[bookmark: _Hlk189125214]Online Appendix
[bookmark: _Hlk189123587]Our aim in this research was to identify whether AI disclosure affects evaluations of creative written content and to identify when and under what conditions such an effect is larger or smaller.[footnoteRef:1]  To study this question, we conducted a series of sixteen online experiments. Our approach was exploratory and open-ended, building on theory on algorithmic aversion to motivate our studies and dynamically adjusting our focus based on the results obtained from each study.  [1:  We ran a pilot experiment before Study 1 that is not included in the meta-analysis because it included non-fiction writing samples, departing from the focus on creative writing samples in all subsequent experiments. Results of the meta-analysis are similar with the pilot experiment included.] 

As a number of these experiments are highly related, in presenting our methods and results, we group them together into a set of five studies for ease of presentation and to provide structure to our inquiry. First, we explored how the AI disclosure effect for creative works may be shaped by content characteristics that may shape whether and to what extent the work is perceived as “human” (Studies 1a-e) (Castelo et al., 2019). Second, building off of research that suggests that algorithmic aversion is hedonic vs. utilitarian domains (Longoni & Cian, 2022), we considered whether the AI disclosure effect is different in artistic vs. non-artistic contexts (Study 2). Third, motivated by literature that suggests that altering the perceptions of AI tools can shape comfort with it (e.g., Burton et al., 2020; Diel et al., 2021; Schanke et al., 2021), we explored how providing information regarding the AI’s capabilities or humanizing the AI may alter the AI disclosure effect (Studies 3a-e). Fourth, in an effort to better understand how AI disclosure may affect both positive and negative evaluations, we considered wither AI disclosure may affect ambivalence, defined as the presence of both positive and negative evaluations of the same object (e.g., Thompson et al., 1995) (Studies 4a-b). Finally, we examined whether a “human in the loop” (e.g., Dietvorst et al., 2018; Horton Jr et al., 2023; Mellamphy, 2021) framing may mitigate AI disclosure effects (Studies 5a-c). A high-level summary of each study along with the underlying motivating question is presented in Table 1. Following the series of individual experiments, we conducted a meta-analysis to summarize our findings and effect sizes. Across studies, we also searched for evidence of mediation in the AI disclosure effect. We discuss the results of the meta-analyses as well as evidence regarding mediation following the presentation of the individual study methods and results. 
All analyses are conducted using the statistical software programming tool STATA (STATA/MP, 2021). In addition to using built-in STATA programming commands, we utilize the following user-generated STATA commands to conduct our analyses and/or organize our results: parmest, reghdfe, ftools, and asdoc (Correia, 2023b, 2023a; Newson, 2022; Shah, 2021).
Below, we outline the procedure for each study before summarizing the results across studies. At the conclusion of the Appendix, we include a correlation matrix of all variables, summary stats of dependent variables across conditions, OLS regression results from preregistered specifications for the main models as well as mediation analyses where relevant, and Cronbach’s alphas where relevant for multi-item measures (Tables A1-A72, pp. 19-86 of the Appendix). The data and code necessary to replicate the results, regression tables for estimates of the main and mediation analyses, summary statistics of the dependent variables across study conditions, correlation tables, and the study materials are available at the following link: https://osf.io/6tybe/?view_only=160cf38ba9404b628bf4815e3ec83c7f.  
Study 1a
Procedure
In Study 1, we explored whether and to what extent evaluations of AI-generated creative writing may differ depending on the perspective of the creative content (first vs. third person). This experiment was exploratory in its nature and was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 123538, link: https://aspredicted.org/7L4_V72). This experiment included 1,440 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.75. The sample was recruited in a manner so that it was representative of the U.S. population across age, race, and gender. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
The experiment revolved around asking participants to read and evaluate AI-generated writing samples. This study utilized AI-generated poems created using the large language model (LLM) ChatGPT. We considered whether the effect of AI disclosure differs for written output written in the first- vs. third-person perspective. We chose this distinction to probe whether the “human-ness” of the content may impact the effect of AI disclosure. 
We requested ChatGPT to provide us with poems about three different topics (impermanence, regret, memory) with either a first- or third-person perspective. The topics we chose were selected by first asking ChatGPT to provide us with a set of prompts that would generate creative and thought-provoking poems and then experimenting with the poems created across the different ChatGPT-suggested prompts. In total, we generated six poems that were used in the study (3 topics x 2 perspectives). Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample. We randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “the Artificial Intelligence (AI) tool ChatGPT” or by “a poet.” Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the six creative writing samples. After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the quality, creativity, and enjoyment of the work using a 1-7 scale. We collected further data on demographic information, a 20-item scale of the “Big 5” personality traits (Donnellan et al., 2006), and data on participant familiarity with ChatGPT and similar AI tools. Our study included two attention check questions and participants that failed either attention check were dropped from the analysis. The final sample included 1,342 participants (648 reported their gender as male, 668 as female; 19 as other, and 7 declined to report; age 18-91, Mage = 44.8, SDage = 15.7).
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure using ANOVA. To do so, we used a full factorial model that included main effects, two-way interactions, and the three-way interaction across our three independent variables (topic x perspective x AI disclosure). Condition variables are all dummy coded for this and all other studies. The ANOVA results reveal that AI disclosure has a significant negative effect on evaluations of enjoyment (F(1, 1,330) = 6.61, p = .010), creativity (F(1, 1,330) = 12.07, p < .001), and quality (F(1, 1,330) = 6.77, p < .001). The interaction between AI disclosure and perspective is significant for evaluations of enjoyment (F(1, 1,330) = 4.33, p = .038), marginal for evaluations of creativity (F(1, 1,330) = 6.61, p = .088), and not significant for evaluations of quality (F(1, 1,330) = 1.52, p = .218). The three-way interaction is not significant across any of the evaluation metrics: F(2, 1,330) = 1.50, p = .224 for enjoyment, F(2, 1,330) = 1.44, p = .237 for creativity, F(2, 1,330) = 1.27, p = .280 for quality.
For the meta-analysis reported after the individual study results, we used ordinary least squares (OLS) regression for ease of comparison of effects across studies. We considered OLS models using the same preregistered specification—a full factorial model that included main effects, two-way interactions, and the three-way interaction across our three independent variables (topic x perspective x AI disclosure). The regression estimates suggest that neither AI disclosure nor the interaction between AI disclosure and first-person perspective have a significant effect on evaluations of creativity, quality, or enjoyment (p = .743, 0.562, and .896, respectively for the main effect; p = .515, .859, and 0.148, respectively for the interaction effect). The discrepancy between the OLS and ANOVA results likely exists because ANOVA tests the main effect by averaging over all levels of other factors, while OLS tests the main effect conditionally on interaction terms. Excluding the interaction terms does yield a significant and negative effect of AI disclosure on evaluations using OLS. 
Study 1b
Procedure
In Study 1b, we explored whether and to what extent evaluations of AI-generated creative writing may differ depending on the emotionality and the format of the writing sample. This experiment was exploratory in its nature and was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 138224, link: https://aspredicted.org/LQT_RYY). This experiment included 2,880 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.00. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
The experiment revolved around asking participants to read and evaluate AI-generated writing samples. This study utilized AI-generated poems and prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. We considered whether the effect of AI disclosure differs for poems vs. prose and for stories that contained negative, positive, or neutral emotions. Work that is considered more emotional or artistic may also be considered more “human.” Thus, this test was to ascertain whether the “human-ness” of the content may moderate the effect of AI disclosure. 
In total, we generated six writing samples that were used in the study – a matched set of poetry and prose for each of three separate topics (one neutral emotionally, one negative emotionally, and one positive emotionally). Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “the Artificial Intelligence (AI) tool ChatGPT” or by “a participant in a prior study.” Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the six creative writing samples. After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the quality, creativity, and enjoyment of the work using a 1-7 scale. We collected further data on demographic information, a 20-item scale of the “Big 5” personality traits (Donnellan et al., 2006), and data on participant familiarity with ChatGPT and similar AI tools. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 2,755 participants (1,384 reported their gender as male, 1,328 as female, 33 as non-binary or third gender, 5 as other, and 5 declined to report; age 18-90, Mage = 35.0, SDage = 13.6). 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure using OLS regression. Our models used creativity, quality, and enjoyment as dependent variables. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, writing format, and interactions of AI disclosure and topic and AI disclosure and writing format. Considering creativity as a dependent variable, we do not find a significant effect of AI disclosure (p = .412), nor do we find any significant interaction effects (p = .567 and .438 for positive and negative emotionality, respectively). Considering quality as a dependent variable, we do not find a significant baseline effect of AI disclosure (p = .909) or the interaction between AI disclosure and positive emotionality (p = .103), however, we find a negative and marginal interaction between negative emotionality and AI disclosure (p = .053). Considering enjoyment as a dependent variable, we find a negative and significant baseline effect of AI disclosure (p = .029) and do not find evidence of significant interaction effects (p = .774 and .301 for the interaction between AI disclosure and positive and negative emotionality, respectively). 
