained their heterogeneity by applying moderator

variables, and tested a meta-analytic path model to assess

the underlying mechanisms of the effects of disclosing
sponsored content.

By addressing the gaps in prior research, we provide
several contributions to the literature, which will also
benefit advertising practitioners. First, we provide insights
into the magnitude and significance of the effects of dis-
closing sponsored content. This synthesis will enable
practitioners to determine whether and to what extent dis-
closures harm the message and sponsored brands. The
synthesis will also support the efficient accumulation of
knowledge for researchers, which will enable them to
determine the relevant effects of disclosing sponsored
content. Second, in investigating several moderator varia-
bles, we explain the variations in disclosure effects found
in prior research studies. This knowledge will inform
practitioners about avoiding negative effects of disclosing
sponsored content. Moreover, it will inform researchers
about the existence of boundary conditions in the effects
of disclosing sponsored content and their generalizability
across various conditions. Third, we illuminate the mech-
anisms that underlie disclosure effects by suggesting and
testing a comprehensive and integrative model of disclos-
ure effects that distinguishes between different compo-
nents of persuasion knowledge that play different roles as
mediators for evaluation and memory effects. The find-
ings of the meta-analytic path model will contribute to
scholarship on the relative value of different explanatory
processes and their interrelationships.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Effects of Disclosing Sponsored Content
Table 1 shows the major response variables that were

investigated in prior studies. The final column describes the
expected effect of disclosing sponsored content on a par-
ticular response variable. “Unclear” expectations reveal
inconsistencies in the literature, which are addressed in the
present meta-analysis.

Boerman and van Reijmersdal (2016) provided a quali-
tative literature review and suggested ways in which dis-
closing sponsored content affected several variables. They
found that disclosing sponsored content activated persua-
sion knowledge but reduced brand attitudes and purchase
intentions. However, findings on the effects on attention
or memory (i.e., recall and recognition) were inconclusive
or mixed and did not indicate whether they were positive
or negative.

Further variables were provided in prior research
(Table 1), the overall effects of which were hypothesized.
According to Campbell and Kirmani (2008), resistance is
a typical outcome of the activation of persuasion know-
ledge. We, therefore, assume that disclosures increase
resistance. Because the disclosure reminds the audience of
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TABLE 1
Effects of Disclosing Sponsored Content: Response Variables Investigated in the Meta-Analysis

Response Variable Definition and Operationalization/Related Variables

Expected Total
Effect of Disclosing
Sponsored Content

Attitude toward
the ad (message)

Evaluation of the advertisement and the advertised
message. Related variables: attitude toward ad,
attitude toward placement, acceptance of claims.

Unclear

Brand attitude Evaluation of the sponsored brand. Related
variables: attitude toward brand, brand attitude,
brand affect, brand evaluation.

Negative

Attention Consumers’ amount of processing and concentration
and focus of their minds on placement. Related
variables: visual attention, attention test, depth of
processing, percentage of thoughts.

Unclear

Behavioral intention Consumers’ likelihood that they will engage in a
brand-favoring behavior. Related variables:
intention to buy, purchase intention, behavioral
intention, chance of contacting the advertiser,
intention to engage in postpurchase behavior.

Negative

Brand recall Consumers’ ability to correctly retrieve a brand
(name) from memory when prompted by a product
category (Keller 1993).

Unclear

Brand recognition Consumers’ ability to correct discrimination of a
brand as having been seen or heard before
(Keller 1993).

Unclear

Credibility The extent to which the source or the message can be
believed or trusted. Related variables: credibility,
trustworthiness, bias evaluation, integrity.

Negative

Persuasion knowledge:
recognition of
sponsored
content (PK1)

The set of theories and beliefs about persuasion and
its tactics that people develop throughout their
lives (Friestad and Wright 1994), assessed as the
recognition of the specific content as being
advertising. Related variables: recognition of
advertising, conceptual persuasion knowledge.

Positive

Persuasion knowledge:
understanding of
sponsored content
(PK2)

The set of theories and beliefs about persuasion and
its tactics that people develop throughout their
lives (Friestad and Wright 1994), assessed by the
understanding of the persuasive intent of
communication. Related variables: suspicion of
ulterior motive, understanding of persuasive intent,
inference about intention, activation of
persuasion knowledge.

Positive

Resistance Negative reactions toward sponsored content.
Related variables: skepticism, cognitive and
affective resistance, negative feelings of deception,
critical processing.

Positive

Source evaluation Evaluation of the source or platform of the
sponsored content. Related variables: source
attitude, attitude toward vlogger/blogger/game.

Negative
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a persuasive source that was hidden, we expect the effects
on source evaluation and credibility to be negative (Byrne
et al. 2012). Mixed results of previous studies (Boerman
and van Reijmersdal 2016) indicated the difficulty in pre-
dicting the effect on attitude toward the message.
Furthermore, persuasion knowledge has different compo-
nents (Ham, Nelson, and Das 2015). The most common
types found in prior disclosure research are the following:
recognition of advertising, which is consumers’ recogni-
tion of the sponsored elements in the content as forms of
advertising; understanding of the persuasive intent, which
is consumers’ understanding that the sponsored content is
intended to sell products or services or change consumers’
attitudes and opinions about these products or services.
Both components can be activated by disclosures, but
consumers may not always need disclosures to recognize
that content is sponsored (Kim, Pasadeos, and Barban
2001). Therefore, each component of persuasion know-
ledge can be linked to different explanations of how dis-
closing sponsored content works.

How Disclosure of Sponsored Content Works
The model shown in Figure 1 describes the chain of

effects triggered by disclosing sponsored content, which
ultimately affect two major response variables: brand atti-
tude and brand recall.1 The chain of effects works
through the activation of persuasion knowledge and the
additional mediators of credibility and resistance, which
are described in detail next. The model integrates various
theoretical explanations of effects of disclosing sponsored

content that have been applied as partial explanations in
prior research (e.g., the persuasion knowledge model and
reactance). The model is applied to resolve seemingly con-
flicting explanations (i.e., priming and flexible correction
in memory effects). Furthermore, the model addresses the
research question of whether either or both components
of persuasion knowledge are relevant mediators in the
relationship between disclosing sponsored content and
either memory (i.e., brand recall) or evaluation (i.e.,
brand attitude).

Disclosing sponsored content and activation of per-
suasion knowledge. The goal of disclosures is to
inform consumers that they are being exposed to spon-
sored content that is intended to influence them. The
audience is more likely to activate persuasion knowledge
when such ulterior motives are accessible. Persuasion
knowledge has been defined as based on the set of theo-
ries and beliefs about persuasion and related tactics that
people develop (Friestad and Wright 1994). Two compo-
nents of persuasion knowledge have been emphasized in
the disclosure literature: (a) the recognition of content as
being sponsored as well as the commercial source; and (b)
the understanding of selling, persuasive intent, and beliefs
about ulterior motives (Hudders et al. 2017; Wright,
Friestad, and Boush 2005). Several studies supported a
positive effect of disclosure on both components of per-
suasion knowledge (Boerman and van Reijmersdal 2016).
For example, several studies showed that disclosures
enhanced recognition of both sponsored Facebook posts
(Boerman, Willemsen, and Aa 2017) and brand

FIG. 1. How disclosing sponsored content works: Proposed integrated model.
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placements in a movie as advertising (Guo et al. 2018).

