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Article 
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Department of Management Science and Technology, University of Western Macedonia, 50150 Kozani, Greece 
* Correspondence: vasomarkou14@gmail.com 

Abstract 

The rapid diffusion of artificial intelligence (AI) in marketing has reshaped how consumers interact 
with digital content and evaluate ethical aspects of firms. This study examines how familiarity with 
and trust in AI influence consumers’ acceptance of AI-based advertising and their ethical purchasing 
behavior. Data were collected from 505 Greek consumers through an online survey and analyzed 
using hierarchical and logistic regression models. Reliability and validity tests confirmed the 
robustness of the measurement instruments. The results show that familiarity with AI technologies 
significantly enhances trust and ethical confidence toward AI systems. In turn, trust in AI strongly 
predicts consumers’ acceptance of AI-driven advertising, while acceptance positively affects ethical 
consumption intentions. The findings also confirm a mediating relationship, indicating that 
acceptance of AI-based advertising transmits the effect of AI trust to ethical consumption. Overall, 
the study integrates ethical and technological dimensions into a unified behavioral model, 
highlighting the central role of moral trust in shaping consumer behavior in the digital era. The 
conclusions emphasize that transparent and responsible use of AI in marketing can strengthen brand 
credibility, foster ethical engagement, and contribute to more sustainable consumption practices. 

Keywords: artificial intelligence; consumer trust; ethical consumption; AI-based advertising; digital 
marketing; sustainable marketing; responsible AI 
 

1. Introduction 

The rapid advancement of digital technologies has profoundly transformed the landscape of 
marketing and consumer behavior. Artificial intelligence (AI), big data analytics, and automated 
decision systems now enable firms to optimize targeting, personalize advertisements, and enhance 
customer engagement in real time [1,2]. However, this technological progress has also introduced 
new ethical and social challenges concerning data transparency, algorithmic bias, and consumer trust 
[3,4]. The increasing reliance on AI-mediated marketing highlights a fundamental paradox: while 
consumers value personalized and efficient communication, they simultaneously express concerns 
about privacy, fairness, and manipulation in data-driven practices [5,6]. 

In today’s digital marketplace, consumers no longer evaluate only the functional attributes of 
products or services; they also judge the moral integrity and ethical image of the companies behind 
them [7,8]. This shift has intensified the need for organizations to demonstrate corporate 
responsibility and ethical alignment in their digital strategies. Studies show that trust and perceived 
ethicality significantly influence consumers’ willingness to accept AI-based recommendations, 
advertisements, and decision support tools [2,9,10]. When consumers perceive transparency and 
accountability in algorithmic systems, they tend to form more positive attitudes toward the brand 
and exhibit higher levels of engagement [11]. 
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Despite growing interest in AI-driven marketing, several research gaps remain. Much of the 
existing literature focuses on technological or functional adoption models—such as the Technology 
Acceptance Model (TAM) and the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT)—
without fully addressing the ethical and relational dimensions of trust [12,13]. Furthermore, few 
empirical studies have examined how the ethical image of businesses and consumer trust in AI 
interact to shape behavioral outcomes such as the acceptance of AI-based advertising or ethical 
purchasing intentions [14–16]. Addressing this gap is crucial for understanding how digital 
transformation can coexist with responsible and trustworthy marketing communication. 

This study aims to contribute to this emerging field by exploring how consumers’ familiarity 
and trust in AI influence two key behavioral dimensions: (a) the acceptance of AI-driven advertising 
and (b) the intention toward ethical consumption. Drawing on data from Greek digital consumers, 
the research develops and empirically tests a conceptual framework linking digital engagement, 
ethical confidence, and purchasing behavior. The contribution is twofold: theoretically, it integrates 
trust and ethical corporate image within a behavioral model of consumer decision-making; 
practically, it offers insights for companies seeking to design transparent, ethically responsible, and 
consumer-centered marketing strategies in the digital era [7,9,11,16]. 

2. Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis Development 

The theoretical framework of this study builds on previous research examining the role of trust, 
ethics, and digital engagement in shaping consumer attitudes and behavioral outcomes in 
technology-mediated marketing environments. Trust has been widely recognized as a cornerstone of 
successful digital relationships between consumers and firms [17]. When consumers perceive a 
technology or platform as transparent, reliable, and fair, they are more likely to accept its use in 
personalized communication, data sharing, and decision assistance [18]. In contrast, a lack of clarity, 
accountability, or perceived ethical legitimacy can undermine confidence, creating resistance to 
digital tools and skepticism toward AI-mediated marketing [19]. 