Study 1c
Procedure
While the results of Study 1b presented some evidence that emotionality or format could moderate the effect of AI disclosure, results were weak and inconsistent. In Study 1c, as in Study 1a, we explored whether and to what extent evaluations of AI-generated creative writing may differ depending on perspective of the writing sample. While in Study 1a, our stimuli were free-verse poems, written about abstract constructs such as time, impermanence in regret, in Study 3, we took a different tack, and instead used narrative prose writing samples. Further, due to advances in AI technologies between Study 1a and Study 1c, we were able to utilize an updated version of ChatGPT (GPT-4.0), which allowed us to generate writing samples that we believe were higher quality. We hypothesized that the penalty for AI disclosure will be larger for writing samples written in the first- vs. third-person perspective. This experiment was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 141733, link: https://aspredicted.org/PH8_SXG). This experiment included 2,880 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.40. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. We considered whether the effect of AI disclosure differs for written output written in the first- vs. third-person perspective. For three topics, we generated creative, fictional writing samples that are identical, except that one is in the first-person perspective, and one is written with the third-person perspective. In total, we generated six writing samples that were used in the study (3 topics x 2 formats). Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “the Artificial Intelligence (AI) tool ChatGPT” or by “a participant in a prior study.” Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the six creative writing samples. After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the quality, creativity, and enjoyment of the work using a 1-7 scale. We collected further data on demographic information, a 20-item scale of the “Big 5” personality traits (Donnellan et al., 2006), and data on participant familiarity with ChatGPT and similar AI tools. 
We also collected data on a variety of measures to explore potential mechanisms of this effect. We adapted a measure of perceived “humanness” of the writing sample from Martin and Mason (2022), we collected measures of perceived profundity, emotional response, story, meaningfulness, effort, time, and worth of the writing sample from Bellaiche et al. (2023), we collected information on perceived authenticity of the writing sample, and we capture participant engagement with the writing sample using the length of time taken to read the sample, a written explanation of the evaluation, and a comprehension check question. We note that the mechanism measures captured in this study are all single item measures. The logic underlying these mediators were to choose items that we thought were linked to the “human” element of creative content and metrics that prior research on AI or automation suggested may be shaped by the usage of AI. We took a broad approach, collecting a number of different potential mechanisms and then testing them in an open-ended manner. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 2,753 participants (1,447 reported their gender as male, 1,238 as female, 52 as non-binary or third gender, 5 as other, and 11 declined to report; age 18-80, Mage = 34.8, SDage = 12.8). 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure using OLS regression. Our models used creativity, quality, and enjoyment as dependent variables. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, perspective, and interactions of AI disclosure and perspective. Across all dependent variables, we find a significant and negative baseline effect of AI disclosure (p = .005 for creativity and quality; p = .001 for enjoyment). We find a marginal, negative interaction effect between AI disclosure and first-person perspective considering enjoyment as a dependent variable (p = .060), but we do not find significant interaction effects for the other dependent variables (p = .815 and .918 for creativity and quality, respectively). The divergence in these results relative to the results in Study 1a could be due to multiple reasons, including: a) we utilize different kinds of stimuli across studies (free-verse abstract poems in Study 1a vs. narrative prose in Study 1c); b) we are able to take advantage of higher-quality AI models in creating the stimuli in Study 1c due to advances in the technology, and it is possible that AI disclosure effects manifest differently based on content quality; and/or c) Study 1a was run in March 2023, a relatively short period of time after the public launch of ChatGPT, and it is possible that the effect of AI disclosure manifested in a different manner once novelty of the technology wore off.
We tested whether the relationship between AI disclosure and evaluation is mediated using the mechanism measures outlined above. We find that AI disclosure has a significant effect on every one of the mechanism measures we collect. We find that the following measures mediate the relationship between AI disclosure and all three evaluation measures, yielding the main effect of AI disclosure insignificant (or positive in the case of effort): humanness, emotional response, meaningfulness, authenticity, and effort. The other measures yield partial mediation. 
Study 1d
Procedure
In Study 1d, we explored whether and to what extent evaluations of AI-generated creative writing may differ depending on whether the writing sample contains human vs. non-human characters. We hypothesized that the penalty for AI disclosure will be larger for writing samples containing human (vs. non-human characters). Creative writing that contains human characters may be considered more “human.” Thus, this study predicted writing samples with human characters, and thus higher “human-ness,” would receive a larger AI disclosure penalty. This experiment was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 143840, link: https://aspredicted.org/RV4_B74). This experiment included 2,880 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.20. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. We considered whether the effect of AI disclosure differs for written output written with human, animal, or alien characters. For two topics, we generated creative, fictional writing samples that were similar except for manipulating whether the characters were human, animal, or alien. We then pre-tested writing samples to ensure that they were similar in terms of creativity, quality, and enjoyment. In total, we generated six writing samples that were used in the study (2 topics x 3 humanness conditions). Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “the Artificial Intelligence (AI) tool ChatGPT” or by “a participant in a prior study.” Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the six creative writing samples. After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the quality, creativity, and enjoyment of the work using a 1-7 scale. We collected the same demographic and exploratory measures as before. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 2,739 participants (1,319 reported their gender as male, 1,380 as female, 27 as non-binary or third gender, 2 as other, and 11 declined to report;  age 18-83, Mage = 37.1, SDage = 13.5). 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure using OLS regression. Our models used creativity, quality, and enjoyment as dependent variables. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, humanness condition, interactions of AI disclosure and the humanness condition, and the interaction between topic and the humanness condition. Across dependent variables, we find a significant and negative baseline effect of AI disclosure (p < .001 for creativity and enjoyment; p = .004 for quality). Considering creativity and enjoyment, we find a significant and positive interaction between AI disclosure and the “Alien” humanness condition, indicating a smaller AI disclosure penalty when the sample contains alien characters (p = .024 and p = .004, respectively). This effect is non-significant considering quality as a dependent variable (p = .206). Further, the interaction between AI disclosure and the “animal” humanness condition is non-significant considering creativity, quality, and enjoyment as a dependent variable (p = .737, .154, and .603, respectively). 
We tested whether the relationship between AI disclosure and evaluation is mediated by the mechanism measures outlined above. We find that AI disclosure has a significant effect on every one of the mechanism measures we collect. Effort appears to best mediate the relationship between AI disclosure and evaluation – controlling for appeal actually renders the AI disclosure effect positive and significant. Beyond effort, we find that emotionality and authenticity best mediate the relationship between AI disclosure and evaluations, yielding the effect of AI disclosure as insignificant for perceived quality and enjoyment and attenuating the effect of AI disclosure on perceived creativity. 
Study 1e
Procedure