Disclosures were also found to enhance children’s under-

standing of the persuasive intent of brand placements in

movies (Spielvogel, Naderer, and Matthes 2019).
While it is recognized that disclosing sponsored con-

tent can directly increase both components of persuasion

knowledge, it is also assumed that people first need to

recognize a persuasive attempt before they can under-

stand its persuasive intent (Boerman, van Reijmersdal,

and Neijens 2015; John 1999). This assumption suggests a

mediating path that enables the recognition of sponsored

content as advertising and, therefore, increases under-

standing of persuasive intent.

The mediating effects of persuasion knowledge on
memory. Prior research has found mixed results

regarding the effects of disclosure on memory. The posi-

tive effects on memory, as assessed by brand recall, have

been explained by priming. Disclosures function as a

prime that makes the audience more likely to notice, pro-

cess, and remember the brand (van Reijmersdal et al.

2017; Wood et al. 2008). Campbell, Mohr, and Verlegh

(2013) found a negative memory effect and explained it

using a flexible correction approach: When consumers

infer the persuasive attempt of communication, they try

to correct their answer to limit its persuasive effect, which

reduces memory of the brand. Both explanations refer to

different components of persuasion knowledge and can,

therefore, be integrated into our model despite the seem-

ingly contradictory effects of disclosures on memory. The

priming explanation (i.e., positive memory effect) refers

to the recognition of advertising, whereas the flexible cor-

rection approach (i.e., negative memory effect) refers to

understanding of persuasive intent.

The mediating effects of persuasion knowledge on
evaluation. Furthermore, because of resistance to a

message, the recognition of content as sponsored and

understanding its persuasive intent negatively influence

evaluations of the brand (e.g., Boerman, van Reijmersdal,

and Neijens 2014; Guo et al. 2018; Tessitore and Geuens

2013). This response may be due to the “change in mean-

ing” principle (Friestad and Wright 1994). Although the

content may first seem genuine and entertaining, the rec-

ognition of sponsored content as having a persuasive goal

changes its meaning and possibly even leads to feelings of

deception (Boerman, van Reijmersdal, and Neijens 2012;

Wei, Fischer, and Main 2008). In addition, according to

reactance theory (Brehm 1966), people may feel restricted

in their freedom of choice when they realize and under-

stand that someone is trying to persuade them (Campbell

and Kirmani 2008).

The effects of disclosure and persuasion knowledge
on resistance and credibility. Disclosing sponsored
content can have direct effects on resistance and credibil-
ity under low levels of processing in which persuasion

knowledge is not activated. When it is activated, persua-
sion knowledge is an important mediator. The activation
of persuasion knowledge has been found to evoke resist-
ance to a persuasive attempt, which in this case is spon-

sored content. According to the persuasion knowledge
model, people can cope with a persuasive attempt when
they recognize it. This coping behavior includes various

actions during the persuasion attempt, such as analyzing,
evaluating, and interpreting the message (Friestad and
Wright 1994). Although coping does not necessarily lead
to resistance, it has been assumed that, in the context of

sponsored content, people tend to resist persuasive
attempts when they recognize them (Boerman, van
Reijmersdal, and Neijens 2012; Sagarin et al. 2002; Wei,
Fischer, and Main 2008). Resistance has been examined

in terms of negative reactions to sponsored content using
several variables, such as skepticism, feelings of decep-
tion, and critical processing (Abendroth and Heyman

2013; Cartwright, van Reijmersdal, and Opree 2017; van
Reijmersdal and Tutaj 2010). Both components of persua-
sion knowledge are expected to be positively related
to resistance.

In addition, the persuasion knowledge literature sug-
gests that activation of persuasion knowledge lowers the

credibility of the source and the message. The realization
that a source or message is based on ulterior motives
raises suspicion and negatively influences perceived cred-
ibility (Campbell and Kirmani 2008). Moreover, credibil-

ity assessments can be an outcome of increased reactance,
and the literature suggests that disclosing sponsored con-
tent leading to resistance also lowers credibility percep-
tions (Xie, Boush, and Liu 2015).

The mediating effects of resistance and credibility
on memory and evaluation. According to the litera-
ture, resistance has contradictory effects on memory and
evaluation. On one hand, resistance to sponsored content

may extend to the brand, leading to less favorable attitudes
(Guo et al. 2018). Thus, resistance reduces brand attitudes.
On the other hand, the use of persuasion knowledge
requires cognitive effort and systematic processing, which

increases the chance that the brand will be processed and
remembered (Buijzen, van Reijmersdal, and Owen 2010).
Hence, resistance may increase brand memory.

The effects of brand and memory were also found to
be triggered by credibility perceptions. It was shown that
the perceived credibility of an ad or source was positively

related to brand evaluation (MacKenzie and Lutz 1989).
Credibility increases the probability that a brand will be
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included in the consideration set, thus enhancing memory

of the brand (Erdem and Swait 2004).
The final outcome variables of recall and attitude are

not independent of each other. Therefore, we included a

path from memory to brand attitudes, which is in line
with prior research that provided evidence that memory

could be used as a source of judgments and evaluations

(Carpenter and Boster 2013; Hastie and Park 1986; Segijn

and Eisend 2019).

Moderators of Effects of Disclosing Sponsored Content
Heterogeneous findings in the literature indicate that

conditions exist under which disclosures do or do not

have certain effects. Single studies are restricted in the

type of moderators they can investigate, whereas a meta-

analysis has the advantage of a broad database and

allows for testing moderator variables that vary between

different types of studies, even if they do not vary within

a study.
In this meta-analysis, we address the research question

of how the relationship between disclosing sponsored

content and its major outcome variables are contextual

and depend on moderating variables. We examine five

categories of moderators: disclosure characteristics, sam-

ple characteristics, media characteristics, temporal charac-

teristics, and product characteristics. With respect to
disclosure characteristics, several moderator variables

were applied in prior research, such as content, timing,

and duration. Insights into the moderating effects of dis-

closure characteristics are important, as they can reveal

which types of disclosure are effective in enhancing trans-

parency. In addition, these insights have important prac-

tical implications for implementing disclosures. Previous
studies on content characteristics found mixed effects

(Stubb, Nystr€om, and Coliander 2019; Tewksbury,

Jensen, and Coe 2011; van Reijmersdal 2016). In this

meta-analysis, we distinguish three major types of content

information: mentioning the brand, mentioning the word

advertising, and mentioning persuasive intent, all of which

are likely to predict disclosure effectiveness (van

Reijmersdal 2016). Furthermore, previous studies showed
contradictory findings for timing and lacked a generaliz-

able conclusion, which we aim to provide through the

present meta-analysis.
With respect to sample characteristics, moderators,

such as age of the respondents, their gender, cultural

background (Europe versus the United States), and
whether they were students, can yield important insights

into differing susceptibility of certain groups to effects of

disclosing sponsored content. Comparing effects between

samples in Europe and the United States is important

because of differing regulations regarding disclosing

sponsored content (Boerman et al. 2018), and thus,
potentially, people’s familiarity with and responses to
disclosures.