Existing research also shows that familiarity and previous experience with digital systems 
enhance perceived ease of use, competence, and confidence [20]. As consumers increasingly interact 
with automated systems—chatbots, recommender engines, or voice assistants—they develop a more 
nuanced understanding of how such technologies function, which can foster greater comfort and 
trust [21]. Consequently, familiarity not only reduces uncertainty but also supports more positive 
ethical evaluations of technology providers who are seen as transparent and responsible [22]. 

2.1. Trust and Familiarity with Artificial Intelligence 

Trust represents one of the most decisive factors shaping consumer attitudes toward artificial 
intelligence (AI) and the companies that deploy it. Recent studies emphasize that trust in AI extends 
beyond the technical reliability of algorithms, encompassing consumers’ belief that technology is 
applied responsibly, transparently, and in alignment with social and ethical norms [9,11]. When 
consumers perceive AI-based systems as fair and accountable, their acceptance and confidence 
toward the firms behind them increase [8,23]. 

Familiarity with AI plays a crucial cognitive role in the formation of trust. Consumers who are 
more exposed to AI applications—such as recommendation systems, chatbots, or personalized 
advertisements—tend to experience less uncertainty and develop stronger perceptions of reliability 
[22,24]. Familiarity functions as a learning mechanism that enhances understanding of how AI 
operates and reduces perceived risks [25]. As a result, it fosters both cognitive and affective trust 
toward the technology and its providers [18]. 

The literature consistently highlights the multidimensional nature of AI trust, involving not only 
perceived competence and consistency but also perceived fairness, benevolence, and ethical integrity 
[26,27]. When businesses demonstrate transparency and ethical responsibility in their data practices, 
consumers are more likely to attribute moral value to their technological use [16]. This perception 
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contributes to broader positive attitudes toward brands that integrate AI in an accountable and 
socially conscious manner [7]. 

Recent empirical findings show that consumers’ familiarity with AI strengthens their trust, 
which subsequently enhances their acceptance of AI-driven marketing and decision-making tools 
[6,10,14]. Trust therefore acts as a mediating construct that channels the effect of cognitive 
understanding (familiarity) into behavioral readiness to adopt AI-enabled interactions [17]. The 
relatio6nship between familiarity and trust also reflects broader processes of ethical evaluation: when 
users feel knowledgeable and empowered, they tend to expect fairness, transparency, and respect for 
personal data [3]. 

In summary, familiarity and trust form an interdependent system: knowledge reduces 
uncertainty, and trust strengthens the willingness to engage with AI-based services. Based on this 
reasoning, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H1: Familiarity with artificial intelligence positively influences consumers’ trust in AI and in companies that 
employ it. 

2.2. Acceptance of AI-Based Advertising 

Acceptance of AI-based advertising depends critically on consumers’ prior trust in the 
technology and in the organizations employing it. Individuals are more likely to accept personalized 
messages when they perceive AI-generated content as useful, transparent, and respectful of privacy 
and autonomy [2,33]. From the perspective of procedural fairness, consumers evaluate not only the 
outcomes of advertising but also the processes by which ads are created, targeted, and delivered [14]. 
The legitimacy of algorithmic procedures thus becomes a moral criterion that influences how 
persuasive and acceptable AI-generated messages appear [28]. 

Trust operates as a cognitive filter that lowers perceived risk and enhances openness to AI-
mediated communication [5]. When algorithmic systems are seen as accountable, explainable, and 
free from manipulative intent, consumers attribute greater credibility both to the message and to the 
sponsoring brand [19,46]. In this way, perceived trustworthiness shapes the moral and psychological 
conditions under which consumers respond to AI-based advertising. The acceptance of such 
advertising is therefore conceptualized as a proximal outcome of trust in AI—a critical link that 
connects technological confidence to broader ethical and evaluative judgments of firms [7,15]. 

H2: Trust in AI positively influences consumers’ acceptance of AI-based advertising. 

2.3. Ethical Consumption Intention 

Ethical consumption intention reflects consumers’ tendency to incorporate social, 
environmental, and moral considerations into their purchasing decisions [30,31]. It involves both 
avoidance of products associated with unethical practices and preference for firms perceived as 
responsible and transparent [32]. In digital marketplaces, the accessibility of ethical information—
such as sourcing, labor conditions, or sustainability ratings—is increasingly mediated by AI systems 
that recommend or filter product information. These systems can strengthen moral decision-making 
when perceived as fair and unbiased but may undermine it when perceived as intrusive or 
manipulative [26,33]. 

