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the main factor influencing subscription decisions. Around two-thirds of participants expressed a preference for detailed
disclosures, while most participants who preferred one-line indicated a need for detail-on-demand disclosure formats. Our
findings show that not all AI disclosures lead to a transparency dilemma, but instead reflect a trade-off between readers’
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1 Introduction
Since the advent of artificial intelligence (AI) tools such as ChatGPT and Midjourney, these technologies have
become increasingly integrated into our daily lives, and journalism is no exception. Studies have demonstrated
that these technologies can be utilized throughout the entire journalistic reporting process, from gathering to
producing, verifying, and distributing news [5, 11]. Tasks previously requiring human judgment, such as headline
optimization, lead paragraph construction, and background research synthesis, are increasingly delegated to or
augmented by AI systems [15, 30].

The rapid integration of AI tools in journalistic processes has led to growing calls for transparency regarding
AI use in the form of AI labels and disclosures [17, 35, 47]. Currently, such AI disclosures are self-regulated
and are not standardized [43]. Hence, studies have explored disclosure designs to meet readers’ transparency
needs and build trust. However, recent studies [1, 29, 32, 33, 42] have observed a “transparency dilemma” with AI
disclosures, where instead of increasing readers’ trust, disclosures lead to lower trust.

AI use disclosures may include details such as whether the content was AI-generated or AI-edited, as well as the
steps in which AI was involved [20, 26]. Recent works [10, 20] on labels for AI-generated content on social media
demonstrated the viability of detailed disclosures in improving transparency and users’ trust. However, it remains
unclear how the level of detail in AI disclosures within a news-reading context affects readers’ trust. Specifically,
this study asks (RQ): To what extent do detailed AI disclosures mitigate or exacerbate the transparency dilemma
in news, as reflected in trust questionnaires, decision-making behaviors, and interviews?
We explore this gap through a 3 × 2 × 2 mixed factorial study involving three levels of AI disclosures (none,

one-line, detailed) across two types of news (politics and lifestyle) and two levels of AI involvement (low and high).
We included two types of news because previous works [1, 32, 33] suggest that this could affect readers’ trust
when disclosing AI use. The studies investigating the transparency dilemma in news (e.g., [1, 33]) typically focus
on fully AI-generated labels. Moving away from full AI authorship, we considered two levels of AI involvement
to reflect the fact that AI can be used at different stages of news production and to varying degrees [12, 21, 26].
In our study, one-line disclosures indicated whether AI was used for partial content generation or final editing,
while detailed disclosures further described the specific production steps involving AI, confirmed human editorial
oversight, and included contact information for error reporting. We evaluated readers’ trust through the News
Media Trust questionnaire [40] at both article and outlet levels, source-checking behavior (operationalized as
spending tokens to view source articles), and subscription behavior. Additionally, we conducted semi-structured
interviews to gain insights into the participants’ perceptions of the disclosures, their preferences, and underlying
reasons for their source-checking and subscription behaviors.

We found that detailed disclosures led to lower trust questionnaire scores and lower subscription rates, whereas
one-line and no disclosure conditions yielded similar trust scores and subscription rates. We also found that, on
average, participants checked sources the least in the no disclosure condition, followed by one-line disclosure,
and the most in the detailed disclosure condition. Although AI involvement did not show considerable differences
in trust questionnaire responses, high AI involvement often led to more source-checking and lower subscription,
indicating that the level of AI involvement could contribute to the transparency dilemma. Results from our
interview analysis showed that often interest prompted participants to check sources, whereas trust was the
determining factor for subscription behavior. Interestingly, around two-thirds of the participants preferred
detailed disclosures because of more transparency, and among those who preferred one-line, most of them
expressed a desire for detail-on-demand disclosure designs. Our findings suggest that not all AI disclosures lead
to a transparency dilemma, but detailed disclosures do. However, detailed disclosures are more aligned with the
transparency expectations of the readers, highlighting a paradoxical trade-off between trust and transparency.
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2 Related Work

2.1 Regulatory Responses to Generative AI and Self-regulation of Disclosure Practices
The rapid proliferation of generative AI has prompted regulatory responses at both regional, national, and
international levels across the world [4]. Major legislative frameworks have emerged, including the EU AI Act,
the US AI Bill of Rights, and UNESCO’s Ethics on AI, each attempting to establish governance structures for
responsible AI development and deployment [35]. The AI Act, for example, proposes a framework by categorizing
systems according to risk levels and imposing heightened AI disclosure obligations, including transparency,
human oversight, and technical documentation [17]. However, editorial processes and content generation typically
fall outside the Act’s definitional scope, leaving journalistic AI use largely unaddressed by explicit regulation.
Additionally, there is emphasis that news organizations should self-regulate, leaving the regulatory responsibility
with the organizations themselves [23, 47].

In light of this self-regulation, the Coalition for Content Provenance and Authenticity (C2PA) [19] was founded.
It represents a voluntary, industry-led technical standard for embedding cryptographic metadata in digital content,
enabling verification of origin and modification history [19]. Regulatory challenges specific to journalism arise
from structural tensions between press freedom, source protection, proprietary systems, and auditability [2, 13].
Global publishers navigate fragmented compliance landscapes, where divergent regional rules create operational
complexity without necessarily advancing transparency goals [36].

