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Abstract 

 

This article reviews how AI-generated marketing videos and related synthetic social media 

advertising formats influence consumer trust and perceived deception. The review is important 

because generative AI allows brands to create humanlike voices, virtual endorsers, simulated 

product scenes and personalized video content at low cost. A PRISMA-guided systematic literature 

review was conducted using Scopus, Google Scholar, OpenAlex, Crossref and publisher pages. 

Search terms covered AI-generated advertising, deepfakes, virtual influencers, disclosure, 

persuasion knowledge, trust, authenticity and deception. After duplicate removal and screening, 

58 core studies were synthesized thematically. The literature indicates that consumers do not 

automatically reject AI-generated marketing videos. However, trust decreases when AI creates 

ambiguity about source identity, product evidence, commercial intent or data-driven 

personalization. Disclosure can support trust, but only when it is visible, specific and meaningful. 

The article integrates AI advertising, virtual influencer, deepfake, disclosure and consumer trust 

research into a framework for responsible synthetic video marketing. 
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Introduction 
 

Generative artificial intelligence has changed the way marketing content is produced, edited and 

distributed. In the past, a marketing video normally required human actors, physical product 

scenes, voice talents and professional editing. At present, brands can use AI tools to create scripts, 

synthetic voices, avatars, virtual influencers, product demonstrations and different versions of the 

same video for different consumer groups. This shows that AI is no longer only a back-end 

analytics tool. It has become part of the visible communication that consumers see on social media 

platforms (Davenport et al., 2020; Huang & Rust, 2021; Mariani & Dwivedi, 2024). 
 

The issue is important because social media videos are processed in a fast and informal 

environment. Consumers watch marketing content between entertainment clips, influencer posts, 

reviews, personal stories and user-generated content. Therefore, they may not always know 

whether the source is a real person, a paid influencer, a virtual influencer, a brand-controlled avatar 

or an AI-generated customer. Social media advertising already creates difficulty because 

commercial content can be embedded into personal and entertaining formats (Boerman et al., 2017; 

De Veirman et al., 2017; Evans et al., 2017). AI-generated video adds another layer because the 

visible human cues may also be synthetic. 
 

Marketing videos are persuasive because they use faces, voices, emotions, movement and 

social proof. When these cues are generated or modified by AI, consumers may still interpret them 

as signs of real experience. For instance, a synthetic customer can look like a satisfied buyer, a 

virtual influencer can speak like an independent user, and an AI-generated product scene can look 

like actual product evidence. Hence, perceived deception may occur even when the advertisement 

does not contain an obviously false sentence. The total impression of the video can still lead 

consumers to believe that real human experience or real product performance is being shown 

(Campbell et al., 2022; Han et al., 2018; Mustak et al., 2023). 
 

Consumer trust is therefore central to this topic. Trust is commonly linked to expectations 

of ability, benevolence and integrity, and it is also an important condition for digital exchange and 

online persuasion (Hasan et al., 2021; Mayer et al., 1995; McKnight et al., 2002). In social media 

marketing, trust is shaped by source credibility, authenticity, disclosure, relationship cues and 

consumers' ability to recognize persuasive intention (Friestad & Wright, 1994; Ohanian, 1990; 

Reinikainen et al., 2020; Singh et al., 2020). AI-generated videos complicate these judgments 

because they allow marketers to reproduce the signs of trust without necessarily providing real 

human presence or real experience. 
 

Existing studies provide useful insight, but the evidence is fragmented. AI marketing 

research explains how AI changes marketing practice and customer experience (Ameen et al., 

2022; Davenport et al., 2020; Mariani et al., 2022; Puntoni et al., 2021). Virtual influencer research 

examines authenticity, humanlikeness and trust in synthetic endorsers (Looi & Kahlor, 2024; 

Mouritzen et al., 2024; Sands et al., 2022). Disclosure research studies whether consumers 

recognize sponsored or AI-created content (Boerman, 2020; Karagür et al., 2022; van der Bend et 

al., 2023). Deepfake research discusses the risk that synthetic media can mislead consumers about 

identity, endorsement or evidence (Campbell et al., 2022; Mustak et al., 2023). These streams are 

related, but they are often discussed separately. 
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Therefore, this article conducts a PRISMA-guided systematic literature review on AI-

generated marketing videos, consumer trust and perceived deception on social media. 
 