Study 1e is a constructive replication of Study 1d, probing whether and to what extent evaluations of AI-generated creative writing may differ depending on whether the writing sample contains human vs. non-human characters. We hypothesized that the penalty for AI disclosure will be larger for writing samples containing human (vs. non-human characters) and perceived as more human. Relative to the prior study, we added a condition for a condition with robot characters as well. Further, we amended the writing samples to mitigate the tendency to anthropomorphize non-human characters and thus to ensure that the samples containing human characters were rated higher in humanness. This experiment was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 147028, link: https://aspredicted.org/6YN_91V). This experiment included 3,840 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.00. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated eight writing samples that were used in the study (2 topics x 4 humanness conditions). We pre-tested samples to ensure that the samples containing human characters were perceived as higher in humanness but were rated similarly in terms of quality, creativity, and enjoyment. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “the Artificial Intelligence (AI) tool ChatGPT” or by “a participant in a prior study.” Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the eight creative writing samples. After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the quality, creativity, and enjoyment of the work using a 1-7 scale. We collected the same demographic and exploratory measures as before. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 3,510 participants (1,646 reported their gender as male, 1,794 as female, 56 as non-binary or third gender, 3 as other, and 11 declined to report; age 18-99, Mage = 35.6, SDage = 13.0). 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure using OLS regression. Our models used creativity, quality, and enjoyment as dependent variables. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, humanness condition, interactions of AI disclosure and the humanness condition, and the interaction between topic and the humanness condition. We find a significant and negative AI disclosure effect considering creativity as a dependent variable (p = .011) and enjoyment (p = .002); we do not find a significant baseline AI disclosure effect considering quality (p = .298). Considering creativity and quality, we find a significant and negative interaction between AI disclosure and the “Animal” humanness condition, indicating a larger AI disclosure penalty when the writing sample contains animal characters (p = .003 for creativity; p < .001 for quality); we do not find this interaction considering enjoyment as a dependent variable (p = .742). However, we do find a marginal and positive interaction between AI disclosure and the “Robot” humanness condition (p = .078) indicating a marginally smaller AI disclosure penalty on enjoyment for creative writing samples that contain robot characters; this interaction is not significant considering creativity or quality as a dependent variable (p = .238 and .375, respectively). We find a marginal negative interaction between the “Alien” humanness condition and AI disclosure considering creativity as a dependent variable (p = .079), but this effect is non-significant considering quality or enjoyment as a dependent variable (p = .160 and p = .489, respectively). 
We tested whether the relationship between AI disclosure and evaluation is mediated by the mechanism measures outlined above. We find that AI disclosure has a significant effect on every one of the mechanism measures we collect. We find that the following measures mediate the relationship between AI disclosure and all three evaluation measures, yielding the main effect of AI disclosure insignificant or positive: profundity, emotion, meaningfulness, authenticity, effort, and worth. The other measures yield partial mediation.
Study 2
At this juncture, we chose to pivot in our approach. While thus far, we had evaluated whether content characteristics moderate the AI disclosure effect, we had yet to find any consistent evidence of moderation in a manner that felt robust and interpretable. Thus, as a next step, we probed heterogeneity in the AI disclosure effect based on the evaluation context. 
Procedure
We considered whether disclosure of the use of AI affects the appeal of creative content different in an artistic vs. non-artistic context. We hypothesized that the penalty for AI disclosure will be larger for writing samples in artistic contexts. This experiment was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 150830, link: https://aspredicted.org/9T9_1MH). This experiment included 3,840 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.25. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated three writing samples that were used in the study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “the AI tool ChatGPT” or by “a participant in a prior study.” Further, participants were randomly assigned to an “artistic” evaluation context, where they were asked to evaluate the writing sample based on its artistry, vs. an “objective” evaluation context, where they were asked to evaluate the writing sample based on its objective quality and coherence. This approach was inspired by prior research that suggests that algorithmic aversion is larger in hedonic vs. utilitarian domains (Longoni & Cian, 2022). While consumption of creative writing may generally be considered as hedonic, defined by the authors in the aforementioned study as “primarily affectively driven, based on sensory and experiential pleasure,” we wondered whether manipulating the evaluation context to be more objective or utilitarian, defined in the aforementioned study as “cognitively driven, based on functional and instrumental goals,” could mitigate the AI disclosure effects. We note that, while inspired by Longoni & Cian (2022), our approach is distinct in that we focus on the context under which evaluation takes place rather than changing the actual realm in which humans are interacting with the AI. 
Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three creative writing samples. After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the appeal of the writing sample using a measure from Berg (2016). We collected the same demographic measures as before. We collected a number of measures to test as potential mechanisms and for exploratory analyses: we adapted a measure from Ho and MacDorman (2017) that we used to measure “eeriness”, we collected data on engagement with the writing sample as described above, we collected measures of perceived understanding of human experiences and feelings from Liu and Sundar (2018) to capture to what extent individuals felt that AI had the psychological standing to be telling human stories, we collected the “heart” measures from Weisman et al. (2017) to explore mechanisms related to humanness, and we collected perceived familiarity and liking of the author to explore mechanisms related to familiarity and threat. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 3,590 participants (1,566 reported their gender as male, 1,961 as female, 46 as non-binary or third gender, 2 as other, and 15 declined to report; age 18-79, Mage = 34.7, SDage = 12.5).  
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure using OLS regression. Our model used appeal as a dependent variable. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, the topic, the artistic context, and the interaction of AI disclosure and the artistic context. We find a significant and negative AI disclosure effect (p < .001) and do not find a significant interaction between AI disclosure and the context of the evaluation (p = .573). 
We tested whether the relationship between AI disclosure and evaluation is mediated by the mechanism measures outlined above. We find that AI disclosure has a significant effect on every one of the mechanism measures we collect. We find that perceived understanding of feelings, perceived understanding of experiences, and liking mediate the relationship between AI disclosure and appeal, yielding the main effect of AI disclosure insignificant. Humanness and eeriness partially mediate the effect of AI disclosure, attenuating but not eliminating it.
Study 3a
Procedure
Having found that the evaluation context did not appear to moderate the AI disclosure effect, we next considered whether manipulating beliefs regarding AI’s capabilities would moderate the AI disclosure effect. This series of studies was motivated by work that suggests that “algorithmic literacy” can mitigate algorithmic aversion by providing individuals with more context or information regarding how the algorithm works (see Burton et al., 2020 for a review). While work on algorithmic literacy often focuses on informing participants how best to use AI tools, this kind of manipulation is less applicable in this context. Instead, we focus on manipulating participants’ beliefs regarding AI’s capabilities as a way to evaluate how beliefs around what the AI is capable of may moderate AI disclosure effects. This experiment was exploratory and preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 155539, link: https://aspredicted.org/SPR_9V7). This experiment included 1,760 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.75 (50.7% female, age 18-75, Mage = 33.9, SDage = 11.4). Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated three writing samples that were used in the study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “ChatGPT-4” or by “a participant in a prior study.” After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the appeal of the writing sample using a measure from Berg (2016). To manipulate participant’s perceptions of AI’s capabilities, we assigned participants to one of four conditions: a) an "AI emotion" condition where they are asked to first read and evaluate an article about the impressive emotional capabilities of AI technologies; b) an "AI cognition" condition where they are asked to first read and evaluate an article describing the impressive cognitive capabilities of AI technologies; c) a "quantum computing" condition where they are asked to first read and evaluate an article describing the impressive computing capabilities of quantum computing technologies; or d) a "pure control" condition where they first evaluate the creative writing sample before being randomly assigned one of the other control articles to read and evaluate. These conditions were pre-tested to ensure that the AI emotion condition increases perceptions of AI's emotional capabilities relative to all other conditions. 
[bookmark: _Hlk197954457]Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three creative writing samples. We collected the same demographic measures and measures of engagement as in Study 2. We collected the same demographic measures, measures of engagement, and potential mechanism measures as in Study 2, though we did not capture eeriness in Study 3a, as the manipulation was less related “uncanny valley” humanness effects. We also collected participants’ perceptions of AI’s cognitive and emotional capabilities. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. 