2.2 Audience Perspectives and AI-usage Disclosure Dynamics in Journalism
Scholarly and industry discourse on AI in journalism has centered predominantly on system design and producer
perspectives, leaving audience mental models, literacy, and consent practices under-examined [41, 46]. Where
research addresses public reception, studies on trust and acceptance reveal systematic variation by task type and
perceived stakes [26]. Audiences express greater acceptance of AI for routine, low-stakes tasks, such as weather
summaries, financial updates, or sports recaps, while penalizing opaque or high-stakes applications involving
investigative reporting, opinion formation, or sensitive subject matter [22, 44].

Disclosure practices have the potential to mediate trust outcomes, though efficacy depends on specificity and
actionability [1, 31]. Research examining disclosure practices demonstrates that label design and information
architecture critically shape audience comprehension and trust calibration. Generic labels such as “This article
was created using AI” are frequently misinterpreted or ignored, failing to convey the nature, extent, or oversight
of automated involvement [1]. Provenance cues, such as detailed bylines indicating which tasks were AI-assisted,
links to methodology pages, or embedded content credentials, demonstrate improved comprehension and trust
calibration when implemented in context-dependent rather than blanket form [43]).
Recent work found that while audiences express a strong desire for transparency about AI use, they simulta-

neously demonstrate trust in established news organizations to use AI responsibly without requiring granular
technical details [43]). This paradox manifests in audience preferences for general organizational statements about
AI policies rather than article-level disclosures for routine tasks, with trust derived primarily from institutional
reputation rather than understanding of underlying technologies.

2.3 Transparency Dilemma of AI-usage Disclosures in News
Although transparency through AI labels and disclosures has been widely advocated, a growing body of empirical
research suggests that such transparency efforts may paradoxically erode trust: a phenomenon often described
as a transparency dilemma [32, 34, 38]. AI disclosures have been studied in different contexts with varying
stakes [28, 34, 38]. Social media is one such context in which AI disclosures have been shown to erode trust.
For example, research on labeling AI-generated media shows that while disclosure labels can decrease belief
in presented content, they do not necessarily reduce users’ engagement, highlighting a disconnect between
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awareness and behavior [45]. Moreover, negative perceptions are not limited to the content itself but can extend
to content creators [37]. Given the differing roles and priorities of social media posts and journalistic news articles
within the information ecosystem [9, 27], the transparency dilemma in news warrants targeted investigation. In
this section, we review the literature on AI-use disclosures and the transparency dilemma in news.
In the news context, the transparency dilemma effect was first observed with news headlines labeled as

AI-generated. One study [29] found that participants consistently rated AI headlines as less accurate than human-
written headlines, even when the content is factually correct, indicating a general skepticism toward AI-written
news. Another study [1] found a similar effect, labeling headlines as “AI-generated” reduced perceived accuracy
and willingness to share, regardless of veracity of the headline and actual source (human or AI). The authors
attributed this AI aversion to the interpretation of AI-generated labels as content entirely produced by AI without
human supervision. These studies suggest that readers have an aversion towards news content when AI usage is
disclosed.
Recently, research has focused on the transparency dilemma effect beyond headlines. One study [42] using

AI-generated news text content found that readers perceive articles labeled as AI-generated as less trustworthy,
even though they are evaluated as accurate and fair. They also found that this effect was mitigated by disclosing
the sources used to create the articles. In another study [32] involving news headlines with an image, news
labeled as AI-generated were perceived as less credible, regardless of whether it was a political or non-political
topic. However, the participants’ willingness to share was lower only for political news labeled as AI-generated,
suggesting topic sensitivity influences the effects of disclosure. These studies indicate that the negative effects of
AI disclosures go beyond perceived inaccuracy and affects credibility and trustworthiness.

AI disclosures affect not just articles, but also outlets. A study [33] investigated participants’ perceptions
of AI news outlets compared to trained journalists. They found that AI-generated news outlets were trusted
less, especially political news outlets (compared to entertainment outlets). Moreover, participants showed lower
willingness to accept advertisements from AI outlets. Their findings indicate that the transparency dilemma
associated with AI disclosure extends to outlets, with potential economic implications.

3 Methods
In this study, we address the question: To what extent do detailed AI disclosures mitigate or exacerbate the
transparency dilemma in text-based news, as reflected in trust questionnaires, decision-making behaviors, and
interviews? We conducted a lab study following a 3 × 2 × 2 mixed factorial design to investigate how disclosure
levels, news type, and AI involvement influence participants’ perceived trust. The study included one between-
subjects factor and two within-subjects factors, as described below:

• Disclosure level (between-subjects): We studied three disclosure conditions (no disclosure, one-line disclo-
sure, and detailed disclosure), each differing in the amount of detail about AI use.

• News type (within-subjects): Participants read both political (hard news) and lifestyle (soft news) articles.
Prior work [31, 33] suggests that trust may be influenced by the type of news, especially political news.

• AI involvement (within-subjects): All articles involved AI, categorized as low (minor edits to the source
material) or high (substantial AI-generated content based on the source material). The process for generating
articles with two levels of AI involvement is detailed in Section 3.1. These two levels of AI involvement go
beyond the fully AI-generated use case, and acknowledge that AI can be involved to varying degrees in
news production [12, 26].