Acceptance of AI-based advertising can serve as a cognitive activation frame that links 
technological trust to ethical behavior. When consumers accept AI-mediated communication as 
legitimate and transparent, they are more inclined to generalize positive moral expectations toward 
the company, reinforcing perceptions of ethical image and integrity [26,35]. Consequently, consumers 
who view AI-based marketing as trustworthy are more likely to reward responsible firms through 
their ethical purchase choices. 

H3: Acceptance of AI-based advertising positively influences ethical consumption intention. 
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2.4. Mediation of AI Advertising Acceptance 

Beyond direct effects, prior research suggests that technology acceptance frequently mediates 
the pathway from cognitive antecedents—such as familiarity and trust—to behavioral intentions 
[12,13]. Acceptance of AI-based advertising can thus be understood as the mechanism through which 
trust in AI translates into ethically oriented behavior. When consumers perceive AI advertising as 
transparent and legitimate, they infer that the company’s technological practices align with broader 
social and moral standards [36]. This inference legitimizes the use of AI in marketing, turning trust 
into proactive engagement with ethically perceived brands [37]. 

H4: Acceptance of AI-based advertising mediates the relationship between trust in AI and ethical consumption 
intention. 

2.5. Summary and Link to Methods 

In summary, the proposed framework suggests a sequential pathway linking digital familiarity, 
trust, and ethical consumption intentions through the acceptance of AI-based advertising. Familiarity 
with AI fosters trust, which enhances the acceptance of AI-mediated communication and, ultimately, 
encourages consumers to act according to ethical values in their purchasing decisions. This 
conceptual model aligns with the empirical design and the regression analyses presented in the 
Results section, where each stage (H1–H4) corresponds to a specific statistical model testing these 
theoretical links. Figure 1 illustrates the proposed conceptual model and the hypothesized 
relationships (H1–H4). Familiarity with AI influences trust, which subsequently affects the 
acceptance of AI-based advertising and consumers’ ethical consumption intentions. Acceptance of 
AI-based advertising acts as a mediating variable linking trust in AI to ethical consumption. 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of the Study. 

3. Results 

This section may be divided by subheadings. It should provide a concise and precise description 
of the experimental results, their interpretation, as well as the experimental conclusions that can be 
drawn. 
  

Familiarity with AI
• ↓ (H1)

Trust in AI
• ↓ (H2)

Acceptance of AI-Based 
Advertising
• ↓ (H3)

Ethical Consumption 
Intention
•(H4: AI Advertising Acceptance 

mediates the relationship between 
AI Trust and Ethical Consumption 
Intention)
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3.1. Sample and Data Collection 

The empirical analysis was based on data collected from Greek adult consumers aged 23 years 
and above who regularly use the Internet for communication, information seeking, and online 
purchases. Data gathering took place during the first half of 2025 through a structured online 
questionnaire created in Google Forms. A convenience sampling method was applied, using social 
media platforms (Facebook, LinkedIn), university mailing lists, and professional networks to ensure 
efficient and cost-effective data collection [38,39]. 

Out of 650 distributed questionnaires, 505 valid responses were retained, corresponding to a 
response rate of 77.7%. This sample size meets the requirements for multivariate and logistic 
regression analyses [40] and is consistent with thresholds suggested for consumer-behavior studies 
employing similar techniques [41,42]. 

The sample consisted of 55% female and 45% male respondents, with an average age of 36 years. 
Regarding educational attainment, 28.1% had completed secondary education, 32.5% held a tertiary 
degree, 33.9% possessed postgraduate qualifications, and 2.8% had doctoral studies. The high share 
of well-educated and professionally active participants mirrors findings from other digital consumer 
surveys, which indicate that individuals with higher digital literacy are more likely to participate in 
online questionnaires [43,44]. 

In terms of monthly personal income, 28.5% of respondents earned €601–900, 19.4% €901–1200, 
21.2% €1201–1500, and 13.9% reported earnings above €1500, while only 7.5% declared less than €600. 
This distribution suggests that the sample largely represents middle- and higher-income brackets, 
typical of digitally active consumers [45]. The gender and age proportions were broadly aligned with 
national census data from the Hellenic Statistical Authority (ELSTAT, 2024), showing no substantial 
deviations from the population structure [46]. 

A potential bias toward digitally literate users is acknowledged due to the online nature of data 
collection. Nevertheless, the heterogeneity of demographic characteristics and the adequate sample 
size ensure robust representativeness for analyzing relationships between AI trust, advertising 
acceptance, and ethical consumer intentions. Internal reliability was confirmed through Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients ranging from 0.800 to 0.819, indicating satisfactory internal consistency across the 
composite variables [47,48]. 

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the sample (N = 505). 