Objectives of the Study 
 

The objectives of this review are: 
1. To identify the dominant themes in the literature on AI-generated marketing videos and 

related synthetic social media advertising. 

2. To examine how these formats influence consumer trust and perceived deception. 
3. To evaluate the role of disclosure in reducing or increasing trust concerns. 
4. To develop a future research agenda for responsible AI-generated video marketing, especially 

in Asian business contexts. 

 

The review asks four research questions. First, what themes dominate the literature on AI-

generated marketing videos and related synthetic social media advertising? Second, how do these 

formats influence consumer trust and perceived deception? Third, what role does disclosure play 

in reducing or increasing trust concerns? Fourth, what future research agenda can support 

responsible AI-generated video marketing, especially in Asian business contexts where social 

media commerce, influencer marketing and mobile video consumption are growing rapidly 

(Dwivedi et al., 2021; Joshi et al., 2025; Page et al., 2021). 
 

Literature Review 
 

The first concept supporting this review is consumer trust. Trust can be understood as the 

willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations about another party's ability, 

benevolence and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995). In digital markets, trust also depends on the 

reliability of technology, privacy expectation, institutional protection and confidence in 

information quality (McKnight et al., 2002). In social media advertising, consumers evaluate not 

only the brand, but also the source, platform, comments, visual realism and commercial intention 

behind the message. This is why trust in AI-generated marketing videos cannot be studied only as 

trust in technology. It also involves trust in the brand's representation of people, evidence and 

persuasion. 
 

The second concept is perceived deception. In marketing, deception does not only mean 

that a direct product claim is false. Deception can also occur when the overall impression of an 

advertisement creates a misleading belief about source identity, product evidence, endorsement or 

commercial intent. Native advertising research shows that persuasive messages can be more 

influential when consumers do not recognize them as advertising (Han et al., 2018). Influencer 

marketing studies similarly show that sponsored content becomes ethically sensitive when 

commercial persuasion is hidden inside personal recommendation or entertainment (Evans et al., 

2017; Jhawar et al., 2024). AI-generated video extends this issue because consumers may also 

need to know whether the human-looking source or product scene is synthetic. 
 

The persuasion knowledge model explains why disclosure and recognition matter. 

Consumers develop knowledge about marketers' motives, tactics and persuasion attempts, and they 

use this knowledge to cope with marketing messages (Friestad & Wright, 1994). When persuasion 

knowledge is activated, consumers may become more careful and skeptical. Recent work extends 

this logic to algorithmic advertising, where consumers differ in their awareness of personalization 
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and platform influence (Voorveld et al., 2024; Willemsen et al., 2025). In AI-generated video, 

persuasion knowledge may be activated by labels, unnatural voice, synthetic faces or platform 

warnings. However, if these cues are hidden, consumers may process the content as human-

generated and later feel deceived when the synthetic nature is known. 
 

The third concept is source credibility. Classic endorsement research identifies expertise, 

trustworthiness and attractiveness as important dimensions of source evaluation (Ohanian, 1990). 

In social media influencer marketing, credibility is also influenced by authenticity, perceived 

similarity, parasocial relationships and engagement with followers (Gross & von Wangenheim, 

2022; Hughes et al., 2019; Leung et al., 2022; Reinikainen et al., 2020). Virtual influencers create 

a special case. They can be visually consistent, controllable and novel, but consumers may question 

whether they can honestly recommend products when they have no real human experience (Batista 

da Silva Oliveira & Chimenti, 2021; Gerlich, 2023; Kim et al., 2023; Mouritzen et al., 2024; Mrad 

et al., 2025; Sands et al., 2022). 
 