5849



Full Disclosure, Less Trust? FAccT ’26, June 25–28, 2026, Montreal, QC, Canada

Fig. 1. An example of one-line disclosure for a Low AI news article

3.1 News Stimuli
We selected six source news articles (three from politics and three from lifestyle) from a selection of mainstream
news organizations (e.g., BBC, CNN, NOS). Each of these six articles was edited to create two versions, representing
low and high AI involvement, using ChatGPT-4o.
The Low AI involvement version was generated using the prompt below, and the resulting articles were

minimally edited to ensure consistency with the source material.

▶ Generate one short news article around 250-300 words based solely on the article. Make very small
tweaks in the main text based on ‘SOURCE’. You are allowed to change the title.

The High AI involvement version was generated using the following prompt, and the generated articles were
used without additional human edits, except for deleting a paragraph when necessary to maintain the target
word count.

▶ Generate one short news article around 250-300 words, have a title, an introduction and specific text
on ‘TOPIC’. Make sure it is in the form of coherent article that is based on the following URL: ‘SOURCE’.

3.2 Levels of Disclosure
We implemented three disclosure conditions: no disclosure, one-line disclosure, and detailed disclosure. The
disclosure statements were adapted from emerging journalistic transparency practices (e.g., Mirror-UK and
DR-Danish Public Broadcaster). Notably, the detailed disclosures contained additional information, such as
reassurances of human oversight and accountability, which are in line with AI transparency principles for
journalism [3, 24]. The one-line and detailed disclosures were tailored to reflect the level of AI involvement (Low
or High) in each article. The four disclosure statements (2 level of detail × 2 AI involvement) are as follows:

One-line Low AI
An AI tool was used to add an extra layer to the editing process of this article just before it was
published.

One-line High AI
This article was largely generated with the help of an AI tool.
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Detailed Low AI
This article was produced with the assistance of an AI tool, which was used to support various
stages of the editorial process, including content structuring, language refinement, and fact-check
suggestions. All content was reviewed, edited, and approved by a human journalist before publication.
This use of AI aligns with our commitment to transparency and responsible innovation in journalism.
You can report errors at: webhomepage@news.com.

Detailed High AI
This article was primarily generated using an AI tool, which was responsible for drafting substantial
portions of the content, including initial story development, writing, and factual synthesis. Hu-
man editors reviewed the final version prior to publication. Our use of AI is guided by principles
of transparency, accountability, and editorial oversight. Readers can report errors at: webhome-
page@news.com.

The wording and presentation of the disclosures were pilot-tested with a small group (N=4). Following insights
from previous works [12, 26, 28], disclosures were displayed at the top of the article (see Figure 1) so that
participants were informed upfront about the AI’s role. Additionally, participants were instructed to read the
disclosure before proceeding to the news article.

3.3 Measures
We collected multimodal data to capture participants’ perceptions and experiences while reading the news
articles. The data included self-reported questionnaires for direct subjective assessments, decision-making
tasks to evaluate disclosure-related influences on decision behavior, and semi-structured interviews to explore
participants’ reflections. Through this approach, we assess both explicit and implicit responses to AI disclosures
in news content.

3.3.1 Questionnaires. To study trust in this context, we used the adapted News Media Trust questionnaire [40].
The News Media Trust questionnaire measures whether readers perceive news reporting as fair, unbiased,
accurate, telling the whole story, and separating facts from opinions. Given the short length of our news stimuli,
similar to previous studies [33, 42], we included only the fair, unbiased, and accurate sub-scales. Participants rated
each sub-scale on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5). As highlighted
by the authors [40], this questionnaire can be applied at various levels, including specific media content, news
organizations, or the general news media landscape of a country. In our study, the participants completed the
adapted questionnaire at both the article level (immediate trust in the article just read) and the organization level,
where all articles within a single session were presented as being published by the same fictional news outlet (see
Figure 3).

3.3.2 Decision-making Tasks. Previous studies [20, 33] suggest that informing people about AI involvement not
only affects trust scores but also behaviors such as willingness to watch ads or share content. To investigate
how AI disclosures influence trust-related decisions, we incorporated two decision-making tasks in our study:
spending tokens to view sources and subscribing to the news outlet.
We used token spending as a proxy for source-checking behavior. At the beginning of the experiment,

participants were informed that they had a limited number of tokens and could choose to spend a token to reveal
the supporting source for any news article. This task was inspired by prior works [14, 25], which showed that
participants’ tendency to seek sources serves as a proxy for lower trust. After reading each article, participants
were prompted to decide whether they wanted to spend a token. If they chose to do so, they were shown the
logo of the news organization and the headline of the source article, as shown in Figure 2. Although tokens were
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Fig. 2. A screenshot of the token-spending decision task and the corresponding revealed source

unlimited and participants could reveal sources for all articles, they were informed that tokens were limited and
had to decide which articles to spend them on.
At the end of each session, participants completed a second decision-making task, in which they were asked

whether they would subscribe to the news outlet that published the articles they had just read (see Figure 3). This
binary decision was designed to study the economic implications of AI disclosures, as prior research suggests
that such disclosures can influence willingness to pay and news consumption behavior [33, 46].