Variable Category % 

Gender Female 55.0 
 Male 45.0 

Mean Age 36 years — 
Education Primary education 2.8 

 Secondary education 28.1 
 Tertiary education 32.5 
 Postgraduate studies 33.9 
 Doctorate 2.8 

Monthly Income (€) 0–600 7.5 
 601–900 28.5 
 901–1200 19.4 
 1201–1500 21.2 
 >1500 13.9 
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3.2. Reliability Analysis 

To assess the internal consistency and reliability of the measurement constructs, Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients were computed for each composite variable included in the analysis. Reliability 
coefficients above the threshold of 0.70, as proposed by Nunnally and Bernstein, are generally 
considered satisfactory for behavioral and marketing research [49]. 

The first construct, AI Exposure Use, comprised three items capturing participants’ interaction 
with AI-based tools—such as chatbots, recommendation engines, and AI applications in professional 
or everyday contexts. The obtained Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.819 indicates high internal 
consistency, suggesting that the items reliably reflect a common underlying dimension representing 
consumers’ familiarity with AI technologies. 

The second construct, AI Trust and Ethics, consisted of two items measuring perceived trust and 
ethical evaluation of AI systems. The resulting Cronbach’s alpha of 0.800 also demonstrates 
acceptable reliability, confirming that perceptions of technological trustworthiness and moral 
integrity form closely related dimensions of the same latent concept. Similar reliability levels have 
been reported in prior studies examining consumer trust and ethical attitudes toward algorithmic 
and AI-mediated systems [49,58]. 

Overall, both indices of Cronbach’s alpha confirm that the measurement instruments exhibit 
adequate psychometric robustness, supporting reliable interpretation of the regression analyses and 
hypothesis testing presented in the subsequent sections. Internal consistency was further verified 
through item–total correlations, all of which exceeded 0.50, consistent with the recommended 
thresholds for construct reliability in behavioral and marketing research [50,51]. 

Table 2. Reliability Statistics for Key Constructs. 

Construct Items Cronbach’s α Interpretation 

AI Exposure Use 3 0.819 High reliability 
AI Trust and Ethics 2 0.800 Acceptable reliability 

3.3. Validity Analysis 

To assess the construct validity of the variables related to consumers’ trust and familiarity with 
artificial intelligence (AI_TrustEthics and AI_ExposureUse), a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) 
was performed. The analysis aimed to examine whether these variables represent a single conceptual 
dimension associated with consumers’ ethical and cognitive evaluations of AI-based systems. 

The results indicated that the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was 
0.500, which is considered marginally acceptable for analyses involving a limited number of 
variables, particularly when the objective is to explore their conceptual association rather than 
conduct a full-scale factor model [76]. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (χ² 
= 150.066, df = 1, p < 0.001), confirming that the variables were sufficiently correlated to justify the 
application of PCA. 

The Communalities values for both variables were 0.754, and the extracted component explained 
75.4% of the total variance, indicating strong convergent validity and suggesting that the two 
measures capture the same underlying concept. The factor loadings (0.868 and 0.868) further support 
the existence of a unified construct that represents consumers’ trust and familiarity with AI 
technologies. Overall, these results confirm the internal coherence and conceptual convergence of the 
two indicators, in line with methodological recommendations for small-scale factor analyses in 
behavioral and marketing research [52,53].  

3.4. Hierarchical Regression Analysis on Trust in Artificial Intelligence (AI_TrustEthics) 

To examine the determinants of consumers’ trust in artificial intelligence (AI) and its ethical 
dimensions, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted in three steps. 
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In Model 1, demographic variables were entered (age, gender, marital status, low income, and 
job responsibility). The model was statistically significant, F(5, 499) = 51.45, p < 0.001, explaining 
33.4% of the variance in AI trust (Adjusted R² = 0.334). Age (β = –0.337, p < 0.001), gender (β = 0.187, 
p < 0.001), marital status (β = –0.174, p < 0.001), and low income (β = –0.306, p < 0.001) were significant 
predictors, while job responsibility had a marginal effect (β = –0.077, p = 0.035). Younger, male, 
unmarried, and higher-income respondents exhibited greater trust in AI systems. 

In Model 2, attitudinal and value-based predictors were added, including 
considers_env_criteria, bought_for_self_identity, ethical_origin_influence, consumption_identity, 
and willing_pay_more_for_green. The model improved slightly, ΔR² = 0.025, F(10, 494) = 29.20, p < 
0.001. Willingness to pay more for green products (β = 0.115, p = 0.002) and ethical origin influence 
(β = 0.087, p = 0.011) had positive effects, indicating that consumers valuing ethical and sustainable 
production show higher trust in AI technologies. 