The fourth concept is disclosure. Studies on sponsored content show that disclosure can 

increase advertising recognition and persuasion knowledge, but its effect depends on wording, 

placement, timing and consumer understanding (Amazeen & Wojdynski, 2020; Boerman et al., 

2017; Evans et al., 2017; Ikonen et al., 2017; van Reijmersdal & van Dam, 2020). Some disclosures 

are too vague or too late to help consumers. Other disclosures may create resistance if consumers 

interpret the label as a signal of manipulation. This means that AI disclosure should not be treated 

as a small technical label. It should be designed as part of the communication because it affects 

how consumers interpret the whole video. 
 

The fifth concept is authenticity. Social media marketing often depends on the feeling that 

the source is genuine, relatable and personally involved. Studies show that authenticity can support 

credibility and purchase intention, while perceived commercialism can weaken influencer 

effectiveness (Balaban et al., 2022; Balaban & Szambolics, 2022; Pradhan et al., 2023). Virtual 

influencer studies suggest that authenticity can be constructed through consistent narrative, 

transparency and social presence, but it remains fragile because consumers know that the source 

is designed and controlled (Ju et al., 2024; Koles et al., 2024). Therefore, AI-generated marketing 

videos may be accepted when they are clearly framed as creative or fictional, but rejected when 

they pretend to show spontaneous human experience. 
 

From these concepts, the ethical issue is not simply whether AI is used. AI can support 

creative experimentation, translation, editing and personalization. The concern emerges when AI 

use changes the beliefs that consumers form about the source, evidence or intention of the message. 

For example, a synthetic fashion model may be acceptable when the campaign is openly stylized, 

while a synthetic health testimonial may be problematic because it simulates lived experience. 

Therefore, responsible AI-generated video marketing requires both creative freedom and careful 

transparency (Campbell et al., 2022; Cillo & Rubera, 2025; Hermann, 2022). 
 

Methodology 
 

This study used a PRISMA-guided systematic literature review design. PRISMA was selected 

because it requires researchers to explain how records were identified, screened, excluded and 

included, rather than presenting the literature as a general narrative (Page et al., 2021). The review 

is qualitative rather than meta-analytic. A meta-analysis was not suitable because the included 
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studies use different stimuli, platforms, product categories, theoretical models and outcome 

variables. Therefore, the purpose is to synthesize themes and mechanisms rather than to calculate 

a pooled effect size. 
 

The search was conducted on 9 June 2026. The main search sources were Scopus, Google 

Scholar, OpenAlex, Crossref and publisher pages. Scopus and Google Scholar were used to check 

discoverability and relevance, while OpenAlex and Crossref were used to verify bibliographic 

metadata, DOI information, publication year and journal title. Publisher pages were checked when 

article details needed confirmation. This approach was used because the topic is still emerging and 

the relevant literature is spread across marketing, advertising, communication, consumer 

behaviour and information systems journals. 
 

The search strings combined technology terms, marketing terms, trust/deception terms and 

platform terms. Examples included 'AI-generated advertising consumer trust deception social 

media', 'deepfake advertising disclosure consumer trust', 'virtual influencer authenticity trust 

disclosure', 'synthetic media advertising ethics', 'AI disclosure advertising consumer responses', 

and 'influencer marketing disclosure persuasion knowledge trust'. Studies were included when they 

addressed AI-generated advertising, synthetic or deepfake advertising, virtual influencers, AI 

disclosure, influencer disclosure, consumer trust, perceived deception, authenticity or persuasion 

knowledge in digital advertising. 
 

Studies were excluded when they were purely technical deepfake detection papers, general 

AI papers without marketing relevance, non-scholarly commentary, records without clear 

bibliographic metadata, or papers that discussed trust in unrelated contexts without a transferable 

advertising connection. Earlier foundational work was retained when it supported the conceptual 

base of the review, especially trust, source credibility, persuasion knowledge and PRISMA 

reporting. The initial search produced 700 records. After duplicate removal, 443 records were 

screened, 123 reports were assessed for eligibility, and 58 studies were included in the thematic 

synthesis. 