3.3.3 Semi-structured Interview. We conducted a short semi-structured interview (around 5 minutes) after each
session to capture participants’ immediate impressions about the articles and disclosures, as well as the factors
influencing their choice in the decision-making tasks from Section 3.3.2. After the last session, we held a longer
interview (15-20 minutes), which focused on broader perceptions of AI in journalism and AI disclosures. During
this interview, participants were shown all disclosure statements (one-line and detailed), including those not
presented in their experimental sessions, and were asked for their impressions and preferences. All interviews
were recorded using a Zoom H2n audio recorder and transcribed with Condens.

3.4 Procedure
Our study procedure is visualized in Figure 3. The experiment began with a preparation phase, where participants
first provided informed consent. They were then introduced to the news-reading interface and the decision-
making tasks. The participants accessed a locally hosted web interface, where they would read the news articles
and complete the associated questions. On the first page, they provided demographic information, including their
age range, gender, and news consumption habits.

The study consisted of three sessions: S1, S2, and S3. In each session, participants read four news articles and
completed the questionnaires about their perceptions of the article, as well as the token-spending task. Each
session included two political and two lifestyle articles. The articles for each session were assigned using a Latin
square rotation, and their order of presentation was randomized but alternated between lifestyle and political
topics.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of two groups: Group A or Group B. Both groups read articles

with no disclosure in S1. In S2 and S3, Group A read articles with one-line disclosures, while Group B saw articles
with detailed disclosures. To specifically investigate the effect of AI involvement on disclosures, all articles in S2
were either low- or high-AI versions, and the corresponding high- or low-AI versions were presented in S3. The
assignment of low or high AI to S2 and S3 was alternated and counterbalanced across participants.

Participants were told that all articles in one session were published by the same fictional news organization.
At the end of each session, they completed the questionnaire on trust in the outlet and the subscription decision
task.
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Fig. 3. Overview of the experimental procedure. All participants had the no disclosure condition as the first session, while the
order of low- and high-AI disclosure sessions (Sessions 2 and 3) was alternated and counterbalanced across participants. Each
session consisted of four articles and associated questionnaires and ended with questions about the outlet that published
them.

Each session lasted approximately 10 minutes, followed by a 5-minute break during which a short semi-
structured interview was conducted. After the third session, participants took part in a longer interview (15-20
minutes). The entire experiment lasted about one hour, concluding with a debriefing session.

3.5 Participants
We recruited 40 participants from around the Institute campus in Amsterdam through flyers, emails, and word of
mouth. The sample included students, researchers, and non-scientific staff. Participants were compensated 10
Euros for their time. The study was approved by the ethics committee of the University of Amsterdam (FMG-
14729), and data management and protection procedures were approved by Centrum Wiskunde & Informatica
(CWI), Amsterdam.

A power analysis using G*Power suggested that 36 participants were needed for a repeated measures within-
between factors F-test to detect a medium effect size (f = 0.25) with 𝛼 = 0.05 and a power (1 − 𝛽) of 0.95. However,
during the interviews, six participants mentioned that they did not notice or read the disclosure statement for at
least one session. These participants were excluded from all further analyses, resulting in a final sample of 34
participants.

3.5.1 Demographics. The majority of participants (n = 22, 64.7%) were aged 25-34. Four participants (11.8%) were
in the 35-44 age range, and two participants (5.9%) each fell into the 18-24, 45-54, 55-64, and 65 or older categories.
Among the 34 participants, 21 identified as male (61.8%), 12 as female (35.3%), and 1 as non-binary (2.9%).

3.5.2 News Consumption Habits. Most participants (n = 19, 55.9%) reported consuming news multiple times a
day, while five (14.7%) did so once a day. Six participants (17.6%) consumed news a few times a week, two (5.9%)
once a week, one (2.9%) less than once a week, and one (2.9%) rarely or never.
When asked about their primary news sources, 38.2% (n = 13) relied on social media, followed by 35.3% (n =

12) who used online news websites. Fewer participants got their news from video platforms (n = 3, 8.8%), news
aggregator apps (n = 2, 5.9%), podcasts or radio (n = 1, 2.9%), print newspapers or magazines (n = 1, 2.9%), and
other sources (n = 2, 5.9%).
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(a) (b)

Fig. 4. Stacked bar graph visualization of (a) average media trust scores (article level) across the three disclosure conditions,
and (b) average token spending behavior across the three disclosure conditions.

4 Quantitative Results
We collected three quantitative measures: News Media Trust questionnaire, source-checking behavior, and
subscription behavior. We calculated the mean and standard deviation for all these measures, and ran statistical
analyses using generalized linear models (GLMs) for measures showing promising differences in means. Given the
exploratory nature of our study, we adjusted p-values using the Benjamini-Hochberg correction [6] to account
for potential false discoveries due to multiple comparisons.

4.1 Questionnaires
On average, article-level news media trust scores were slightly higher for the one-line disclosure condition (mean
= 10.430), followed by no disclosure (mean = 10.257) and detailed disclosure (mean = 9.938). Figure 4a shows the
mean trust scores across disclosure conditions, AI involvement, and news types.