In Model 3, digital behavior indicators (Omnichannel and AI_ExposureUse) were entered. The 
final model explained 51.4% of the variance (Adjusted R² = 0.514, F(12, 492) = 45.44, p < 0.001), 
representing a substantial increase (ΔR² = 0.155). AI_ExposureUse was the strongest predictor (β = 
0.415, p < 0.001), followed by Omnichannel behavior (β = 0.115, p = 0.004). Thus, greater exposure and 
familiarity with AI correlate with stronger ethical trust in AI systems. 

Overall, the hierarchical model suggests that demographic variables explain initial variance in 
AI trust, while direct experience and interaction with AI technologies play a decisive role in shaping 
consumer confidence toward ethically reliable AI practices. 

Table 3. Hierarchical Regression Predicting Trust in Artificial Intelligence (AI_TrustEthics). 

Model Predictors Entered 
Adjusted 

R² ΔR² F Sig. 
Significant Standardized β 

(p < .05) 

1 Age, Gender, Married, 
Low_Income, Job_Responsibility 

.334 – 51.45 .000 
Age (–.337), Gender (.187), 

Married (–.174), Low_Income 
(–.306) 

2 

+ Considers_Env_Criteria, 
Bought_for_Self_Identity, 
Ethical_Origin_Influence, 
Consumption_Identity, 

Willing_Pay_More_for_Green 

.359 .025 29.20 .000 

Willing_Pay_More_for_Green 
(.115), 

Ethical_Origin_Influence 
(.087) 

3 + Omnichannel, AI_ExposureUse .514 .155 45.44 .000 AI_ExposureUse (.415), 
Omnichannel (.115) 

Note: Dependent Variable = AI_TrustEthics. All predictors entered using the Enter method. 

3.5. Logistic Regression Analysis: Acceptance of AI-Based Advertising 

To investigate the determinants of consumers’ acceptance of AI-based advertising, a two-step 
binary logistic regression analysis was conducted. 

In Model 1, demographic and socioeconomic variables were included (age, gender, education, 
job responsibility, income satisfaction, and marital status). 

In Model 2, the variable AI_TrustEthics—representing consumers’ trust and ethical perceptions 
of artificial intelligence—was added to evaluate its additional explanatory effect. 

The Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients confirmed that both models were statistically 
significant (Model 1: χ² = 110.904, df = 6, p < 0.001; Model 2: χ² = 179.058, df = 7, p < 0.001), indicating 
an overall good fit. 

The Nagelkerke R² increased from 0.300 in Model 1 to 0.454 in Model 2, showing that the 
inclusion of AI_TrustEthics substantially improved the model’s explanatory power, accounting for 
approximately 45% of the variance in the likelihood of accepting AI-driven advertisements. 
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The model’s classification accuracy also improved from 82.6% to 84.2% between the two stages, 
demonstrating satisfactory predictive performance. 

According to the regression coefficients, age (B = –0.066, p < 0.001), job responsibility (B = –1.234, 
p < 0.001), and marital status (B = 0.639, p = 0.042) were significant predictors. 

In addition, income satisfaction (B = 0.743, p < 0.001) and education (B = 0.897, p = 0.008) 
positively influenced the probability of acceptance. 

Most notably, AI_TrustEthics had a strong and positive effect (B = 2.477, Exp(B) = 11.904, p < 
0.001), indicating that consumers with higher trust and more favorable ethical attitudes toward AI 
are roughly twelve times more likely to accept AI-based advertising compared to those with lower 
trust. 

Although the Hosmer–Lemeshow test yielded a significant result (p < 0.05), suggesting minor 
deviations from perfect fit, the overall predictive capacity and classification accuracy remain high, 
confirming the robustness of the model. 

Table 4. Logistic Regression Predicting Acceptance of AI-Based Advertising. 

Predictor B S.E. Wald p Exp(B) 95% C.I. for Exp(B) 

Age –0.066 0.018 13.09 <0.001 0.936 0.904–0.970 
Gender 0.293 0.305 0.92 0.337 1.34 0.73–2.44 

Education (Master) 0.897 0.336 7.14 0.008 2.45 1.27–4.73 
Job Responsibility –1.234 0.283 19.02 <0.001 0.291 0.17–0.51 

Income Satisfaction 0.743 0.113 43.47 <0.001 2.10 1.69–2.62 
Married 0.639 0.315 4.13 0.042 1.89 1.03–3.51 

AI_TrustEthics 2.477 0.349 50.26 <0.001 11.90 6.00–23.61 
Constant –2.868 0.722 15.78 0.001 0.057 — 

Dependent variable = Acceptance of AI-Based Advertising. Method = Enter. 