With respect to media characteristics, the question
arises regarding whether the effects of disclosures in trad-
itional media are similar to those in online media.
Although people may be familiar with brand placements
in television programs and movies, sponsored content in
online media can take many forms. Thus, the boundaries
between advertising and editorial content are blurred
even further online, which increases the need for
disclosures.

Another important mediator is related to the year in
which the study was conducted (i.e., temporal characteris-
tic). Testing this moderator can provide insights into
whether disclosure effects were fading, increasing, or sta-
ble over time, which is relevant for both theory and regu-
lation. Finally, testing product characteristics (i.e.,
familiarity of the product and level of product involve-
ment) as moderators reveals in-depth insights into the
generalizability of disclosure effects on different types of
products (Campbell and Evans 2018).

Table 2 provides an overview of the moderators, their
operationalization and coding, and the expected relation-
ship between disclosing sponsored content and the
responses that are investigated in this meta-analysis.
Table 2 further describes and explains the expected influ-
ence of each moderator on the effect of disclosing spon-
sored content.

METHOD

Study Retrieval and Coding
We performed an exhaustive search of published and

unpublished papers that provided estimates of the effects
of disclosing sponsored content. To identify the relevant
studies, we first referred to a review article that provided
a review of previous research (Boerman and van
Reijmersdal 2016). Second, we performed a keyword
search of electronic databases (namely, Business Source
Complete, Communication and Mass Media Complete,
JSTOR, PsycINFO, ProQuest Dissertations & Theses,
and Google Scholar) using several keywords, such as
“disclosure”, “labeling”, “promoted”, and “sponsored” in
combination with “source,” “sponsorship”, “content,”
“placement,” and “persuasion.” Third, we performed a
manual search of the journal outlets that were major
sources of journal articles on disclosing sponsored con-
tent. Fourth, we searched the Web for working papers
(specifically, Social Science Citation Index, Social Science
Research Network, and key authors’ web pages). Fifth,
we reviewed reference lists in all previously obtained
papers. The compilation procedure, which was in line
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TABLE 2
Variables Moderating the Effect of Disclosing Sponsored Content on Response Variables

Moderators
Description and

Operationalization
Expected Influence
(and Explanation) Coding Scheme

Disclosure
timing

Captures whether the
disclosure is presented
before, during, or after
the sponsored content.

Disclosures presented after the sponsored
content reduce evaluations of the
message and the brand because they
activate more persuasion knowledge
(Campbell, Mohr, and Verlegh 2013).
Disclosures presented before or during
the sponsored content increase
processing and thus recall of the
sponsored content.

� Before: 1 vs. 0
for other

� During: 1 vs. 0
for other

� After: 1 vs. 0
for other

Disclosure
duration
(in seconds)

Captures the amount of
time the disclosure
appears on the screen.

Duration increases opportunity for critical
processing and can reduce evaluations of
the message and the brand but can
increase memory (Boerman, van
Reijmersdal, and Neijens 2012).

� Continuous variable

Disclosure
modality

Captures the modality
(in particular, whether
it is visual) of
the disclosure.

As previous studies that compared
modalities found no clear effects
(Boerman and van Reijmersdal 2016),
we have no expectation of the direction
of effects of disclosure modality.

� Visual only: 1 vs. 0
for other

Disclosure
content

Captures various content
components of
the disclosure.

If the disclosure mentions the brand, the
evaluation of the brand decreases, but
recall increases. Mentioning the
persuasive intent (e.g., “persuade”) or
“advertising” increases persuasion
knowledge because these disclosures
more explicitly refer to people’s
knowledge about persuasion (Dekker
and van Reijmersdal 2013).

� Brand mentioned: 1
vs. 0 for not

� Persuasive intent
mentioned: 1 vs. 0
for not

� “Advertising”
mentioned: 1 vs. 0
for not

Disclosure
awareness

Captures whether
consumers were aware
of the disclosure.

Awareness of the disclosure leads to
stronger effects of disclosures on all
outcomes (Boerman, van Reijmersdal,
and Neijens 2012). Disclosure
awareness indicates that the disclosure
is noticed and processed. This
processing of disclosure seems to be an
important precondition for effects of
the disclosure on other outcomes
(Wogalter and Laughery 1996).

� Consumers aware of
disclosure: 1 vs. 0 for
other/mixed

Sample
characteristics

Captures characteristics
of the sample in terms
of age (adults vs.
children/adolescents),
education (students vs.
nonstudents),
and gender.

Children/adolescents have developed less
persuasion knowledge and are therefore
less likely to activate it (Friestad and
Wright 1994; Rozendaal, Buijzen, and
Valkenburg 2010). As a result, their
evaluations are more favorable (Hudders
et al. 2017). We have no prior
expectations regarding the direction of
effects of education and gender.

� Adults: 1 vs. 0 for
children/adolescents

� Students: 1 vs. 0 for
nonstudents

� Gender: % female
sample participants

(Continued)
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with recommendations in the literature (Eisend 2017) and
with the procedure in other advertising research meta-
analyses (e.g., Franke and Taylor 2017; Segijn and Eisend
2019), included all studies that were available by
December 2019.

After identifying papers for potential inclusion in the
meta-analysis, we applied inclusion and exclusion criteria
to determine which ones would be retained by referring
to our definition of disclosing sponsored content (i.e.,
texts or pictograms accompanying sponsored content that
are used to inform the audience about the commercial or
persuasive nature of sponsored content; see Cain 2011).
We included all papers which reported empirical studies
and which quantitatively measured and provided esti-
mates of the effects of disclosing sponsored content on

any response variable. We excluded any papers that were
outside this scope. In particular, we did not consider
papers that dealt with disclosures that did not refer to
sponsored content, such as those of certain product fea-
tures (e.g., warnings about product claims and health
risks). We further excluded research on disclosing spon-
sored content that did not assess the effects of disclosing
sponsored content to the audience because they did not
compare a disclosure condition with a no-disclosure con-
dition (e.g., studies that investigated different screen posi-
tions of disclosures) (e.g., Wojdynski and Evans 2016).
We also excluded papers that did not provide enough
statistical information to calculate an effect size. Before
excluding these papers, we tried to retrieve the necessary
information by contacting the authors via e-mail. Except

TABLE 2
(Continued).

Moderators
Description and

Operationalization
Expected Influence
(and Explanation) Coding Scheme

Media
characteristics

Captures whether the
sponsored content is
presented in offline
media (e.g., product
placement on TV) or
online media (e.g.,
sponsored blogs).

Previous studies that focus on different
media generally showed comparable
effects (Boerman and van Reijmersdal
2016), but the overall effect of online
versus offline media has not been
investigated so far.

� Offline media: 1 vs. 0
for online media

Cultural
context

Captures the nationality
of the sample by
distinguishing between
U.S. samples and
samples from the
European Union
(single or multiple
E.U. countries).

Different countries have different types
of regulations regarding disclosing
sponsored content, and consumers
might be more or less accustomed to
disclosures. The effect can be in either
direction due to either habituation
(leading to less intense responses
toward disclosures) or due to more
experience in how to deal with
disclosures (leading to possibly more
extreme responses).