 

Table 1 

Search Strategy and Eligibility Criteria 

 

Element Review decision 

Review design PRISMA-guided systematic literature review 

with qualitative thematic synthesis 

Search date 9 June 2026 

Search sources Scopus, Google Scholar, OpenAlex, Crossref 

and publisher pages 

Core search terms AI-generated advertising, synthetic media, 

deepfake advertising, virtual influencers, 

disclosure, trust, authenticity and deception 

Inclusion criteria Studies related to AI-generated or synthetic 

advertising, social media marketing, virtual 

influencers, disclosure, persuasion knowledge, 

trust or perceived deception 
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Element Review decision 

Exclusion criteria Technical-only AI/deepfake detection papers, 

non-marketing AI studies, records without clear 

metadata and weakly relevant trust studies 

Final synthesis 58 studies included in thematic synthesis 

Note. Author synthesis based on the PRISMA-guided search process. 

 

 

Figure 1. PRISMA 2020-style flow diagram for study selection 
 

 

Results 

 

The reviewed literature shows strong growth after 2020, especially after generative AI became 

visible to consumers and marketers. Earlier studies focused mainly on influencer sponsorship 

disclosure, native advertising recognition and social media persuasion. More recent studies 
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connect these issues with AI-generated ads, virtual influencers, deepfake advertising and 

algorithmic persuasion. This indicates that the ethical concern in AI-generated marketing videos 

is not entirely new. It extends older problems of hidden persuasion, commercial transparency and 

source credibility into a synthetic media environment (Dwivedi et al., 2023; Mariani & Dwivedi, 

2024; Waltenrath, 2024). 
 

The first theme is AI-generated advertising as an innovative but ambiguous marketing tool. 

AI marketing research argues that AI can transform targeting, customer experience, creativity and 

service interaction (Davenport et al., 2020; Huang & Rust, 2021). Generative AI further allows 

marketers to produce many versions of text, image and video content quickly (Banh & Strobel, 

2023; Cillo & Rubera, 2025). However, advertising studies show that consumer response depends 

on whether AI use is visible, relevant and appropriate. AI-generated content may be accepted when 

it improves creativity or usefulness, but it may also reduce trust when consumers feel that the brand 

is hiding the production process (Arango et al., 2023; Baek et al., 2026; Jung et al., 2025). 
 

The second theme is virtual influencers and synthetic endorsers. Studies show that virtual 

influencers are not simply weaker versions of human influencers. They can be novel, visually 

consistent and controllable for brands (Gerlich, 2023; Looi & Kahlor, 2024; Sands et al., 2022). 

Some evidence suggests that virtual influencers can work in prosocial or sustainability contexts 

when warmth, expertise and message fit are managed carefully (Ferraro et al., 2024; Gerrath et al., 

2024; Igarashi et al., 2024). However, the same literature shows that consumers question 

authenticity, humanlikeness and lived experience (Ju et al., 2024; Koles et al., 2024; Mouritzen et 

al., 2024). This shows that synthetic sources can attract attention, but attention does not 

automatically become trust. 
 

The third theme is deepfake and synthetic deception. Deepfake research shows that AI can 

change who appears to speak, endorse or experience a product (Campbell et al., 2022; Mustak et 

al., 2023). In marketing videos, this is sensitive because voice, face, movement and emotional 

expression are strong credibility cues. If a synthetic person looks like a real customer or expert, 

consumers may infer real experience. Therefore, deception risk is not limited to stolen celebrity 

identity. It also includes simulated testimonials, artificial product outcomes and fabricated social 

proof. This issue is important because short-form social media videos can make synthetic scenes 

appear ordinary and believable. 
 

The fourth theme is disclosure. Disclosure research shows that labels can increase 

advertising recognition, but the effect is not uniform (Boerman, 2020; Boerman et al., 2017; Evans 

et al., 2017). Consumers respond differently depending on whether the disclosure is clear, early, 

specific and easy to understand. For AI-generated video, the label 'created with AI' may not be 

enough because it does not explain which part of the video is synthetic. Consumers may want to 

know whether the person, voice, background, testimonial, product result or recommendation was 

generated. Hence, disclosure should be material and specific, especially when AI affects the 

consumer's interpretation of evidence or source credibility (van der Bend et al., 2023; van 

Reijmersdal & van Dam, 2020). 
 