Socioeconomic factors—particularly income satisfaction, education, and marital status—
positively influence the likelihood of accepting AI-based advertising, whereas age and job 
responsibility have negative effects. 

However, trust and ethical perception of AI emerged as the strongest determinant, confirming 
that higher moral confidence in artificial intelligence substantially increases consumers’ readiness to 
engage with AI-driven marketing initiatives. 

3.6. Logistic Regression Analysis: Ethical Purchase Behavior 

To explore the determinants of consumers’ ethical purchasing behavior, a binary logistic 
regression was conducted. The dependent variable (Ethical Purchase) represents whether consumers 
avoid products associated with unethical practices or, conversely, prefer companies perceived as 
socially and environmentally responsible. 

Twelve predictors were included in the model: age, gender, education, number of children, 
income, ethical origin influence, consumption identity, shopping satisfaction stress, preference for 
online shopping, AI_TrustEthics, willingness to pay more for green products, and showrooming 
behavior. 

The model was statistically significant (χ² = 214.105, df = 12, p < 0.001), indicating a good overall 
fit. The Nagelkerke R² = 0.508 suggests that approximately 50.8% of the variance in ethical purchasing 
is explained by the included predictors. The model achieved a classification accuracy of 83.8%, 
reflecting strong predictive performance. 

Among the predictors, several factors were statistically significant. Age (B = 0.108, p < 0.001) and 
income (B = 0.321, p = 0.002) positively influenced ethical consumption, indicating that older and 
financially secure consumers are more aware of ethical aspects in their purchase choices. Having 
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children (B = 2.134, p < 0.001, Exp(B) = 8.45) was one of the strongest positive predictors, suggesting 
that family responsibilities enhance consumers’ social and environmental awareness. 

Trust in AI and ethical perceptions (AI_TrustEthics) had a strong positive effect (B = 2.824, p < 
0.001, Exp(B) = 16.84), meaning that individuals with greater moral confidence in AI are far more 
likely to make ethically driven purchase decisions. Likewise, preference for online shopping (B = 
2.667, p < 0.001) and willingness to pay more for green products (B = 0.554, p = 0.039) positively 
affected ethical behavior, linking digital familiarity and sustainability awareness to moral decision-
making. 

Conversely, gender (B = –1.044, p = 0.007) and shopping satisfaction stress (B = –0.926, p = 0.003) 
negatively affected ethical consumption, suggesting that women and consumers who experience 
stress or dissatisfaction while shopping are less likely to prioritize ethical criteria. Education (B = –
3.296, p < 0.001) and showrooming behavior (B = –2.716, p < 0.001) also had negative coefficients, 
implying that higher educational attainment or emphasis on price comparison may diminish ethical 
sensitivity. 

Overall, the model shows that ethical consumption is driven by a combination of demographic, 
attitudinal, and behavioral factors. Consumers with higher trust in AI, stronger sustainability values, 
and active online engagement are significantly more likely to integrate ethical considerations into 
their purchasing decisions. 

Table 5. Logistic Regression Predicting Ethical Purchase Behavior. 

Predictor B S.E. Wald p Exp(B) 95% C.I. for Exp(B) 

Age 0.108 0.019 33.08 <0.001 1.11 1.07–1.15 
Gender –1.044 0.389 7.20 0.007 0.35 0.17–0.76 

Education (Master’s) –3.296 0.442 55.62 <0.001 0.04 0.02–0.09 
Children 2.134 0.392 29.65 <0.001 8.45 3.94–18.12 
Income 0.321 0.104 9.58 0.002 1.38 1.12–1.69 

Ethical Origin Influence 0.382 0.269 2.02 0.155 1.47 0.87–2.49 
Consumption Identity 0.316 0.114 7.73 0.005 1.37 1.10–1.71 

Shopping Satisfaction Stress –0.926 0.312 8.83 0.003 0.40 0.22–0.74 
Prefer Online Shopping 2.667 0.438 37.09 <0.001 14.40 6.53–31.73 

AI_TrustEthics 2.824 0.478 34.95 <0.001 16.84 6.86–41.28 
Willing to Pay More for Green 0.554 0.269 4.24 0.039 1.74 1.03–2.95 

Showrooming Behavior –2.716 0.425 40.81 <0.001 0.07 0.03–0.15 
Constant –7.841 1.076 53.14 <0.001 — — 

Dependent variable = Ethical Purchase Behavior. Method = Enter. 

3.5. Summary of Results 

Table 6 presents a summary of the main empirical findings from the regression analyses, linking 
the statistical results to the hypotheses proposed in the conceptual framework (Figure 1). Overall, the 
results provide strong support for the theoretical model, indicating that consumers’ familiarity with 
and trust in artificial intelligence (AI) play a decisive role in shaping their acceptance of AI-based 
advertising and their intention to engage in ethical consumption. 