In this sample, due to an error in the Qualtrics survey, fifty-eight participants in the “pure control” condition were inadvertently assigned to review the same writing sample twice. Because we are unable to ascertain whether the evaluation recorded in Qualtrics is the initial evaluation (and the one we would want to use in the pure control condition), these participants are excluded from the study. We note that this is a deviation from the preregistration necessitated by the Qualtrics error. The final sample included 1,526 participants (721 reported their gender as male, 773 as female, 21 as non-binary or third gender, 7 as other, and 4 declined to report; age 18-75, Mage = 33.9, SDage = 11.4). 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure using OLS regression. Our model used appeal as a dependent variable. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, information condition, and the interaction of AI disclosure and the perception manipulation condition. We find a significant and negative AI disclosure effect (p = .001) and do not find a significant interaction between AI disclosure and any of the perception conditions (p = .816, .267, and .581 for the AI cognition, pure control, and quantum computing conditions relative to the AI emotion condition). Study 3b
Procedure
Having found that perceptions of AI’s capabilities do not appear to moderate the AI disclosure effect, we next considered manipulations to mitigate the negative effect of AI disclosure by providing more information regarding the AI. As with Study 3a, this line of inquiry was meant to probe whether algorithmic literacy could moderate the AI disclosure effect, except with this study, we consider if information regarding the AI tool, rather than beliefs about its capabilities, may moderate the AI disclosure effect. In this study, we also include a manipulation that tests whether humanizing the AI tool may moderate the AI disclosure effect. This line of inquiry is inspired by research that suggests that anthropomorphizing technology can alter consumers’ comfort with using it (e.g., Diel et al., 2021; Schanke et al., 2021). This experiment was exploratory and preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 159145, link: https://aspredicted.org/2WB_JJL). This experiment included 1,920 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.25. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated three writing samples that were used in the study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “an advanced AI model” or by “a participant in a prior study.” After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the appeal of the writing sample using a measure from Berg (2016). We manipulated information about the author of the sample or the way it was written by randomly assigning participants to one of four conditions: a) a condition with no information about the author other than their identity; b) a condition with objective information about the author, describing either the AI or the participant in descriptive terms; c) a condition with humanizing information about the author, describing the AI or the participant in a humanizing manner (e.g., with a name and gender); or d) a condition that describes AI as a tool and either states that the sample was written by an AI tool or that a participant used AI as a tool in generating the sample. In condition (d) in the “blind”, we note that participants are told that participants were told that a human used AI to write the piece. To that extent, this manipulation is not a purely blind manipulation, but instead can be viewed as a human-AI collaboration condition. The baseline reference category was condition (a), where no information was provided about the author other than their identity. Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three creative writing samples. We collected the same demographic measures, measures of engagement, mechanism, and exploratory measures as in Study 2. In addition, we also collected participants’ perceptions of AI’s cognitive and emotional capabilities. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 1,799 participants (827 reported their gender as male, 937 as female, 29 as non-binary or third gender, 1 as other, and 5 declined to report; age 18-79, Mage = 33.3, SDage = 12.0). 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure using OLS regression. Our model used appeal as a dependent variable. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, information provided, and the interaction of AI disclosure and the information condition. We find a significant and negative AI disclosure effect (p = .019). We do not find significant moderation in the objective or humanizing information conditions (p = .653 and .821, respectively). We find that the AI disclosure condition is positively and significantly moderated in the “Tool” condition (p = .026), however, the “Tool” condition also has a large and negative baseline effect (p < .001). Combining these two effects in a linear combination does not yield a significantly different result than the baseline AI disclosure effect. Effectively, these results suggest that in the context of human-AI collaboration, there is no significant difference between framing the human or AI tool as primary (vs. secondary) author—either framing yields a significant AI disclosure penalty compared to when participants think the sample is written by a human without AI assistance. 
We tested whether the relationship between AI disclosure and evaluation is mediated by the mechanism measures outlined above. We find that AI disclosure has a significant effect on every one of the mechanism measures we collect. We find that liking, humanness as captured by the “heart” measures, perceived understanding of human experiences, perceived understanding of human feelings, perceived cognitive capabilities, and perceived emotional capabilities best mediate the relationship between AI disclosure and appeal, yielding the main effect of AI disclosure insignificant (or positive in the case of perceived emotional capabilities and perceived understanding of human feelings). Eeriness partially mediates the AI disclosure effect.
Study 3c
Procedure
We next further consider whether humanizing the AI may moderate the AI disclosure effect, using a stronger manipulation than we do in Study 3b. We hypothesized that the negative effect of AI disclosure would be larger when an AI tool is humanized, with the thought that anthropomorphizing an AI tool could generate a “backlash” effect as AI enters domains traditionally thought to be human (e.g., Diel et al., 2021). This experiment was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 161943, link: https://aspredicted.org/L23_R63). This experiment included 960 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.25. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated three writing samples that were used in the study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “an advanced AI model” or by “a participant in a prior study.” After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the appeal of the writing sample using a measure from Berg (2016). We also collected participant evaluations of the worth of the writing sample following Bellaiche et al. (2023) and a behavioral measure of willingness-to-purchase by measuring whether participants were willing to forgo a $0.10 bonus to read an additional writing sample. We manipulated whether the author of the writing sample is humanized by randomly assigning participants to one of two conditions: a) a condition with no information about the author other than their identity; b) a condition with humanizing information about the author, describing the AI or the participant in a humanizing manner (e.g., with a name, gender, humanizing language, and a visual depiction). Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three creative writing samples. We collected the same demographic measures, measures of engagement, and exploratory measures as in Study 3b. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 864 participants (415 reported their gender as male, 434 as female, 9 as non-binary or third gender, 1 as other, and 5 declined to report; age 18-76, Mage = 33.1, SDage = 11.3). . 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure on appeal, worth, and willingness-to-pay using OLS regression. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, humanizing information, and the interaction of AI disclosure and humanizing information. Considering appeal as a dependent variable, we do not find a significant baseline effect of AI disclosure (p = .264), but we do find that the interaction between AI disclosure and the humanizing information condition is negative and significant (p = .006), indicating that humanizing the AI increases the size of the AI disclosure penalty. Considering worth as a dependent variable, we find a marginal and negative effect of AI disclosure (p = .071) and no significant interaction between AI disclosure and humanizing information. Considering the behavioral measure of willingness-to-pay, we find neither a significant baseline effect of AI disclosure nor a significant interaction effect between AI disclosure and humanizing information.
Given that there is no baseline effect of AI disclosure across dependent variables in this study, we did not test for potential mediation. 
Study 3d
Procedure
Having found preliminary evidence that humanizing the AI may exacerbate the AI disclosure penalty for creative writing, in Study 3d we run a constructive replication. We again hypothesized that the negative effect of AI disclosure would be larger when an AI tool is humanized, and in this study, sought to identify potential mediators of this effect. This experiment was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 164689, link: https://aspredicted.org/6D9_SF5). This experiment included 960 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.40. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated three writing samples that were used in the study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “an advanced AI model” or by “a participant in a prior study.” After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the appeal of the writing sample using a measure from Berg (2016). We manipulated whether the author of the writing sample is humanized by randomly assigning participants to one of two conditions: a) a condition with no information about the author other than their identity; b) a condition with humanizing information about the author, describing the AI or the participant in a humanizing manner (e.g., with a name, gender, humanizing language, and a visual depiction). Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three creative writing samples. We collected the same demographic measures and measures of engagement as the previous study. We collected data on two potential mechanisms – perceived authenticity of the creative writing sample using a scale measure adapted from Park et al. (2016) and perceived identity threat using a scale measure adapted from George et al. (2023). We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 909 participants (436 reported their gender as male, 455 as female, 16 as non-binary or third gender, and 2 declined to report; age 18-99, Mage = 34.4, SDage = 11.9).