Overall, trust scores were not considerably affected by AI involvement for both political and lifestyle articles.
For political articles, trust scores were relatively consistent across disclosure conditions (no disclosure: mean =
10.573; one-line: mean = 10.703; detailed: mean = 10.694). However, lifestyle articles showed a notable drop in
trust scores under the detailed disclosure condition (mean = 9.180) compared to no disclosure (mean = 9.939) and
one-line disclosure (mean = 10.156). These differences among lifestyle articles were statistically significant (no vs.
detailed: z = 2.269, adjusted-p = 0.023; one-line vs. detailed: z = 2.827, adjusted-p = 0.040).
At the outlet level (see Table 1), trust scores followed a similar trend, with the one-line disclosure condition

rated slightly higher (mean = 10.313) than no disclosure (mean = 9.912) and detailed disclosure (mean = 9.889).

Takeaway: Article-level trust questionnaire shows that one-line disclosure is on par with no disclosure
condition. Detailed disclosures led to lower trust for lifestyle articles.

4.2 Decision Tasks
In our study, participants spent tokens to check sources, so higher token spending indicates more instances of
source-checking. Figure 4b shows token spending behavior for articles differing in AI involvement and news type
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Table 1. Mean and Standard deviation of News Media Trust questionnaire for Outlet (out of 15), Trustworthiness rating
(5-point scale), and Subscription behavior across three disclosure conditions.

No One-line Disclosure Detailed Disclosure
Low AI High AI Overall Low AI High AI Overall

Outlet Trust 9.91 ± 2.19 10.44±2.12 10.19±1.88 10.31±2.01 9.83 ± 2.24 9.94 ± 1.65 9.89 ± 1.97
Subscribe 0.50 ± 0.50 0.50 ± 0.50 0.375±0.48 0.438±0.50 0.333±0.47 0.222±0.42 0.278±0.45

across the three disclosure conditions. Overall, participants spent fewer tokens per article in the no disclosure
condition (mean = 0.309) compared to one-line (mean = 0.415) and detailed (mean = 0.459) disclosures.
The type of news influenced token spending, with participants spending more tokens on political news (no

disclosure: mean = 0.368; one-line: mean = 0.422; detailed: mean = 0.542) compared to lifestyle news (no disclosure:
mean = 0.25; one-line: mean = 0.407; detailed: mean = 0.375) across all disclosure conditions. For political news,
token spending in the detailed disclosure condition was significantly higher than in the no disclosure condition
(z = 2.1, adjusted-p = 0.046). In lifestyle news, one-line disclosures resulted in higher token spending compared to
no disclosure, with a trend toward significance (z = 1.934, adjusted-p = 0.053).

Unlike trust scores, disclosing the level of AI use resulted in differences in token spending behavior. For low-AI
lifestyle articles, token spending remained similar across disclosure conditions (no disclosure: mean = 0.324;
one-line: mean = 0.313; detailed: mean = 0.389). However, low-AI political articles showed significantly higher
token spending in the detailed disclosure condition compared to no disclosure (no disclosure: mean = 0.294;
one-line: mean = 0.5; detailed: mean = 0.639; z = 3.082, adjusted-p = 0.021). Among high-AI news articles, the
difference in token-spending was more pronounced in lifestyle articles (no disclosure: mean = 0.176; one-line:
mean = 0.5; detailed: mean = 0.361), with a significant difference between the one-line and no disclosure conditions
(z = 2.943, adjusted-p = 0.021). However, the difference was not significant between detailed and no disclosure
conditions (z = 1.789, adjusted-p = 0.08) among high-AI lifestyle news.
As shown in Table 1, the average subscriptions were lower when AI use was disclosed. In both one-line and

detailed disclosure conditions, subscriptions were lower for high-AI sessions than for low-AI sessions. The detailed
disclosure condition led to the lowest subscription rate, with the overall difference compared to no disclosure
trending towards significance (z = 1.955, adjusted-p = 0.059). Notably, subscriptions for detailed disclosure sessions
with high-AI articles were significantly lower than in the no disclosure condition (z = 2.133, adjusted-p = 0.046).

Takeaway: Both one-line and detailed disclosures led to higher token-spending (source-checking), with the
difference more pronounced for detailed disclosure. Subscription rate under one-line disclosure is comparable
to no disclosure, and lower for detailed disclosure. High AI involvement results inmore pronounced differences.

5 Qualitative Results
We conducted inductive thematic analysis [7] on the semi-structured interview transcripts to identify recurring
patterns. Since the interview involved critical questions regarding disclosure statements, the participants who
did not notice the disclosure statements were excluded. The remaining transcripts (N=34) were coded by three
researchers. First, the three researchers coded the same four transcripts independently. Then, they discussed
the codes and arrived at a consensus codebook. Using this codebook, the three researchers coded the remaining
transcripts, 10 transcripts each. Any new codes that came up during the later coding were discussed and included
in the consensus codebook.
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5.1 Decision-making Behavior
During the interview, the participants were asked about their decisions and the underlying factors that influenced
their choices. Most participants mentioned multiple factors for their decision, especially for the source-checking
task. We had codes to capture these reasons, both for positive decisions (spending a token, subscribing) and
negative decisions (not spending tokens, not subscribing). In addition, we had a code ‘Trust’ to capture mentions
of trust and sub-scales of the News Media Trust questionnaire, such as bias and fairness.