H1 was supported: hierarchical regression analysis confirmed that familiarity with AI 
technologies (AI_ExposureUse) significantly and positively influenced consumers’ trust and ethical 
perceptions of AI (β = 0.415, p < 0.001). 

H2 was supported: trust in AI had a strong positive effect on the likelihood of accepting AI-
based advertising (B = 2.477, Exp(B) = 11.90, p < 0.001). 
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H3 was also supported: acceptance of AI-based advertising increased the probability of ethical 
purchasing (B = 2.824, Exp(B) = 16.84, p < 0.001). 

H4 was confirmed through the sequential pattern of results, suggesting that acceptance of AI-
based advertising mediates the relationship between trust in AI and ethical consumption intentions. 

These findings underscore the importance of ethical confidence and digital familiarity as drivers 
of sustainable consumer behavior in the digital era. Consumers who perceive AI systems as 
transparent, fair, and socially responsible are more receptive to AI-driven marketing and more likely 
to integrate ethical considerations into their purchasing decisions. 

Table 6. Summary of Hypotheses and Empirical Findings. 

Hypothesis Relationship Tested Result Support 

H1 
Familiarity (AI_ExposureUse) → Trust 

in AI (AI_TrustEthics) β = 0.415, p < 0.001 Supported 

H2 
Trust in AI → Acceptance of AI-Based 

Advertising 
B = 2.477, Exp(B) = 

11.90, p < 0.001 Supported 

H3 
Acceptance of AI-Based Advertising 

→ Ethical Purchase Behavior 
B = 2.824, Exp(B) = 

16.84, p < 0.001 
Supported 

H4 
Mediating role of AI Advertising 
Acceptance between AI Trust and 

Ethical Consumption 

Sequential 
regression pattern 

consistent with 
mediation 

Supported 

4. Discussion 

Building upon the empirical results summarized in Section 3.5, this section discusses how 
consumers’ familiarity with, and trust in, artificial intelligence (AI) influence their acceptance of AI-
based advertising and their ethical consumption behavior. The findings are interpreted in light of 
existing theories on trust, digital engagement, and ethical consumer decision-making, highlighting 
both theoretical insights and practical implications. 

The analyses confirmed that familiarity with AI technologies enhances consumers’ trust and 
ethical confidence toward AI systems. This result supports earlier studies showing that repeated 
interaction with AI-based tools reduces uncertainty and increases perceived reliability [18,27]. 
Consumers who actively engage with chatbots, recommendation engines, or automated digital 
services appear to form stronger perceptions of competence and fairness in technology. This aligns 
with the “trust learning” mechanism proposed by Gefen and Pavlou [13], whereby familiarity 
encourages affective and cognitive trust in digital environments. Beyond technical acceptance, this 
study extends the discussion by emphasizing that familiarity also fosters ethical acceptance — a 
dimension that previous technology adoption models such as TAM and UTAUT often overlook [28]. 

Furthermore, trust in AI emerged as a key predictor of consumers’ acceptance of AI-driven 
advertising. This finding is consistent with prior evidence suggesting that perceived transparency, 
fairness, and benevolence enhance consumers’ willingness to engage with algorithmic marketing 
[5,9]. When consumers believe that AI-based recommendations are ethically designed and socially 
responsible, they attribute higher credibility both to the message and the sponsoring firm. These 
results resonate with Boerman et al. [14], who noted that transparency and perceived control mitigate 
privacy concerns and improve attitudes toward personalized advertising. Therefore, in line with Kim 
et al. [92], this study reinforces the idea that moral trust in AI is essential for consumer openness to 
automated communication. 

The results also revealed that acceptance of AI-based advertising positively influences ethical 
consumption intentions. This relationship reflects the “ethical spillover effect,” in which positive 
moral perceptions of corporate practices in one domain extend to broader evaluations of brand 
integrity [7]. When AI-mediated advertising is viewed as transparent and accountable, consumers 
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generalize these moral cues to the company, perceiving it as an ethical actor. This interpretation aligns 
with Brown and Dacin [12], who showed that positive corporate associations significantly shape 
product evaluations and consumer loyalty. Hence, ethical engagement with AI marketing can foster 
more responsible consumer choices, reinforcing the link between digital trust and sustainable 
behavior. 