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure on appeal using OLS regression. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, humanizing information, and the interaction of AI disclosure and humanizing information. In contrast to the prior study, we find a negative and significant baseline effect of AI disclosure (p = .002), but do not find a significant negative interaction between AI disclosure and humanizing information (p = .529). 
We find that authenticity mediates the negative AI disclosure effect, and identity threat does not. 
Study 3e
Procedure
Given the disconnect in the results between Studies 3c and 3d, we ran a constructive replication seeking to identify whether humanizing an AI may exacerbate the AI disclosure penalty for creative writing. We again hypothesized that the negative effect of AI disclosure would be larger when an AI tool is humanized, and used a stronger manipulation of humanization, adding even more language to further humanize the AI tool. This experiment was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 166826, link: https://aspredicted.org/VNX_4JG). This experiment included 960 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.40. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated three writing samples that were used in the study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “an advanced AI model” or by “a participant in a prior study.” After reading the writing samples, participants were asked to evaluate the appeal of the writing sample using a measure from Berg (2016). We manipulated whether the author of the writing sample is humanized by randomly assigning participants to one of two conditions: a) a condition with no information about the author other than their identity; b) a condition with humanizing information about the author, describing the AI or the participant in a humanizing manner (e.g., with a name, gender, humanizing language, and a visual depiction). Relative to the prior study, we used even more “human” language to describe the AI and to further increase perceived humanization of the AI. Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three creative writing samples. We collected the same demographic measures and measures of engagement as the previous study. We collected data on two potential mechanisms – perceived authenticity of the creative writing sample using a scale measure adapted from Park et al. (2016) and perceived identity threat using a scale measure adapted from George et al. (2023). We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 908 participants (378 reported their gender as male, 519 as female, 3 as non-binary or third gender, 1 as other, and 3 declined to report; age 18-78, Mage = 33.6, SDage = 11.6)..
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure on appeal using OLS regression. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, humanizing information, and the interaction of AI disclosure and the humanizing information. In contrast to Study 3c but consistent with Study 3d, we find a significant baseline effect of AI disclosure (p = .015), but do not find a significant negative interaction between AI disclosure and humanizing information (p = .922). We find that authenticity mediates the negative AI disclosure effect, and identity threat does not. 
Study 4a
Procedure
Studies 3d and 3e suggest that the moderating relationship found in Study 3c between humanizing an AI and the AI disclosure effect is not robust to replication. We thus again took another tact and sought to understand whether AI disclosure may affect ambivalence, defined as the presence of both positive and negative evaluations of the same object (e.g., Thompson et al., 1995). In Study 4a, we sought to identify whether there is a baseline relationship between AI disclosure and ambivalence, before testing to see whether humanizing an AI moderates the relationship between AI disclosure and ambivalence in Study 4b. We hypothesized that the AI disclosure would increase feelings of ambivalence. This experiment was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 169423, link: https://aspredicted.org/ZKR_K9P). This experiment included 480 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.25. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated three writing samples that were used in the study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “an advanced AI model” or by “a participant in a prior study.” Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three creative writing samples. We measure ambivalence by capturing both positive and negative evaluations of a writing sample by asking "Considering only the (positive/negative) qualities of the writing sample and ignoring its (negative/positive) ones, evaluate how (positive/negative) its (positive/negative) qualities are on the following 4-point scale." We then constructed ambivalence using the Griffin formula: Ambivalence = (P + N)/2 − abs(P − N). We collected the same demographic measures, measures of engagement, mechanism measures, and broad range of exploratory measures as in Study 3b. We also collected the measure of appeal used as a dependent variable in other studies. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 423 participants (169 reported their gender as male, 243 as female, 9 as non-binary or third gender, and 2 declined to report, age 18-82, Mage = 31.8, SDage = 10.9). 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure on ambivalence using OLS regression. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure and the topic. We do not find a significant relationship between ambivalence and AI disclosure (p = .401). We do however continue to find a significant and negative relationship between AI disclosure and appeal (p < .001). 
In this study, this effect is best mediated by perceived understanding of feelings, perceived understanding of experiences, perceived cognitive capabilities, and perceived emotional capabilities, as controlling for these measures yields an insignificant relationship between AI disclosure and appeal. Eeriness, liking, and humanness partially mediate the AI disclosure effect.
Study 4b
Procedure
As noted above, in Study 4a, we aimed to test whether humanizing an AI moderates the relationship between AI disclosure and ambivalence in Study 4a. We hypothesized that humanizing an AI would positively moderate the relationship between AI disclosure and feelings ambivalence. This experiment was preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 170306, link: https://aspredicted.org/3VG_NPD). This experiment included 1,440 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.25. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated three writing samples that were used in the study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. In the study, all participants were asked to read and evaluate a writing sample and were randomly assigned participants to either be informed that the writing sample was written by “an advanced AI model” or by “a participant in a prior study.” We also randomly assigned participants to a condition where the AI was humanized (as in Study 3e). Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three creative writing samples. We measure ambivalence as described above. We collected the same demographic measures, measures of engagement, and broad range of exploratory measures as in Study 4a. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 1,280 participants (556 reported their gender as male, 696 as female, 19 as non-binary or third gender, 3 as other, and 6 declined to report; age 18-89, Mage = 33.7, SDage = 11.5). 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure on ambivalence. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, humanizing information, and the interaction between AI disclosure and humanizing information. We do not find a significant relationship between ambivalence and AI disclosure (p = .771) or the interaction of AI disclosure and humanizing information (p = .924). Considering appeal as the dependent variable (rather than ambivalence), results are consistent with Studies 3d-e and 4a: we find a significant and negative baseline relationship of AI disclosure (p < .001) but do not find a significant interaction between AI disclosure and humanizing information (p = .436). 
This effect is best mediated by liking, heart measures of humanness, perceived understanding of feelings, perceived understanding of experiences, perceived cognitive capabilities, and perceived emotional capabilities, as controlling for these measures yields an insignificant or positive relationship between AI disclosure and appeal.
Study 5a
Procedure
[bookmark: _Hlk189124870]Having found no evidence that humanizing an AI tool leads to moderation of the AI disclosure effect (for either enjoyment or ambivalence), we again pivoted to try and find another manipulation that may moderate the relationship between AI disclosure and evaluations. We returned to the significant moderation in Study 3b. In Study 3b, we found that the AI disclosure condition is positively and significantly moderated by describing the AI as a tool used by humans. It is important to note that the baseline tool condition also had a large and negative baseline effect. In combination, this study suggested that there is no significant difference between describing a sample as human-written with the assistance of AI or describing a sample as AI-written and describing the AI as a tool used by humans. However, given our difficulty in finding a significant moderation effect across studies, we attempted to replicate whether describing the AI as a tool used by humans, bringing humans “in the loop” (Mellamphy, 2021), could moderate the AI disclosure effect. This experiment was exploratory and preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 172429, link: https://aspredicted.org/Y9J_7BN). This experiment included 960 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.25 . Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content. 