5.1.1 Factors influencing source-checking. We asked the participants about their reasons for spending a token,
and when they explicitly mentioned that they did not spend a token on specific articles, we followed up with
questions on why they chose not to. Most participants (N=22) mentioned interest or curiosity in the topic as a
factor for spending at least one of their tokens. Trust was mentioned only by 19 participants. Participants also
mentioned factors like the use of AI (N=4) and well-written (N=4). Some participants also mentioned factors
relating to the token system, like spending the token because it’s the last article (N=8), and trying out the token
system to see how it works (N=4). Interestingly, often participants had very different reasons for spending a
token on one article than on the other in the same session. For example, P40 mentioned differing reasons for
political and lifestyle topics: “I think the one about [political topic] I felt was more dubious and less accurate.
And the lifestyle one I felt was more factual and less opinion-based”.

When asked about the reasons to not spend a token, participants (N=13) mentioned lack of interest as a primary
factor. A few participants (N=3) mentioned that the topic didn’t seem important enough to be verified or checked.
Participants also mentioned factors like agreeable facts (N=4), familiarity with the news (N=3), and trust (N=2)
for not spending their tokens.

Takeaway: Overall, interest seems to play a key role in participants’ decisions to both spend tokens and not
spend them. Trust was only a second reason for spending tokens and rarely a factor for not spending tokens.

5.1.2 Factors influencing subscription. Similar to source-checking, we asked participants what led them to
subscribe or not subscribe to the news outlet. Trust was the most common factor (N=13) mentioned for subscribing
to the outlet in at least one of the three sessions. Participants also mentioned easy to read (N=4), topics covered
(N=4), and other factors.

A majority of the participants (N=20) mentioned lack of trust (e.g., biased or one-sided reporting) as reasons
for not subscribing. AI involvement and the extent of AI involvement were also mentioned as factors for not
subscribing (N=12). For example, P37 mentioned, “I don’t need to subscribe to a news outlet that makes most of
the stuff with AI, then I can just get the news myself.” In most cases, both AI involvement and lack of trust were
mentioned as reasons for not subscribing. A few participants (N=4) also mentioned that they disliked some specific
topics (e.g., fashion) included in the session, which led them to not subscribe. Three participants mentioned that
they will never subscribe to online news outlets because they prefer newspapers and non-personalized news.

Takeaway: Overall, trust seems to be the determining factor for subscription. Lack of trust, followed by high
AI involvement, were the primary reasons for not subscribing to the outlet.

5.2 Disclosure preferences
During the last interview session, participants were asked about the pros and cons of the disclosure statements
they saw. After, they were shown both versions of the disclosures (one-line and detailed), and asked which
version they would prefer and why. In many cases, this question led to discussions about other disclosure ideas
and desirable characteristics.

5.2.1 One-line vs. Detailed. When asked about their preferred disclosure between one-line and detailed, a
majority of participants (N=22) expressed a preference for detailed, and N=11 participants preferred one-line. One
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participant mentioned that their preference depends on the level of AI involvement, with high AI use warranting
a more detailed disclosure. When asked if there is a scenario where the non-preferred version could be used,
some of the participants who preferred detailed versions mentioned that one-line disclosures could be used for
“not important news like fashion”, which points to potential topic sensitivity of AI disclosures.

The main positive characteristic mentioned for one-line disclosures was that they were short and could be
quickly read. The participants mentioned that this meant these disclosures required less processing demand and
were less likely to be ignored. On the negative side, they mentioned that the AI contributions were not very clear,
with possibilities of different interpretations. For instance, P3 mentioned “[AI disclosure] was a bit general, I
don’t know if my mother would read an article and read AI was used as a final layer, I don’t know what she
would understand from that. So I think it’s a bit specific for our generation that knows a bit more.” Participants
also mentioned that, compared to the detailed disclosures, the one-line disclosures lacked information that they
considered important, such as contact for reporting errors and assurance that a human has approved the article.

Regarding the detailed disclosures, participants mentioned that the outlets seemed very transparent about their
AI usage. They also mentioned that it gives a good idea about which steps the AI was involved in. Moreover, the
inclusion of contact for reporting errors was perceived as a step towards accountability. The main negative for
the detailed disclosures was the length, with participants pointing out that it was too long to read and would take
up too much space, especially if reading on phones. Participants (N=6) also mentioned that detailed disclosures
are likely to be skipped, and some participants drew parallels with accepting cookies without reading the entire
statements.
A few participants (N=3) mentioned that they need more details, like the model of AI used and ratios of how

much AI was involved in each step (e.g., AI contributed to 40% of the research and data gathering). A couple of
participants (N=3) questioned whether we need AI disclosures, especially if it is used as an editing tool. A few
other participants (N=2) also mentioned that for them, it is not important what is disclosed, but rather who is
disclosing, stating that they would trust certain news outlets and journalists to use AI responsibly.