The sequential regression results also supported the mediating role of AI advertising acceptance 
between trust in AI and ethical consumption. Acceptance operates as a behavioral bridge, translating 
moral confidence in technology into concrete responsible purchasing. This dynamic relationship 
complements previous findings that acceptance of digital tools mediates the effects of trust and 
perceived usefulness on behavioral intentions [8]. In this context, acceptance of AI-driven advertising 
does not merely reflect technological approval but also moral alignment with perceived corporate 
responsibility. Such findings contribute to the emerging discussion on responsible AI and ethical 
marketing, suggesting that transparent and explainable AI can promote—not undermine—ethical 
consumer behavior [6,19]. 

From a theoretical standpoint, this study contributes to the literature by integrating ethical and 
technological perspectives within a single behavioral model. It demonstrates that moral trust acts 
simultaneously as a cognitive and ethical antecedent of digital acceptance, bridging the gap between 
technology adoption and sustainability-oriented marketing research. These results expand the scope 
of AI trust models, revealing that consumers evaluate technologies not only based on efficiency but 
also according to their social and ethical implications. 

From a managerial perspective, the findings underscore the importance of transparency, 
fairness, and explainability in the deployment of AI systems. Companies using AI in marketing 
should clearly communicate how algorithms process data, protect privacy, and align with ethical 
principles. This aligns with recommendations for responsible AI governance, which emphasize 
openness and accountability as critical to consumer trust [98]. By embedding ethical standards into 
AI communication, firms can enhance credibility, improve consumer engagement, and strengthen 
the long-term relationship between technology and social responsibility. In practical terms, fostering 
ethical confidence in AI may become a key differentiator for companies competing in increasingly 
digital and value-conscious markets.  

5. Conclusions 

This study explored how consumers’ familiarity with and trust in artificial intelligence (AI) 
influence their acceptance of AI-based advertising and their ethical purchasing behavior. The 
findings demonstrate that familiarity and direct interaction with AI tools enhance trust and moral 
confidence in technology, which, in turn, increase consumers’ willingness to accept AI-mediated 
marketing and to make socially responsible purchase decisions. 

From a theoretical standpoint, the research integrates ethical and technological perspectives into 
a unified behavioral framework. It extends classical acceptance models such as TAM and UTAUT by 
introducing ethical trust as a key antecedent of digital engagement. This addition bridges two 
previously separate areas — technology adoption and sustainable marketing — showing that moral 
confidence in technology is not peripheral but central to how consumers interact with AI. 

The results also contribute to the growing discussion on responsible and transparent AI in 
marketing. They suggest that algorithmic systems perceived as fair, explainable, and respectful of 
social values can foster—not hinder—ethical consumer behavior. In this sense, AI-based marketing 
can become a driver of sustainability when designed and communicated ethically. 

Managerially, the study provides clear implications for organizations using AI in marketing and 
customer communication. Firms should focus on building trust through transparency, offering 
consumers clear information about how AI tools work, how data are used, and what ethical 
safeguards are in place. Demonstrating accountability in algorithmic decisions can strengthen brand 
credibility, improve consumer engagement, and promote loyalty grounded in shared values rather 
than persuasion alone. 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 29 October 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202510.2240.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202510.2240.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 12 of 15 

 

Despite its contributions, this research has some limitations. The data were collected exclusively 
online and from a Greek sample, which may limit generalizability to other cultural contexts. Future 
studies could apply comparative or longitudinal designs to test whether these relationships hold 
across different countries, industries, or technological domains. Additionally, qualitative approaches 
could explore how consumers personally interpret ethical dimensions of AI marketing, adding depth 
to the quantitative findings. 

In conclusion, this study highlights that ethical trust is the missing link connecting technological 
familiarity, digital acceptance, and sustainable consumer behavior. By aligning innovation with 
transparency and moral responsibility, businesses can leverage AI not just as a marketing tool but as 
a means to promote ethical engagement and contribute to a more responsible digital marketplace. 
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Appendix A 

Appendix A.1 

Table A1. Independent variables used in the regression models. 

Variable Type Description 

Age Continuous Respondent’s age in years 

Gender (Male=1, Female=0) 
Binary (1=Male, 

0=Female) 
Respondent’s gender 

Master (Education) Binary (1=Master’s 
degree, 0=Otherwise) 

Highest level of education 

Low income Binary (1=Yes, 0=Other) Lowest income group (Household 
income status) 

Job responsibility Binary (1=Yes, 0=Other) 
Managerial or supervisory 

responsibilities 
Married Binary (1=Yes, 0=Other) Married (Marital status) 
Children Binary (1=Yes, 0=Other) Whether respondent has children 

Consumption identity Likert scale (1–5) 
Extent to which purchases reflect 

personality and values 
Showrooming behavior Binary (1=Yes, 0=Other) Browsing in-store, purchasing online 
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