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated three writing samples that were used in the study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. Participants were asked to read and evaluate a creative writing sample and we manipulated: a) whether they are told that the writing sample was generated by an AI model (AI disclosure conditions); and b) whether the AI model is described as a tool used by humans (tool conditions). We manipulated AI disclosure by randomly assigning participants to either: a) a condition where the participant is told that the writing sample was written by an AI model; or b) a condition where the participant is told that the writing sample was written by a participant in a prior study. We manipulated the "tool conditions" by randomly assigning participants to either: a) a condition that describes AI as a tool and either states that the sample was written by an AI tool or that a participant used AI as a tool in generating the sample; or b) a baseline condition that included no such information. Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three creative writing samples. We collected the same demographic measures, measures of engagement, and broad range of exploratory measures as in Study 4b, but also capture measures of perceived authenticity adapted from Park et al. (2016) as in Study 3e. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 856 participants (358 reported their gender as male, 480 as female, 14 as non-binary or third gender, 2 as other, and 2 declined to report; age 18-78, Mage = 33.5, SDage = 11.7). 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure on appeal using OLS regression. As independent variables, we included AI disclosure, topic, tool condition, and the interaction between AI disclosure and tool condition. We continue to find a significant and negative baseline relationship of AI disclosure (p = .001) but do not find a significant interaction between AI disclosure and tool condition (p = .114). We do find a significant and negative baseline effect of tool condition (p = .003). As in Study 3b, it does not appear that describing the writing sample as written by an AI tool used by a human vs. as written by a human using AI as a tool results in a significant difference in appeal. 
We find that the effect of AI disclosure is mediated by several collected measures: liking, heart measures of humanness, perceived understanding of feelings, perceived understanding of experiences, perceived cognitive capabilities, perceived emotional capabilities, and perceived authenticity, as controlling for these measures yields an insignificant relationship between AI disclosure and appeal.
Study 5b
Procedure
In Study 5b, we build upon the result in Study 5a to explicitly consider how describing a creative writing sample as written through AI-human collaboration vs. written by an AI vs. written by a human affects audience evaluations of appeal. This experiment was exploratory and preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 173344, link: https://aspredicted.org/5B6_CZF). This experiment included 720 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.25. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content.
This study utilized AI-generated prose created using ChatGPT by the study authors. In total, we generated three writing samples that were used in the study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. Participants were asked to read and evaluate a creative writing sample. We randomly assigned each participant to one of three disclosure conditions: a) a condition where they are told that the writing sample was generated by an AI model; b) a condition where they are told that the writing sample was written by a participant in a prior study; and c) a condition where they are told that the writing sample was written by a participant in a prior study using an AI model. Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three creative writing samples. We collected the same demographic measures, measures of engagement, and broad range of exploratory measures as in Study 5a, except we did not collect measures of humanness or perceptions of whether the author understands human feelings or experiences. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 665 participants (281 reported their gender as male, 369 as female, 12 as non-binary or third gender, and 3 declined to report; age 18-77, Mage = 33.9, SDage = 12.2). 
Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure on appeal using OLS regression. As independent variables, we included the disclosure condition and the topic of the writing sample. We continue to find a significant and negative baseline effect of AI disclosure (p = .008), and we also find a significant and negative baseline effect of collaboration disclosure (p < .001). While the magnitude of the effect estimate is larger for the collaboration disclosure condition, the difference between the two estimates is not significant (p = .359). Accordingly, both collaboration disclosure and AI disclosure have a similar negative effect on evaluations of appeal. 
We find that the effect of both disclosure conditions is best mediated by authenticity, as controlling for authenticity yields both disclosure conditions insignificant (perceived emotional capabilities yields the AI disclosure condition insignificant but results in a marginally significant collaboration disclosure effect at p = 0.10). 
Study 5c
Procedure
Thus far, all studies establishing the effect of AI disclosure rely upon writing samples created by the authors using AI tools. One concern could be that the quality of such samples is systematically worse than those written solely by humans, and such quality differences could importantly shape the results we document. To investigate whether this is the case, we replicate Study 5b using award-winning human-written short stories. This experiment was exploratory and preregistered on AsPredicted.org (AsPredicted # 178258, link: https://aspredicted.org/YQ2_F2Q). This experiment included 1800 participants in the U.S. recruited via the Prolific platform, who were each compensated $1.50. Participants were informed that they would be taking place in a study to examine how people evaluate written content.
This study utilized the winning short stories from the Writers’ Digest Short Stories competition from 2018 through 2022. In total, we used five short stories in this study. Participants were guided through the study through a computerized survey. Participants were asked to read and evaluate a creative writing sample. We randomly assigned each participant one of three disclosure conditions: a) a condition where they are told that the writing sample was generated by an AI model; b) a condition where they are told that the writing sample was written by a participant in a prior study; and c) a condition where they are told that the writing sample was written by a participant in a prior study using an AI model. Across conditions, participants were randomly assigned to one of the five creative writing samples. We collected the same demographic measures, measures of engagement, and broad range of exploratory measures as in Study 5b. We excluded any participants that failed either of two attention checks. The final sample included 1,572 participants (646 reported their gender as male, 897as female, 22 as non-binary or third gender, 1 as other, and 6 declined to report; age 18-80, Mage = 33.5, SDage = 11.7). 
[bookmark: _Hlk189123881]Results
As preregistered, we explored the effect of AI disclosure on appeal using OLS regression. As independent variables, we included the disclosure condition and the topic of the writing sample. We continue to find a significant and negative baseline effect of AI disclosure (p < .001) and collaboration disclosure (p < .001). The estimates of the effects of these two conditions are nearly identical in magnitude (-0.393 vs. -0.390 for the AI and collaboration disclosure conditions, respectively), and the difference between the two estimates is not significant (p = .976). 
We find that the effect of both disclosure conditions is best mediated by authenticity, perceived emotional capabilities, and perceived cognitive capabilities, as controlling for any of these mediators yields both disclosure conditions insignificant or positive and significant. 
Summary of Results
Across our sixteen studies, we found consistent evidence that evaluations of creative writing samples were negatively affected by disclosing the use of AI in the creation of these samples. This negative effect persists across characteristics of writing samples, across artistic vs. non-artistic contexts of evaluation, and persists through manipulations derived from prior literature that were meant to mitigate or exacerbate the negative AI disclosure effect. Further, it persists across studies from March 2023 through June of 2024, suggesting that it is not temporally bound to one point in time, and for high-quality, award-winning creative writing samples that were presumably not written with the help of AI. Finally, we note that we were unable to find consistent moderation of this AI disclosure effect by participant demographics or familiarity with AI tools. Our hope in this work is to transparently document our research process and our open-ended exploration into how AI disclosure may affect evaluations of creative written content. Our overall takeaway from these studies is that the AI disclosure penalty on evaluations of creative written content is sticky and persistent at this time in history.
Across studies, we have tested several different potential mechanisms. The measures we explored as mechanisms were often motivated by the moderation tests in the studies and thus were not consistent across the sixteen studies. In different studies, we find different mechanisms that appear to account for the negative relationship between AI disclosure and participant evaluations, including perceptions of the writing sample’s humanness, effort, and authenticity, as well as the author’s understanding of feelings and experiences, cognitive and emotional capabilities, and participants’ liking of the author. Of these measures, perceived authenticity consistently mediated the relationship between AI disclosure and evaluation in every study in which we collected it. That is, in every study we collected data on perceived authenticity, we found that AI disclosure is negatively related to perceived authenticity, the indirect effect of perceived authenticity is significant, and controlling for perceived authenticity renders the estimate of the negative effect of AI disclosure insignificant. Further, we find that the positive relationship between authenticity and evaluations in our mediation model persists even when controlling for all other potential mediators for which we have collected data on. From a conceptual standpoint, we believe that perceived authenticity offers the most elegant explanation for why the AI disclosure penalty happens across a wide array of content and contexts. Given the consistency of this mediator across studies and its intuitive appeal as a mechanism for this robust effect, in the paper, we primarily discuss perceived authenticity as the key mechanism explaining the relationship between AI disclosure and participant evaluations.
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Table A1. Study 1a Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	(1) Creativity
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Quality
	0.801
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Enjoyment
	0.758
	0.797
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	
	