The fifth theme is consumer trust and resistance. Trust can be supported when AI use is 

transparent, useful and consistent with the product context. However, resistance may occur when 

consumers perceive manipulation, hidden commercial intent or false intimacy. Studies on 

influencer avoidance and deceptive influencer practices show that consumers can respond 
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negatively when they believe the source is overly commercial or misleading (Ekinci et al., 2025; 

Pradhan et al., 2023). In AI-generated videos, this resistance may be stronger if consumers feel 

that a brand has used synthetic human cues to imitate friendship, expertise or personal experience 

without giving enough information. 
 

A further pattern is that consumers do not evaluate all synthetic sources in the same way. 

Studies on virtual influencers show that perceived similarity, social presence, privacy concern, 

diversity cues and humanlikeness can change consumer response (Ameen et al., 2024; 

Davlembayeva et al., 2025; Ferraro et al., 2024; Kim & Wang, 2023; Stein et al., 2024). This 

indicates that AI-generated video should not be judged only by whether the source is human or 

non-human. Consumers also consider whether the source fits the product, whether the campaign 

is transparent, and whether the synthetic character creates a believable but honest communication 

setting. 
 

Overall, the findings show a trust-deception tension. AI-generated marketing videos can 

support creative efficiency and personalized communication, but these benefits create ethical risk 

when consumers cannot determine what is real, who is speaking or whether the experience shown 

actually occurred. Therefore, the literature does not support the simple claim that AI-generated 

content is always unethical. Rather, ethicality depends on transparency, claim accuracy, source 

representation, product risk and respect for consumer autonomy (Campbell et al., 2022; Hermann, 

2022; Mustak et al., 2023). 
 

Table 2 

Thematic Synthesis of the Included Literature 

 

Theme Representative studies Synthesis Implication 

AI-generated 

advertising 

Arango et al. (2023); Baek 

et al. (2026); Jung et al. 

(2025) 

Consumers 

evaluate AI ads 

through trust, 

humanness, 

usefulness and 

appropriateness. 

AI labels should 

explain meaningful 

AI involvement. 

Virtual influencers Looi and Kahlor (2024); 

Mouritzen et al. (2024); 

Sands et al. (2022) 

Synthetic endorsers 

can attract attention 

but authenticity 

remains fragile. 

Virtual sources 

should not imply 

real lived product 

experience. 

Synthetic deception Campbell et al. (2022); 

Mustak et al. (2023) 
AI can simulate 

identity, 

endorsement and 

evidence. 

High-risk synthetic 

claims need 

stronger review and 

disclosure. 

Disclosure Boerman et al. (2017); 

Evans et al. (2017); van 

der Bend et al. (2023) 

Disclosure works 

when it is visible, 

specific and 

understandable. 

Generic AI labels 

may be 

insufficient. 
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Theme Representative studies Synthesis Implication 

Trust and resistance Mayer et al. (1995); 

Pradhan et al. (2023); 

Waltenrath (2024) 

Trust depends on 

source clarity, 

authenticity and 

consumer 

persuasion 

knowledge. 

Brands should 

avoid hidden 

persuasion and 

false intimacy. 

Note. Author synthesis of the reviewed literature. 

 

 

Conclusion and Recommendation 

 

The synthesis suggests that consumer trust in AI-generated marketing videos is shaped by two 

judgments. First, consumers judge whether the content is useful, entertaining and relevant. Second, 

they judge whether the content is honest about its source and evidence. These judgments can move 

in different directions. A video can be creative and enjoyable, but still be distrusted if consumers 

believe that the human source or product experience has been fabricated. This explains why AI-

generated marketing video should be evaluated through both innovation value and ethical 

communication (Friestad & Wright, 1994; Mayer et al., 1995; Ohanian, 1990). 