� United States: 1 vs. 0
for other

� European Union: 1
vs. 0 for other

Temporal
context

Captures the year of
data collection.

The same reasoning as for cultural
context applies to the temporal
context: Disclosures became more
prominent over time, leading to either
habituation or to more experience
responses by consumers.

� Continuous variable

Product
characteristics

Captures whether the
sponsored product is
familiar or not, or a
low-involvement or
high- involvement
product.

Unfamiliar and high-involvement
products increase processing (Celsi and
Olson 1988) and thus memory.

� Familiar/well-known
product: 1 vs. 0 for
unfamiliar/
fictitious product

� High-involvement
product: 1 vs. 0 for
low-involvement
product
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these exclusions, we considered any paper in English pro-

viding the appropriate empirical data.
To avoid duplications in our database, we proceeded

as follows. A document with an original analysis and

findings by the authors (e.g., journal article, working

paper, or conference paper) was called a “paper.” Some

papers analyzed more than one distinct data set (e.g., a

paper reporting several experiments), while some data

sets were analyzed in more than one paper (e.g., a

research project that was published as a conference paper

and later as a journal article). To avoid duplication, our

analysis was based on data sets. Each data set provided

single or multiple effect sizes that referred to the effect of

disclosing sponsored content on any response variable.

Any response variable that appeared either in one or two

independent data sets or in only one paper was eliminated

from further analysis. This was done to ensure the min-

imum degree of generalizability. The reason is that a

meta-analysis should provide a high degree of generaliza-

tion and thus contain more information than a single

paper or a single data set in a paper that was followed by

a replication.2 Our final database included 61 papers that

used 57 distinct data sets, which provided 473 effect sizes

that described the effects of disclosing sponsored content

(see supplemental online appendix). The combined sample

size included 278,791 respondents.
The response variables were categorized according to

the variable definitions provided in Table 1. Two authors

independently assigned all response variables in the data

sets to these categories. The agreement rate was above

95%, and inconsistencies were resolved by discussion.

The authors also coded the moderator variables shown in

Table 2.

Effect Size Computation
The effect size metric selected for the meta-analysis

was the correlation coefficient, which indicated an easy

interpretable effect size that could be used for further

analysis (e.g., path models). A positive sign in the correl-

ation coefficient indicated that, compared with not dis-

closing sponsored content, disclosure increased the

response variable. Higher absolute values of the correl-

ation coefficient indicated a stronger influence of disclos-

ing sponsored content on a response variable. In data sets

that reported other measures (e.g., Student’s t and mean

differences), those measures were converted to correlation

coefficients by following the common guidelines for meta-

analysis (Lipsey and Wilson 2001). The correlations were

adjusted for measurement errors in the response varia-

bles. When a data set did not report the reliability of a

response variable that was typically measured using

multiple items, we used the mean reliability of that vari-

able across all data sets.
We dealt with integrating dependencies between correl-

ation estimates using the following approach. When a

data set provided more than one correlation estimate that

referred to different response variables, the estimates were

treated as independent because we integrated and ana-

lyzed the estimates of each response variable separately.

In some data sets, multiple relevant tests were conducted

on the same response variable, which were not statistic-

ally independent. We accounted for dependencies in the

correlation estimates and the nested structure of the

meta-analytic data using a mixed-effects multilevel model

called hierarchical linear modeling (HLM; Raudenbush

and Bryk 2002). In specifying the correlation estimates as

clustered under the higher-level unit of a data set, multi-

level modeling was designed to address the dependence

problem. We estimated the following model:

rij ¼ c00 þ l0j þ eij (1)

where i¼ 1, 2, 3 … I effect sizes, j¼ 1, 2, 3 … J data

sets. This formula estimates average effect size c00, devi-
ation of average effect size in a data set from c00 (l0j),
and deviation of each effect size in the kth data set from

c00 (eij). The latter two terms have variances that follow a

normal distribution and are uncorrelated.
We computed fail-safe N to address publication bias,

that is, the possible bias in effect size estimates resulting

from the publication status of a paper. For any relation-

ship of interest, fail-safe N represents the number of add-

itional nonsignificant correlations needed to render the

results of that relationship nonsignificant at p ¼.05

(Rosenthal 1979). We calculated the fail-safe N for all sig-

nificant (p < .05) integrated correlations by using correl-

ation estimates that were adjusted for measurement error.

Next, we conducted a homogeneity test as an aid in

deciding whether the observed correlations were more

variable than would be expected from sampling errors

alone. If they were, then there was a strong basis for test-

ing moderators.

Path Model Estimation
To investigate our hypothesized model and to apply a

path model analysis, we developed a correlation matrix

that included meta-analytically integrated correlations of

the effects of disclosing sponsored content on the

response variables suggested by the model. We then

added integrated correlations of the interrelationships

between these response variables (e.g., between brand

recall and brand attitude), following the recommenda-

tions in the literature (Bergh et al. 2016). For a variable

to be included in such analysis, multiple correlations must
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relate it to every other variable in the model. Therefore,
several of the variables shown in Table 1 could not be
considered, as we did not find sufficient correlations to
meet these conditions. For example, because we did not
find correlations between resistance and behavioral inten-
tions, the latter could not be included in the model. We
searched the data sets in the meta-analysis and added 76
correlations on the interrelationships between variables.
We found a minimum of three correlations for each vari-
able relationship. Correlations indicating a relationship
between response variables were integrated and adjusted
in the same way as correlations that describe effects of
disclosing sponsored content on response variables.

A single indicator was used to measure all constructs
in the path model. Error variances in the indicators were
set at zero because we had already considered measure-
ment errors when we integrated the effect sizes (i.e., we
adjusted for measurement error in response variables by
means of the reliability coefficient). The harmonic mean
(n¼ 717) of the cumulative sample size underlying each
integrated correlation was used as the sample size in the
analysis, which has been commonly practiced in meta-
analytic structural equation modeling studies. In the final
analysis, we included chi-square test statistics and fit indi-
ces. Furthermore, we reported explained variance in
brand recall and brand attitudes, and we computed the
sum of all indirect effects of disclosing sponsored content
on both variables. We performed a bootstrapping analysis
with 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals
using 5,000 bootstrap samples to assess the overall signifi-
cance of the effects. We also computed all specific indirect
effects of disclosing sponsored content to either brand
recall or brand attitude.

Moderator Analysis
We conducted a moderator analysis if the homogeneity

test indicated heterogeneity and the variation in correla-
tions could not be explained by sampling error alone. We
ran a single moderator analysis to test the individual
effect of each moderator variable using a conditional
model (i.e., each moderator was tested individually).
We continued using the mixed-effects multilevel model
that was used to determine integration of effect size,
described above. A multilevel model that includes mod-
erator variables is termed a conditional model. In our
analysis, the conditional model was a mixed-effects
metaregression model because fixed effects of the mod-
erators were considered in addition to random compo-
nents. We specified the estimated model of a moderator
Mij that was measured at the effect size/correlation
level (i.e., disclosure timing, disclosure duration, dis-
closure modality, disclosure content, and disclosure
awareness) where

rij ¼ c00 þ c10 �Mij þ u0j þ eij (2a)

and of a model with a moderator Mj at the data set level

(i.e., sample characteristics, media characteristics, cultural

context, year of data collection, and product characteris-

tics)

rij ¼ c00 þ c01 �Mj þ u0j þ eij (2b)

where rij is the ith correlation describing the relationship

between disclosing sponsored content and a particular
response variable reported within the jth data set.