	
	

	(4) AI disclosed
	-0.091
	-0.069
	-0.068
	1.000
	
	

	
	(0.001)
	(0.011)
	(0.012)
	
	
	

	(5) First-person perspective
	0.043
	0.039
	0.039
	0.015
	1.000
	

	
	(0.118)
	(0.154)
	(0.150)
	(0.584)
	
	

	(6) Topic of sample
	-0.162
	-0.154
	-0.138
	0.009
	0.000
	1.000

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.743)
	(1.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.




Table A2. Study 1a Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	Mean
	 
	Standard deviation

	AI Disclosure
	Perspective
	 
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment
	 
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment

	Blind
	Third-Person
	 
	4.57
	4.90
	4.68
	 
	1.54
	1.42
	1.64

	Blind
	First-Person
	 
	4.86
	5.11
	4.99
	 
	1.49
	1.28
	1.53

	Disclosed
	Third-Person
	 
	4.44
	4.81
	4.64
	 
	1.65
	1.47
	1.65

	Disclosed
	First-Person
	 
	4.42
	4.82
	4.58
	 
	1.57
	1.35
	1.57



Table A3. Study 1a Main Models.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	VARIABLES
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment

	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.0669
	-0.106
	0.0278

	
	(0.204)
	(0.182)
	(0.212)

	First-person perspective
	0.427*
	0.278
	0.561**

	
	(0.200)
	(0.178)
	(0.207)

	AI disclosed x First-person perspective
	-0.187
	-0.0456
	-0.432

	
	(0.288)
	(0.257)
	(0.299)

	Topic: Memory
	0.131
	-0.0338
	-0.150

	
	(0.198)
	(0.177)
	(0.206)

	Topic: Regret
	-0.156
	-0.239
	-0.0533

	
	(0.200)
	(0.179)
	(0.208)

	AI disclosed x Topic: Memory
	0.196
	0.237
	0.335

	
	(0.286)
	(0.255)
	(0.297)

	AI disclosed x Topic: Regret
	-0.435
	-0.223
	-0.545

	
	(0.290)
	(0.259)
	(0.301)

	First-person perspective x Topic: Memory
	0.156
	0.147
	-0.0844

	
	(0.282)
	(0.251)
	(0.293)

	First-person perspective x Topic: Regret
	-0.605*
	-0.379
	-0.682*

	
	(0.285)
	(0.254)
	(0.296)

	AI disclosed x First-person perspective x Topic: Memory
	-0.478
	-0.468
	-0.250

	
	(0.404)
	(0.361)
	(0.420)

	AI disclosed x First-person perspective x Topic: Regret
	0.189
	0.0567
	0.471

	
	(0.409)
	(0.365)
	(0.425)

	Constant
	4.581***
	4.991***
	4.744***

	
	(0.140)
	(0.125)
	(0.146)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,342
	1,342
	1,342

	R-squared
	0.071
	0.048
	0.042

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Impermanence."
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	




Table A4. Study 1b Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	(1) Creativity
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Quality
	0.721
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Enjoyment
	0.636
	0.651
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(4) AI disclosed
	-0.082
	-0.077
	-0.090
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(5) Poem
	-0.059
	-0.154
	-0.121
	0.008
	1.000
	

	
	(.002)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.661)
	
	

	(6) Topic emotionality
	0.126
	0.052
	-0.053
	0.000
	-0.016
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.006)
	(.005)
	(1.000)
	(.400)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A5. Study 1b Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	
	Mean
	 
	Standard deviation

	AI Disclosure
	Format
	Emotionality
	 
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment
	 
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment

	Blind
	Prose
	Neutral
	 
	4.764
	5.200
	4.756
	 
	1.310
	1.221
	1.496

	Blind
	Poem
	Positive
	 
	5.096
	5.110
	4.579
	 
	1.149
	1.184
	1.553

	Blind
	Prose
	Negative
	 
	5.422
	5.622
	4.939
	 
	1.261
	1.141
	1.590

	Blind
	Poem
	Neutral
	 
	4.970
	5.030
	4.586
	 
	1.391
	1.334
	1.670

	Blind
	Prose
	Positive
	 
	5.444
	5.585
	4.568
	 
	1.277
	1.202
	1.625

	Blind
	Poem
	Negative
	 
	5.358
	5.280
	4.161
	 
	1.192
	1.288
	1.620

	AI disclosed
	Prose
	Neutral
	 
	4.752
	5.341
	4.513
	 
	1.408
	1.187
	1.547

	AI disclosed
	Poem
	Positive
	 
	4.772
	4.861
	4.105
	 
	1.495
	1.391
	1.720

	AI disclosed
	Prose
	Negative
	 
	5.127
	5.276
	4.623
	 
	1.453
	1.372
	1.676

	AI disclosed
	Poem
	Neutral
	 
	4.787
	4.872
	4.272
	 
	1.407
	1.396
	1.680

	AI disclosed
	Prose
	Positive
	 
	5.329
	5.397
	4.513
	 
	1.326
	1.300
	1.642

	AI disclosed
	Poem
	Negative
	 
	4.943
	4.890
	3.816
	 
	1.374
	1.374
	1.613



Table A6. Study 1b Main Models.  
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	VARIABLES
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment

	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.0846
	0.0113
	-0.271*

	
	(0.103)
	(0.0986)
	(0.124)