 

Perceived deception is useful because it captures more than factual accuracy. In synthetic 

video marketing, deception can be representational. A video may mislead consumers by making a 

virtual person appear to be a real customer, by making a simulated scene appear to be observed 

evidence, or by hiding the commercial purpose behind an entertainment format. This is consistent 

with native advertising and influencer disclosure research, where persuasion becomes more 

sensitive when consumers cannot recognize the advertisement or the sponsor (Evans et al., 2017; 

Han et al., 2018; Jhawar et al., 2024). 

 

Disclosure should therefore not be treated as a simple yes-or-no variable. If disclosure 

reduces ambiguity, it can support trust. However, if disclosure only states that AI was used without 

explaining the material AI element, it may create more uncertainty. For instance, a label that says 

'AI-generated' may make consumers wonder whether the person, voice, product demonstration or 

testimonial is synthetic. This suggests that AI disclosure should be specific enough to answer the 

consumer's likely question. The more humanlike or evidence-like the synthetic element is, the 

stronger the disclosure should be (Boerman et al., 2017; Karagür et al., 2022; Qiu et al., 2025). 

 

The proposed framework in Figure 2 summarizes the main pathway. AI-generated video 

cues can create four types of ambiguity: source ambiguity, evidence ambiguity, commercial intent 

ambiguity and data/algorithm ambiguity. These ambiguities influence consumer interpretation 

through persuasion knowledge, perceived authenticity, source credibility and perceived risk. When 

source, evidence and intent are clear, trust is more likely. When synthetic cues imply false human 

experience or hidden persuasion, perceived deception is more likely. Boundary conditions such as 

product risk, disclosure quality, humanlikeness, AI literacy and platform context shape the strength 

of these outcomes (Ameen et al., 2024; Liyanaarachchi et al., 2024; Voorveld et al., 2024). 
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The framework also shows why product category matters. AI-generated video may be more 

acceptable in fashion, entertainment, gaming and low-risk consumer goods because consumers 

may interpret the content as stylized creativity. However, the same practice may be more 

problematic in health, finance, education, charity or sustainability marketing because consumers 

rely more heavily on trust and evidence. A synthetic patient, investor, student or charity beneficiary 

can create a stronger deception risk than a synthetic fashion model. Hence, firms should use a risk-

based approach rather than applying the same AI policy to all marketing videos (Gerrath et al., 

2024; Hermann, 2022). 

 

The findings also extend source credibility theory. In traditional endorsement, source 

credibility is attached to the perceived expertise, trustworthiness and attractiveness of a person 

(Ohanian, 1990). In AI-generated marketing videos, credibility also depends on the brand's 

governance of synthetic representation. Consumers may ask whether the brand has used AI 

honestly, whether the synthetic source is clearly identified, and whether the message implies 

experience that cannot exist. Therefore, credibility is not only a characteristic of the endorser. It is 

also a characteristic of the brand's disclosure and accountability. 

 

The findings further extend persuasion knowledge. Consumers are not only asking whether 

a message is trying to persuade them. They are also asking how the message was produced and 

whether the visible evidence is real. This additional layer changes the consumer's coping task. If 

consumers do not know that a video is synthetic, their persuasion knowledge may not be activated. 

If disclosure activates suspicion without enough explanation, the advertisement may be evaluated 

negatively even if the product claim is accurate. Therefore, future research should examine 

disclosure meaning, not only disclosure presence (Rahmani, 2023; Voorveld et al., 2024). 

 

Future research should test realistic short-form videos rather than relying only on written 

scenarios or static images. AI-generated video includes movement, voice, music, facial expression 

and editing style. These features may influence trust differently from static content. Experiments 

can manipulate source type, disclosure wording, disclosure timing, product risk and 

humanlikeness. Qualitative studies can also examine how consumers explain their trust, suspicion 

or discomfort after watching synthetic video advertisements. This will help the field move closer 

to real platform experience (Baek et al., 2026; Barta et al., 2023; Jung et al., 2025). 