Equation (2a) describes the influence of moderator varia-

bles that varied within data sets; equation (2b) describes

the effect of variables that varied between data sets. All

continuous moderator variables were mean-centered

before they were entered in the model. To assure robust-

ness of the model, which required a sufficient number of

correlations and data sets, as well as a reasonable ratio of

correlations per data set, we did not apply the model to

two response variables that were based on a small num-
ber of correlations and data sets, even if the homogeneity

test indicated heterogeneity (i.e., attitude toward the ad

and recognition). Thus, we ran the analysis for six

response variables: brand attitude, behavioral intention,

brand recall, credibility, persuasion knowledge: recogni-

tion of advertising, and persuasion knowledge: under-

standing of persuasive intent.

RESULTS

Summary of Effects of Disclosing Sponsored Content
Table 3 presents an overview of the integrated correla-

tions of effects of disclosing sponsored content. Table 3

includes all dependent variables described in Table 1,

including those that were not used in the path model ana-

lysis. Table 3 also provides information about homogen-

eity and publication bias. The significant integrated

correlations indicated that disclosing sponsored content
reduced brand attitude, credibility, and source evaluation

(at p < .1) but increased brand recognition, persuasion

knowledge, and resistance. The positive effect on atten-

tion was marginally significant. Effects on attitude toward

the ad, behavioral intention, and brand recall were not

significant. Significant findings are in line with the

assumptions shown in Table 1; only the assumption of

the negative effect on behavioral intention was not sup-

ported. The findings further provided generalizable results
of the mixed and inconsistent findings in prior research:

Disclosures did not affect attitude toward the ad, but

they tended to increase attention and brand memory.

Results of the homogeneity test indicated that the inte-

grated correlations were heterogeneous. The fail-safe N

indicates that the integrated correlations did not contain
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publication bias because the number was higher than

Rosenthal’s (1979) rule of thumb (i.e., five times the num-

ber of effect sizes plus 10).3

Path Model Results
Table 4 provides the correlation matrix based on the

meta-analytically integrated findings that were used as

input in the path model analysis. Only six dependent vari-

ables were considered in which the effect sizes were suffi-
cient to describe their intercorrelations.

Table 5 shows results of the path model analysis.

Table 5 and Figure 2 depict the standardized path coeffi-

cients for the proposed model (Model 1). All but two
path coefficients were significant and in line with our

assumptions (see Figure 1).

Effects on brand recall. As for brand recall, Model

1 explained 18% of the variance in brand recall. The sum

of all indirect paths from disclosing sponsored content to

brand recall is .080 and significant as indicated by the
confidence interval [.043; .118]: Disclosing sponsored con-

tent significantly increased memory. We could not sup-

port a direct effect of understanding of persuasive intent

on brand recall (b ¼ .017, p ¼ .671). Also, the analysis of
the mediating paths shows that the path from recognition

of advertising on brand recall was significant (total effect

¼ .363, p < .001), whereas the total effect from under-

standing of persuasive intent was not significant (total
effect ¼ .054, p ¼ .155).

Effects on brand attitude. As for brand attitude,

Model 1 explained 25% of the variance in brand attitude.

The sum of all indirect paths from disclosing sponsored
content to brand attitude is �.077 and significant as indi-

cated by the confidence intervals [�.177; �.038]; disclos-

ing sponsored content significantly reduced brand

evaluation. We could not support a direct effect of recog-
nition of advertising on brand attitude (b ¼ .043, p ¼
.248). Also, the mediating paths leading from recognition

of advertising to brand attitude indicated a nonsignificant

total effect of �.023 (p ¼ .545), but the mediating paths
from understanding of persuasive intent were significant

(total effect ¼ �.326, p < .001).
These findings were interpreted in line with our reason-

ing regarding two opposing interpretations in the litera-
ture. As suggested by memory priming effect, recognition

as advertising increased memory but did not influence

evaluation. Moreover, the understanding of sponsored

content was related to evaluation, but memory was
unaffected, which corresponded to the flexible correction

approach. The findings further answer our research ques-

tion: Effects on brand memory are mainly mediated by

persuasion knowledge as recognition of advertising, while

effects on brand attitude are mainly mediated via under-

standing of persuasive intent.

Indirect specific effects and parsimonious model.
To further investigate the role of the mediators in the

model, we tested specific indirect effects of disclosing

sponsored content on both brand recall and attitude

(Table 5).4 Findings showed that the paths through per-

suasion knowledge explained more variance than any

other path did, particularly those including resistance or

credibility. Therefore, we ran a parsimonious model

(Model 2) that excluded resistance and credibility.

Findings and fit indices shown in Table 5 were consistent

with those of the proposed and integrated model (Model

1). Figure 3 presents the findings of the parsimonious

model (Model 2). The specific indirect effects of Model 2

in Table 5 provide further support for our answer to the

research question: Effects on brand attitude are primarily

mediated via understanding of persuasive intent, while

effects on brand recall are mediated via recognition of

advertising. Model 2 is nested within proposed Model 1,

and restricting the paths in Model 1 to the nested Model

2 shows that Model 1 is superior to the Model 2 (v2 dif-

ference/df¼ 527.088/11, p < .001). Hence, the Model 2

can help to provide first insights into the effects of dis-

closing sponsored content on brand attitude and brand

recall as mediated by persuasion knowledge, but the

Model 1 provides a more precise and detailed picture of

the underlying mechanisms. We therefore accept Model 1

over Model 2 as basis for testing our assumptions.

Moderator Analysis Results
Table 6 provides the results of moderator analysis for

the six dependent variables, showing a sufficient number

of correlations and data sets, as well as a reasonable ratio

of correlations per data set. The findings answer our

research question regarding the conditional effects of dis-

closing sponsored content.

Disclosure timing and duration. In line with our

expectations (Table 2), we found that a disclosure pre-

sented after the sponsored content decreased brand evalu-

ation and credibility, and a disclosure presented before or

during the sponsored content led to less negative brand

evaluation; both effects were marginally significant.

Disclosures presented during the sponsored content led to

higher recall and less negative credibility. We did not find

any effects of duration, but a small sample size was used

in these tests.
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Disclosure modality and content. Regarding modal-
ity, we found that visual disclosures (e.g., in contrast to
audio disclosures) led to higher recognition of sponsored
content. If the brand was mentioned in the disclosure, the
effects on brand recall increased. Mentions of sponsoring
intent increased persuasion knowledge (i.e., understand-
ing persuasive intent). The word advertising increased
credibility and persuasion knowledge (i.e., recognition of
advertising). If the sample included only respondents who
were aware of the disclosure, they showed higher persua-
sion knowledge (i.e., recognition of advertising).