Takeaway: A majority of participants prefer detailed disclosure over one-line. Detailed is perceived as more
transparent, whereas a one-line disclosure was seen as quick to read and less likely to be ignored.

5.2.2 Disclosure ideas. When discussing their disclosure preferences, some participants mentioned alternate
disclosures that they think would be more effective. Many of these disclosure designs (N=15) had a detail-on-
demand characteristic, where there is a short disclosure with a possibility of getting more details by interacting
with an icon or clicking a link. The main reasoning behind this is that the reader has agency on the level of
disclosure and can choose to “dig deeper for topics they care about”. Interestingly, 8 out of 11 participants who
preferred one-line disclosure suggested an alternate disclosure with a detail-on-demand feature. Three participants
said they would prefer more visual disclosure instead of text, and two participants mentioned highlighting key AI
contributions in the detailed version for easily glancing through the statements. One participant also mentioned
having short disclosures for entirely human articles, assuring the reader that AI was not involved.

Takeaway: Participants who preferred one-line disclosures suggested designs with a detail-on-demand
feature.

5.2.3 Disclosure expectations. Almost all participants said they believe AI is already used in journalism and
are fine with AI involvement in the editing process (e.g., rephrasing, structuring). When asked if there should
be government regulations on AI disclosures in the news context, a majority of the participants (N=24) said
yes, although some of them (N=5) expressed concerns about its enforcement, as it is getting harder to detect AI
content.
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Some participant responses suggest that AI disclosures can make the outlets be perceived as transparent, which
can be a motivation for disclosure practices. Many participants (N=17) said they would have a positive perception
of news outlets disclosing AI use, as such outlets are perceived as more transparent. Two participants mentioned
that there is potential for misrepresenting the extent of AI involvement and “whitewashing” AI use, so that the
outlets appear transparent and trustworthy.

6 Discussion

6.1 Key Findings and Insights Into the Transparency Dilemma in News
We expected the transparency dilemma to manifest in both disclosure conditions, albeit at varying degrees.
Interestingly, the trust questionnaire responses and subscription behaviors indicate that only detailed disclosures
lead to lower trust. However, both disclosures show higher source-checking behaviors. Although both decision
behaviors were integrated as measures of trust, our qualitative findings indicate that only subscription behavior
was governed by trust. Curiosity or interest in the topic was the primary reason for checking sources. In light of
our qualitative findings, we infer that not all disclosures lead to lower trust.

While prior works [1, 29, 32, 33, 42] studied AI disclosures for fully generated content, our disclosures reflected
two levels of AI involvement rather than fully AI-generated articles. The subscription measures show slightly
lower trust when disclosing high AI involvement compared to low AI involvement. Some participants also
mentioned high AI involvement as a reason for not subscribing. However, the differences were not high enough
to consider statistical testing, indicating our results hold regardless of AI involvement. This observation shows
that high-AI involvement was not equated with full AI-generation, plausibly because our disclosures emphasized
partial involvement and avoided suggesting an absence of human oversight, which Altay and Gilardi highlighted
as a reason for negative perception.

Some prior works [32, 33] suggest that political topics exacerbate the transparency dilemma than non-political
topics, whereas others [42] did not find a significant difference. Surprisingly, our trust questionnaire scores
indicate that lifestyle topics were affected more than political topics. However, as our qualitative findings suggest,
other factors like interest or familiarity could influence this difference.
While the quantitative results suggest that a one-line disclosure is better at mitigating the transparency

dilemma, qualitative results highlight readers’ preference for detailed versions and detail-on-demand disclosures.
Our findings position the transparency dilemma in news as a trade-off between trust and readers’ transparency
needs, rather than an inevitable outcome of AI use disclosures.

Overall, our findings show that detailed AI use disclosures exacerbate the transparency dilemma (RQ), though
not uniformly across news types and levels of AI involvement. While our study focused on news, the transparency
dilemma exists in other contexts [38], and our results may extend to other domains where AI use is disclosed. For
example, as highlighted in Section 2.3, social media is a related domain in which the transparency dilemma has
been observed. Our findings may extend to AI labeling in social media, with parallels between news outlets and
content creators (similar to Rae [37]). Moreover, constraints such as limited space for disclosures and attentional
affordances make concise disclosures with detail-on-demand a promising design approach [20].

6.2 Practical Implications for AI Disclosures in News
At least three practical implications for disclosures for AI use in news are formulated. First, the findings suggest
that news organizations could favor concise AI-use disclosures over detailed ones. Across both trust and behavioral
measures, a one-line disclosure generally performs better than a detailed disclosure, as the latter might lead to
information overload. This observation indicates that transparency about AI use in news does not always require
extensive explanation to be effective; in fact, overly detailed disclosures may be counterproductive [11]. At the
same time, the results have shown that transparency should not be considered as a monolith [31]. For example,
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a news topic can influence disclosure perception, and news organizations could therefore design disclosure
differently in relation to such topics, which could, in turn, induce trust.
Second, the study challenges prevailing assumptions in the literature that position disclosure as inherently