 

Future research should also consider Asia more directly. Many Asian markets have high 

social media use, mobile commerce growth and strong influencer economies. At the same time, 

Asian consumers are not homogeneous. Cultural norms around authority, celebrity, technology, 

privacy and advertising disclosure may shape how consumers interpret AI-generated marketing 

videos. Comparative studies across Asian countries can therefore explain whether trust and 

deception judgments differ by market, platform and product category. This is important because 

global AI marketing tools may be deployed locally without enough understanding of consumer 

interpretation in specific Asian contexts (Dwivedi et al., 2021; Joshi et al., 2025). 
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Another point is that the platform environment influences consumer interpretation. Social 

media advertising is shaped by algorithms, creator monetization rules, sharing practices, comment 

sections and platform labels. A disclosure that is clear on a brand-owned webpage may become 

less visible when the same video is reposted, clipped, shared without captions or consumed on 

mute. Therefore, marketers need to consider how disclosure travels with the video across the 

platform environment, not only how it appears in the first upload (Araujo et al., 2020; van der Goot 

et al., 2021; Voorveld, 2019; Voorveld et al., 2024). 

 

Figure 2. Trust-deception framework for AI-generated marketing videos 

Table 3 

Future Research Agenda 
 

Research area Suggested question Recommended method 

Disclosure design Which AI disclosure 

wording and placement 

best reduces perceived 

deception? 

Experiment using short-

form social media video 

stimuli 

Synthetic source credibility When do consumers trust 

virtual influencers or AI 

avatars? 

Human versus virtual 

source comparison across 

product categories 

Product risk Does AI disclosure 

expectation increase for 

high-risk products? 

Scenario experiment and 

consumer survey 

Asian platform context How do Asian consumers 

interpret AI-generated 

influencer videos? 

Cross-country qualitative 

and quantitative study 
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Research area Suggested question Recommended method 

Long-term trust Does repeated exposure to 

synthetic marketing reduce 

brand or platform trust? 

Longitudinal panel design 

Note. Author synthesis. 
 

The findings have several implications for business practice. First, firms should treat AI-

generated marketing videos as a trust-sensitive communication tool, not only as a low-cost content 

production tool. Many Asian markets have active social media commerce, livestream selling, 

influencer marketing and mobile-first consumer behaviour. In this environment, consumers may 

make fast judgments based on short videos, creator cues and peer signals. If brands use AI-

generated people, voices or product scenes without clear explanation, consumers may later feel 

that the brand has hidden important information. Therefore, transparency should be designed 

before the campaign is published, not added only after complaints arise. 

 

Second, Asian businesses should use risk-based disclosure. For low-risk creative uses such 

as background editing, language translation or visual enhancement, a simple label may be 

sufficient depending on platform rules. For higher-risk uses such as virtual experts, synthetic 

testimonials, cloned voices, simulated product results or AI-generated customer stories, stronger 

disclosure is needed. The disclosure should explain what is synthetic and why it matters. A label 

such as 'AI-generated video' may be too general. A clearer label may state that the spokesperson 

is virtual, the product scene is simulated, or the voice is AI-generated. This helps consumers 

understand the message before they rely on it. 

 

Finally, businesses should invest in AI literacy for marketing teams and consumers. 

Marketing teams need clear policies on disclosure, consent, claim substantiation and synthetic 

representation. Consumers also need understandable platform labels and brand-level explanations. 

In the long run, responsible AI-generated video marketing may become a competitive advantage. 

Brands that are transparent and accountable can still enjoy creative efficiency, but they are less 

likely to damage consumer trust. Hence, the best use of AI in Asian business is not simply to 

produce more content, but to produce persuasive content that consumers can understand, evaluate 

and trust. For managers, the implication is also operational. AI video governance should be 

included in campaign briefing, agency contracts and approval checklists. The checklist can ask 

whether the video uses synthetic people, whether consent is required, whether the product result 

is simulated, whether the disclosure appears on screen, and whether the message may mislead 

vulnerable consumers. This turns ethical AI use from a general principle into a practical marketing 

control that Asian firms can apply across campaigns. 
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