Sample characteristics. Regarding sample character-
istics, we found that sponsored content led to greater activa-
tion of persuasion knowledge (i.e., in terms of recognition of
advertising) and more negative brand evaluations by adults
than by children or adolescents, which was in line with our
expectations. Furthermore, we found a marginally significant
effect, indicating that samples with more female participants
showed stronger brand recall and behavioral intentions due
to disclosures. Student versus nonstudent samples did not
lead to any difference in the investigated disclosure effects.

Media characteristics. Media characteristics did
not moderate the effects, which indicated generalization
of disclosure effects across online and offline media.

Cultural and temporal context. Regarding cultural

context, we found only one significant effect, indicating
that samples in the United States had higher negative
credibility evaluation due to disclosing sponsored content.

Regarding temporal context, we found that brand evalua-
tions due to disclosure became less negative over the
study period.

Product characteristics. In line with our expecta-

tions, we found that brand recall tended to be stronger
when disclosures of unfamiliar products appeared. We further
found that credibility evaluation was more negative when the

sponsored product was referred to as low involvement.

DISCUSSION
The aim of this meta-analysis was to address several

research gaps in the literature on disclosing sponsored
content. Table 7 summarizes the main findings of the

meta-analysis. The meta-analysis provides three major
contributions to the literature.

First, the meta-analysis provided insights into the mag-
nitude and significance of the effects of disclosing spon-
sored content. It also provided general findings that

addressed inconsistencies in prior studies. These findings
showed that disclosing sponsored content reduced brand

TABLE 3
Effects of Disclosing Sponsored Content: Integration of Correlations

Consumer
Response Variable

Expected
Effect

# Data
Sets

# Effect
Sizes

Sample
Size

Corrected
Mean r Q Value Fail-Safe N

Attitude toward the
ad (message)

O 8 13 1,152 �.060 46.338��� —

Attention O 6 14 883 .106þ 13.658� —
Behavioral intention � 19 66 137,601 �.023 99.386��� —
Brand attitude � 33 89 5,550 �.108� 658.646��� 2,400
Brand recall O 12 31 1,223 .104 285.495��� —
Brand recognition O 4 6 450 .286� 9.058� 81
Credibility � 26 82 5,363 �.132� 1,216.866��� 4,404
PK1: recognition of
sponsored content
as advertising

þ 19 50 3,443 .255�� 10,020.131��� 14,982

PK2: understanding
of persuasive intent

þ 17 63 3,686 .257�� 1,580.778��� 3,519

Resistance þ 10 32 2,826 .110� 76.311��� 218
Source evaluation � 11 27 2,969 �.054 25.253�� —

Note. The corrected mean correlation coefficients (r) are the variance-weighted, reliability-corrected estimates of the population correlation coeffi-
cients. The Q value is the homogeneity test. A significant result indicates heterogeneity. The fail-safe N indicates the number of nonsignificant, unpublished
(or missing) correlations that would need to be added to an integrated (mean) correlation to reduce an overall statistically significant observed result (at p
< .05) to nonsignificance; “�” indicates a negative expected effect; “þ” indicates a positive expected effect; “O” indicates that the expected effect
is unclear.

þp < .10; �p < .05; ��p < .01; ���p < .001.
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attitudes, credibility, and source evaluation but increased

brand recognition, persuasion knowledge, resistance, and

attention. The findings could enable the efficient know-

ledge accumulation by future researchers in determining

relevant effects (memory, brand, and source evaluation)

and irrelevant effects (ad attitude) of disclosing sponsored

content. Findings also provide benchmarks for advertis-

ing practitioners regarding how and to what extent disclo-
sures harm their brands. Findings of this meta-analysis

showed that disclosures increased brand memory but

reduced brand evaluations.
Second, by investigating several previous and new

moderator variables, the present study explained varia-
tions in disclosure effects and answers the question about

conditional effects of disclosing sponsored content. With

respect to characteristics of the disclosure content, we

showed that disclosures that include the word advertising

were more effective in enhancing consumers’ understand-

ing that sponsored content is a form of advertising.

Mentioning persuasive intent enhanced understanding of
the content’s selling intent. This finding indicates that the

wording of the disclosure plays an important role in its

effectiveness in informing consumers. Furthermore, the

findings indicated that awareness of disclosure, in terms of

disclosure memory, was a crucial factor in the success of

the disclosure in activating persuasion knowledge. Hence,

disclosures that are remembered have greater effects.
With respect to consumer characteristics, there were no

significant differences in the disclosure effects in studies

that used student and nonstudent samples. This result

indicates that findings from student samples may be gen-

eralizable to nonstudent samples and vice versa. These

findings have important implications for the generalizabil-

ity of effects of disclosing sponsored content. We may

conclude that findings in the literature may be generaliz-

able regardless of whether the consumers are students.
Importantly, the findings showed significant differen-

ces in the effects of disclosing sponsored content on

adults versus minors (i.e., children and adolescents). The

disclosures were less effective in informing minors than

adults in helping to guard against persuasion by spon-

sored content. These findings are important, because

minors are assumed to be in even greater need of disclo-

sures than adults (Hudders et al. 2017; van Reijmersdal

et al. 2017). The persuasion knowledge of minors has

been shown to be less developed (Rozendaal, Buijzen, and

Valkenburg 2010; Wright, Friestad, and Boush 2005), and

minors lack cognitive and emotional skills necessary to

criticize advertising, particularly sponsored content (John

1999; Lapierre 2019, 2015; Rozendaal et al. 2011). Minors

TABLE 4
Matrix of Meta-Analytically Integrated Correlations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Disclosing
sponsored content

r 1.000
k
N

2 PK1 r .255 1.000
k 50
N 3,443

3 PK2 r .257 .340 1.000
k 63 4
N 3,686 689

4 Resistance r .110 .434 .466 1.000
k 27 4 3
N 2,969 539 423

5 Credibility r �.132 �.107 �.323 �.310 1.000
k 82 4 4 3
N 5,363 495 1,106 904

6 Brand recall r .104 .365 .168 .307 .043 1.000
k 31 4 4 3 3
N 1,223 641 641 328 273

7 Brand attitude r �.108 �.041 �.304 �.242 .415 .155 1.000
k 89 8 11 6 11 4
N 5,550 1,034 1,002 989 1,022 444

Note. The harmonic mean of sample sizes (N) is 738. The total number of effect sizes (k) is 418; r ¼ variance-weighted, reliability-corrected esti-
mates of the population correlation coefficients; k ¼ number of effect sizes; N ¼ cumulative sample size; PK¼ persuasion knowledge.
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TABLE 5
How Disclosing Sponsored Content Works: Path Model Estimates and Model Statistics

Direct and Indirect Effects
Expected
Effect

Proposed Model
(Model 1)

Parsimonious Model
(Model 2)

Direct effects on PK
Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 þ .255��� .255���
Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 þ .182��� .182���
PK1 ⟶ PK2 þ .294��� .294���

Direct effects on resistance
Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ resistance þ �.069� —
PK1⟶ resistance þ .325��� —
PK2 ⟶ resistance þ .373��� —

Direct effects on credibility
Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ credibility � �.071� —
PK1⟶ credibility � .090� —
PK2 ⟶ credibility � �.255��� —
Resistance ⟶ credibility � �.236��� —