trust-reducing when algorithmic or AI involvement is made salient [1]. The present findings demonstrate that
disclosure effects are contingent on disclosure form and framing rather than mere presence. One-line disclosures
matched no disclosure condition on trust measures while outperforming detailed disclosures, indicating that
appropriate disclosure design can maintain trust while fulfilling transparency obligations. This finding addresses
the “transparency dilemma” facing news organizations, many of which avoid disclosing AI use due to concerns
about audience distrust. By demonstrating that concise disclosures do not invariably reduce trust, this study
provides empirical evidence that organizations can be transparent about AI involvement without necessarily
sacrificing audience trust perceptions.
Third, current best practices in journalism for AI transparency [3, 24], which aim to improve trust, appear

insufficient. Our results show that detailed disclosures were more prone to the transparency dilemma than simple
one-line disclosures, even when designed according to established AI transparency principles. While additional
information, such as reassurances of human oversight and accountability, is appreciated by readers, it does
not mitigate the dilemma. These findings highlight the need for further research to determine which types of
information reduce the transparency dilemma and how they can be effectively presented to the readers.

6.3 Policy Implications
Legislators and policy experts have advocated AI disclosures as a mechanism for transparency and accountability
[17, 18, 39]. In an audit of 129 AI regulations, Sloane and Wüllhorst found that 27% of transparency mandates
entail disclosure requirements. While this has been central to automated decision-making systems (ADS), where
transparency supports accountability and contestability [18], Article 50 of the EU AI Act extends AI disclosure
obligations to ‘limited risk’ systems, such as chatbots or systems generating synthetic data [16]. Yet, questions
remain about what these disclosures entail, and what their corresponding usefulness and feasibility would be,
particularly in the news domain [17]. For example, El Ali et al. highlight five themes of relevance for determining
appropriate disclosure, including user empowerment, practicality, and industry impact.
In the news ecosystem, AI disclosures must promote user awareness and agency without misrepresenting

or undermining trust in journalism. Our findings, which expand on the “transparency dilemma” [32, 38], show
that it is possible to maintain both transparency and warranted trust. However, such disclosures can come at
the expense of simplification, which can render information less accessible [8]. As observed in our qualitative
analysis, participants pointed out that short disclosures may leave out important information, such as details on
the outlet’s AI policy or a contact for error reporting. Conversely, participants noted that longer disclosures may
discourage reading, leading users to treat them like cookie banners or terms of use that are often ignored. Effective
disclosure, therefore, requires balancing accessibility, informativeness, and user behavior. Studies such as this,
which situate disclosure within a human-computer interaction context, are essential for informing appropriate
policy making.

Our study has findings pertinent to identifying the scope of regulation. For instance, the EU AI Act determines
the required regulation level based on the level of risk [16]. Similarly, in news, participants report different
expectations and needs for disclosure across different domains. In both quantitative and survey results, participants
indicated a greater interest in disclosure and source-checking for political news, which they deemed to have higher
stakes than lifestyle news presented in the study. For higher risk domains, for example, past regulation suggests
the potential of combining disclosure with other mechanisms, such as human assessment (or human-in-the-loop)
[39]. Finally, amidst different misperceptions and heuristics about AI, disclosure is most helpful when readers are
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informed about what low and high modes of AI usage in journalism actually entail, and how that influences their
trust and judgment of the content.

6.4 Limitations and future work
Several limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, our participant pool was drawn from an academic
institute, where all participants had some prior experience with AI tools. Moreover, almost all participants believed
that AI is already involved to some degree in news production. As a result, the findings may not generalize to
the broader population of news readers with varying levels of AI familiarity. Second, due to our mixed-methods
approach, which included semi-structured interviews, the sample size was necessarily limited.While this approach
enables a deeper understanding of participants’ perceptions, it limits analyses across demographic groups and
the derivation of demographic-specific findings. Third, we did not examine factors such as the positioning of
disclosures and the presence of established news brand logos, which could also influence readers’ trust and
engagement. Fourth, our study focused exclusively on text-based news articles, so the effects of AI disclosures on
news images or multimedia content remain unexplored.
Future research could address these limitations by investigating more diverse populations and considering

additional factors. This includes exploring novel disclosure designs like detail-on-demand approaches, which
could help balance transparency and trust. It would be valuable to extend this work with an online survey
study to assess the extent to which the findings generalize to a broader population. Furthermore, a long-term,
sandbox study conducted in collaboration with news outlets could enhance the ecological validity of the results.
Importantly, AI disclosures can be used to manipulate readers’ trust, and hence, it is critical to investigate
potential dark patterns in disclosure designs. Further studies involving multimedia news formats would provide
a comprehensive understanding of AI disclosures and the transparency dilemma across all journalistic content.

7 Conclusion
Our study provides new insights into how AI disclosures in news influence readers’ trust and behavior. We show
that not all AI disclosures lead to the transparency dilemma. While one-line disclosures and no disclosures yielded
similar trust and subscription outcomes, detailed disclosures reduced trust and subscription rates. Disclosing AI
use, regardless of the level of detail, led to an increase in source-checking behavior. Interview analysis suggests
that subscription behavior was governed by trust, but source-checking was driven by curiosity and interest.
Interviews further revealed that most participants either preferred the detailed disclosures or detail-on-demand
disclosure designs. These findings reveal a trade-off between readers’ desire for transparency and their trust in
AI-assisted journalism.
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