Direct effects on brand recall
PK1⟶ brand recall þ .278��� .348���
PK2 ⟶ brand recall � .017 .050
Resistance ⟶ brand recall þ .224��� —
Credibility ⟶ brand recall þ .148��� —

Direct effects on brand attitude
PK1 ⟶ brand attitude � .043 �.004
PK2 ⟶ brand attitude � �.188��� �.339���
Resistance ⟶ brand attitude � �.139��� —
Credibility ⟶ brand attitude þ .307��� —
Brand recall ⟶ brand attitude þ .200��� .213���

Variance explained by model in
Brand attitude .248 .136
Brand recall .179 .135

Sum of indirect effects
Disclosure ⟶ brand attitude �.077 �.066
Bootstrap (5,000 samples) bias-corrected 95%
confidence interval lower bound

�.117 �.097

Bootstrap (5,000 samples) bias-corrected 95%
confidence interval upper bound

�.038 �.036

Disclosure ⟶ brand recall .080 .102
Bootstrap (5,000 samples) bias-corrected 95%
confidence interval lower bound

.043 .070

Bootstrap (5,000 samples) bias-corrected 95%
confidence interval upper bound

.118 .136

Specific indirect effects on brand recall
Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ resistance ⟶ brand recall

.006���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ resistance ⟶ credibility ⟶ brand recall

�.001���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ credibility ⟶ brand recall

�.002���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ brand recall

.001 .004

(Continued)
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TABLE 5
(Continued).

Direct and Indirect Effects
Expected
Effect

Proposed Model
(Model 1)

Parsimonious Model
(Model 2)

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
resistance ⟶ brand recall

.019���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
resistance ⟶ credibility ⟶ brand recall

�.003���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
credibility ⟶ brand recall

.011���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
brand recall

.071��� .089���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
resistance ⟶ brand recall

.015���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
resistance ⟶ credibility ⟶ brand recall

�.002���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
credibility ⟶ brand recall

�.006���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
brand recall

.003 .009

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ resistance ⟶
credibility ⟶ brand recall

�.001�

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ resistance ⟶
brand recall

�.015�

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ credibility ⟶
brand recall

�.011�

Specific indirect effects on brand attitude
Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ resistance ⟶ brand attitude

�.004���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ resistance ⟶ brand recall ⟶ brand attitude

.001���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ resistance ⟶ credibility ⟶ brand recall ⟶
brand attitude

.001���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ resistance ⟶ credibility ⟶ brand attitude

�.002���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ credibility ⟶ brand attitude

�.005���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ credibility ⟶ brand recall ⟶ brand attitude

.001���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ brand attitude

�.014��� �.025���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ PK2
⟶ brand recall ⟶ brand attitude

.001 .001

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
resistance ⟶ brand attitude

�.012���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
resistance ⟶ brand recall ⟶ brand attitude

.004���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
resistance ⟶ credibility ⟶ brand attitude

�.006���

(Continued)
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TABLE 5
(Continued).

Direct and Indirect Effects
Expected
Effect

Proposed Model
(Model 1)

Parsimonious Model
(Model 2)

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
resistance ⟶ credibility ⟶ brand recall ⟶
brand attitude

�.011���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
credibility ⟶ brand attitude

.007�

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
credibility ⟶ brand recall ⟶ brand attitude

.001��

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶
brand attitude

.011 �.001

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK1 ⟶ brand
recall ⟶ brand attitude

.014��� .019���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
resistance ⟶ brand attitude

�.009���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
resistance ⟶ brand recall ⟶ brand attitude

.003���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
resistance ⟶ credibility ⟶ brand attitude

�.005���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
resistance ⟶ credibility ⟶ brand recall ⟶
brand attitude

�.001���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
credibility ⟶ brand attitude

�.013���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
credibility ⟶ brand recall ⟶ brand attitude

�.001���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶
brand attitude

�.034��� �.062���

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ PK2 ⟶ brand
recall ⟶ brand attitude

.001 .002

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ resistance ⟶
credibility ⟶ brand attitude

.005�

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ resistance ⟶
credibility ⟶ brand recall ⟶ brand attitude

.001�

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ resistance ⟶
brand attitude

.010�

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ resistance ⟶
brand recall ⟶ brand attitude

�.003�

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ credibility ⟶
brand attitude

�.022�

Disclosing sponsored content ⟶ credibility ⟶
brand recall ⟶ brand attitude

�.002�

Model statistics
v2/df 1.962/2 1.693/2
GFI .999 .999
AGFI .989 .993
CFI 1.000 1.000
RMR .007 .011

�p < .05; ��p < .01; ���p < .001.
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also have difficulty in recognizing sponsored content, which
makes them more susceptible to its effects (van Reijmersdal
et al. 2017). Therefore, knowledge of the effects of disclo-
sures and transparency is of utmost importance for this
younger segment of the population.

With respect to the context of a medium, our findings
showed no differences between the effects of disclosures in
online and offline media. Hence, disclosures may be equally
effective across media. However, it should be noted that in

previous studies reviewed for this meta-analysis, different
types of disclosures in different media may have been inves-
tigated. Moderator analyses also showed that the negative
effects of disclosure on brand evaluation were diminished
over the years, whereas its effects on persuasion knowledge,
critical processing, and other outcomes remained stable.
Thus, based on our findings, disclosures are still effective,
and they are needed to enhance persuasion knowledge, but
their negative effects on brand evaluations have decreased.

FIG. 2. How disclosing sponsored content works: Integrated model (Model 1) path coefficients;�p < .05; ��p < .01;
���p < .001.

FIG. 3. How disclosing sponsored content works: Parsimonious model (Model 2) path coefficients; �p < .05; ��p <
.01; ���p < .001.
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Third, we revealed the mechanisms that underlie dis-

closure effects by suggesting and testing a comprehensive

and integrative model of disclosure effects. The model

showed that two specific mechanisms influenced the

effects of disclosures. First, the recognition of content as

advertising had mainly cognitive effects, particularly the
priming effect. The recognition of a message as advertis-

ing increased the memory of the brand. Merely under-

standing that a message was advertising did not affect

brand evaluations. Moreover, understanding that spon-

sored content had a persuasive intent caused resistance,

thereby influencing evaluative responses such as brand

attitude and credibility. Understanding that the message
was actually persuasive did not influence cognitive

responses such as brand recall. The model answers the

research question about the importance of different per-

suasion knowledge components for either evaluation of

memory: Effects on brand attitude are primarily mediated

via understanding of persuasive intent, while effects on

brand recall are mediated via recognition of advertising.

Implications for Researchers
In addition to providing explanations for inconsisten-

cies in the literature, meta-analyses can predict future

research gaps and indicate the relevant variables, relations

between variables, and moderators that have been

understudied.
First, relatively few studies have focused on the effects

of disclosure on brand recognition despite a strong effect

size. Future studies are needed to draw solid conclusions

about this effect. Second, the implicit effects of disclo-

sures on brands or content remain understudied.

Moreover, the focus on implicit effects could reveal con-

sequences of disclosures that occur but cannot be detected

by the focus on explicit effects (Wennekers et al. 2016).
Thus, future research is needed to explore the effects of

disclosure on implicit processes, thereby gaining a com-

prehensive picture of this phenomenon.
Third, few studies have focused on the effects of disclosure

on minors (eight data sets on minors versus 50 data sets on

adults). Our analyses showed that disclosures differentially
affect minors versus adults; therefore, further research on

minors will be crucial in enhancing our understanding of dis-

closure effects on different target groups. For example, child-

ren’s cognitive and socialemotional development (John 1999;

Valkenburg and Piotrowski 2017) should be taken into

account in explaining and predicting the effects of disclosure

on children. In addition, future research should explore the
ways in which disclosure could be more effective in informing

minors about sponsored content.
Fourth, although our meta-analysis showed no differ-

ences in disclosure effects between online and offline
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media, further refinement of media effects could not be
achieved in this meta-analysis because of data constraints.
Thus, future research in this area would add to our know-
ledge. There are large differences within online media and
among various offline media, which include modality,
social use, and so on. These factors may be involved in
the effects of disclosure. Therefore, future research could
conduct a systematic comparison of disclosure effects
among various media.

Fifth, from a theoretical viewpoint, our meta-analysis
integrates several approaches in which the persuasion
knowledge model provided the focus of the integrative
model. We assumed that persuasion knowledge would
increase skepticism and resistance, thus reducing evalu-
ation. Recent research showed that persuasive agents that
use a credible tactic achieved favorable evaluations of
those who access persuasion knowledge (Isaac and
Grayson 2017). Future research should analyze the

TABLE 7
Summary of the Main Findings

Research Topic Main Findings

Effects of disclosing sponsored
content (results based on
integrated correlations)

� Disclosing sponsored content reduces brand attitude, credibility, and
source evaluation.

� Disclosing sponsored content increases brand recognition, attention,
persuasion knowledge, and resistance.

How disclosure of sponsored
content works (results from
meta-analytic path model)

� The effects on brand memory are mainly mediated by persuasion
knowledge as recognition of advertising, while the effects on brand
attitude are mainly mediated via persuasion knowledge as understanding
of persuasive intent.

� The findings support the memory priming effect: recognition as
advertising increases brand memory but does not influence
brand evaluation.

� The findings are in line with the flexible correction approach:
understanding of sponsored content relates to brand evaluation but not
to brand memory.

Moderators of effects of disclosing
sponsored content (results from
moderator analysis)

� Disclosures presented after the sponsored content decrease brand
evaluation and credibility.

� Disclosures presented before or during the sponsored content lead to
less negative brand evaluation.

� Disclosures presented during the sponsored content lead to higher recall
and less negative credibility.

� Visual disclosures lead to a higher recognition of sponsored content.
� Mentions of the brand in disclosures increase the effects on brand

recall increase.
� Mentions of the sponsoring intent in disclosures enhance understanding

persuasive intent.
� Mentions of the word advertising in disclosures increase credibility and

recognition of advertising.
� Respondents who are aware of the disclosure show higher recognition

of advertising.
� Disclosing sponsored content increases recognition of advertising and

reduces brand evaluations by adults more than by children or
adolescents.

� Females show stronger brand recall and intentions due to disclosures.
� U.S. consumers reveal more negative credibility due to disclosing

sponsored content.
� Brand evaluations due to disclosure became less negative over time.
� Brand recall is stronger when disclosures of unfamiliar products appear.
� Credibility is more negative when disclosures refer to low-

involvement products.
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conditions under which disclosures are a credible tactic,
thus improving evaluations of the agent and brand.

Implications for Practitioners
The findings of this meta-analysis have important

practical implications. Disclosures have been found to
consistently activate persuasion knowledge and increase
understanding that sponsored content is advertising
because it is intended to persuade. Hence, disclosure can
be an effective tool for regulators to increase transpar-
ency. In addition, for disclosures to be the most effective,
the sponsor’s intent or the word advertising should be
included. Our findings also underline that the noticeabil-
ity of the disclosure is important. Therefore, disclosure
guidelines and regulations should explicitly focus on how
to implement a disclosure to ensure that it attracts atten-
tion. In addition, our findings showed that disclosures are
not as effective in informing minors as they are in inform-
ing adults about the persuasive nature of embedded
advertising. Moreover, disclosures lead to less resistance
to persuasion among minors than among adults, which
implies that minors are more susceptible to sponsored
content even when disclosures are used. This finding has
important implications for enhancing the transparency of
sponsored content for minors and for the protection of
minors against persuasion by sponsored content.
Regulators should consider minors-specific guidelines to
guarantee the transparency of sponsored content
to minors.

Regarding advertisers, disclosure has both positive and
negative outcomes. On one hand, disclosures emphasize
the presence of the brand, which draws attention to it
and increases the likelihood of remembering it. Thus, the
transparency of sponsored content increases brand aware-
ness. On the other hand, disclosure increases the likeli-
hood of criticism of the brand, message, and source.
Hence, advertisers should use sponsored content that
requires the disclosure only of brands and products of
which awareness needs to be generated, such as brand
and products that are new. To improve the image of a
brand or product, other advertising formats that do not
require disclosures would be more appropriate. Because
the negative effects of disclosure on brand evaluation
were reduced over time in our study, sponsored content
might become more attractive to advertisers who aim to
generate positive evaluations of their brand.

NOTES

1. We could not include all variables presented in Table 1 because of

data constraints, which is explained in detail in the Method section.

The variables that were excluded from the model (e.g., attitude

toward the ad, behavioral intention, or attention) are strongly

related to the variables that were included in the model, and their

integration would very likely have not challenged the findings of

the proposed model. In particular, attitudes toward the ad and

behavioral intention were strongly correlated with brand attitudes,

source evaluation was strongly related to credibility, and attention

was a mediator between disclosing sponsored content and the

activation of persuasion knowledge.

2. As a result, we excluded from further analysis 10 effect sizes

related to two perception variables, three effect sizes related to

attention to the brand, three effect sizes related to sponsorship

transparency, three effect sizes related to brain activities, five

effect sizes related to brand familiarity, and five effect sizes

related to product involvement.

3. As an additional test of publication bias, we tested whether the

correlations differed depending on whether they were taken

from published or unpublished papers (e.g., working papers and

doctoral theses). We did not find any influence of publication

status (b ¼ .034, SE ¼ .054, t ¼ .637, p ¼ .527), which reduced

the risk of publication bias. We further regressed the absolute

values of the correlations on the sample size. If publication bias

existed, there should have been a relationship indicating that

small samples with insignificant correlations were missing in the

database. We found a nonsignificant relationship (b < �.001,

SE < .001, t ¼ .561, p ¼ .575), which showed that significant

and insignificant findings had the same likelihood of

being included.

4. We further tested whether using resistance and credibility as key

outcome variables instead of mediators would lead to a better

fit than the proposed model. To that end, we restricted the

corresponding paths from either resistance or credibility to

brand attitude and brand recall to be zero in the proposed

model. The chi-square difference test was significant (v2

difference ¼ 140.402, df¼ 4, p < .001), indicating that resistance

and credibility are better conceptualized as mediators.
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