	Positive emotionality
	0.263**
	0.170*
	0.0949

	
	(0.0891)
	(0.0851)
	(0.107)

	Negative emotionality
	0.470***
	0.277**
	-0.302**

	
	(0.0896)
	(0.0856)
	(0.108)

	AI disclosed x Positive emotionality
	-0.0719
	-0.196
	0.0434

	
	(0.126)
	(0.120)
	(0.151)

	AI disclosed x Negative emotionality
	-0.0978
	-0.233
	0.157

	
	(0.126)
	(0.120)
	(0.152)

	Poem
	-0.0713
	-0.331***
	-0.313***

	
	(0.0729)
	(0.0697)
	(0.0877)

	AI disclosed x Poem
	-0.164
	-0.133
	-0.172

	
	(0.103)
	(0.0981)
	(0.124)

	Constant
	4.967***
	5.321***
	4.824***

	
	(0.0731)
	(0.0699)
	(0.0881)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,755
	2,755
	2,755

	R-squared
	0.027
	0.034
	0.031

	Standard errors in parentheses
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	




Table A7. Study 1c Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)

	(1) Creativity
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Quality
	0.647
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Enjoyment
	0.635
	0.681
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) AI disclosed
	-0.078
	-0.088
	-0.118
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) First-person perspective
	0.100
	0.068
	0.073
	0.009
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.633)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Topic of sample
	-0.008
	-0.021
	-0.109
	0.003
	-0.004
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.689)
	(.269)
	(.000)
	(.854)
	(.817)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Humanness
	0.495
	0.548
	0.575
	-0.146
	0.034
	-0.063
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.071)
	(.001)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Profundity
	0.612
	0.592
	0.635
	-0.100
	0.069
	-0.127
	0.540
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(9) Emotion
	0.582
	0.567
	0.713
	-0.120
	0.048
	-0.136
	0.571
	0.719
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.012)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(10) Story
	0.538
	0.575
	0.621
	-0.092
	0.067
	-0.070
	0.581
	0.581
	0.612
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(11) Meaningfulness
	0.584
	0.561
	0.678
	-0.130
	0.076
	-0.114
	0.573
	0.730
	0.774
	0.595
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(12) Authenticity
	0.575
	0.596
	0.595
	-0.161
	0.038
	-0.006
	0.643
	0.628
	0.630
	0.620
	0.655
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.044)
	(.745)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(13) Effort
	0.493
	0.461
	0.476
	-0.394
	0.040
	0.008
	0.493
	0.541
	0.521
	0.476
	0.546
	0.573
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.035)
	(.691)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(14) Worth
	0.600
	0.546
	0.590
	-0.070
	0.047
	-0.073
	0.492
	0.677
	0.659
	0.539
	0.646
	0.599
	0.563
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.015)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A8. Study 1c Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	Mean
	 
	Standard deviation

	AI Disclosure
	Perspective
	 
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment
	 
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment

	Blind
	Third-Person
	 
	4.92
	5.42
	5.01
	 
	1.33
	1.14
	1.45

	Blind
	First-Person
	 
	5.21
	5.58
	5.32
	 
	1.25
	1.14
	1.26

	Disclosed
	Third-Person
	 
	4.72
	5.21
	4.77
	 
	1.40
	1.20
	1.41

	Disclosed
	First-Person
	 
	4.98
	5.38
	4.89
	 
	1.42
	1.17
	1.44



Table A9. Study 1c Main Models.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	VARIABLES
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment

	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.204**
	-0.213***
	-0.237**

	
	(0.0727)
	(0.0625)
	(0.0742)

	First person perspective
	0.288***
	0.157*
	0.304***

	
	(0.0732)
	(0.0629)
	(0.0747)

	AI disclosed x First-person perspective
	-0.0241
	0.00908
	-0.198

	
	(0.103)
	(0.0885)
	(0.105)

	Topic: Firefighter
	-0.0532
	0.110*
	0.103

	
	(0.0632)
	(0.0543)
	(0.0645)

	Topic: Grandma
	-0.0233
	-0.0578
	-0.373***

	
	(0.0632)
	(0.0543)
	(0.0644)

	Constant
	4.949***
	5.406***
	5.103***

	
	(0.0630)
	(0.0542)
	(0.0643)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753

	R-squared
	0.017
	0.016
	0.042

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Fair."
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	




Table A10. Study 1c Mediation Models.
 Panel A. Models 1-8.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Humanness
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Profundity
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Profundity
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Profundity
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Profundity

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-6.653***
	-0.0149
	-0.0340
	-0.0149
	-0.310***
	-0.0488
	-0.0862
	-0.0776

	
	(1.257)
	(0.0637)
	(0.0528)
	(0.0615)
	(0.0895)
	(0.0575)
	(0.0507)
	(0.0583)

	First-person perspective
	1.945
	0.233***
	0.104*
	0.239***
	0.267**
	0.154**
	0.0468
	0.167**

	
	(1.265)
	(0.0638)
	(0.0529)
	(0.0616)
	(0.0900)
	(0.0579)
	(0.0510)
	(0.0586)

	AI disclosed x First-person perspective
	-0.532
	-0.00906
	0.0234
	-0.180*
	-0.0661
	0.00884
	0.0362
	-0.164*

	
	(1.781)
	(0.0898)
	(0.0744)
	(0.0867)
	(0.127)
	(0.0813)
	(0.0717)
	(0.0824)

	Humanness
	
	0.0284***
	0.0270***
	0.0334***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.000962)
	(0.000797)
	(0.000928)
	
	
	
	

	Profundity
	
	
	
	
	
	0.499***
	0.410***
	0.514***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0122)
	(0.0108)
	(0.0124)

	Topic: Firefighter
	-1.068
	-0.0229
	0.139**
	0.139**
	0.0343
	-0.0703
	0.0957*
	0.0857

	
	(1.093)
	(0.0551)
	(0.0456)
	(0.0532)
	(0.0778)
	(0.0499)
	(0.0440)
	(0.0506)

	Topic: Grandma
	-3.598***
	0.0787
	0.0392
	-0.253***
	-0.523***
	0.238***
	0.157***
	-0.104*

	
	(1.092)
	(0.0552)
	(0.0457)
	(0.0532)
	(0.0777)
	(0.0503)
	(0.0443)
	(0.0509)

	Constant
	76.08***
	2.791***
	3.355***
	2.564***
	4.250***
	2.826***
	3.662***
	2.917***

	
	(1.090)
	(0.0915)
	(0.0758)
	(0.0883)
	(0.0775)
	(0.0720)
	(0.0634)
	(0.0730)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753

	R-squared
	0.027
	0.253
	0.306
	0.349
	0.038
	0.388
	0.356
	0.411

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Fair."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Panel B. Models 9-16. 
	 
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	(16)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Emotion
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Emotion
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Emotion
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Emotion
	DV: Story
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Story
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Story
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Story

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.389***
	-0.0292
	-0.0694
	-0.0234
	-0.209**
	-0.0957
	-0.115*
	-0.111

	
	(0.0948)
	(0.0592)
	(0.0518)
	(0.0530)
	(0.0753)
	(0.0616)
	(0.0515)
	(0.0588)

	First-person perspective
	0.217*
	0.191**
	0.0762
	0.185***
	0.243**
	0.163**
	0.0421
	0.158**

	
	(0.0954)
	(0.0595)
	(0.0521)
	(0.0532)
	(0.0758)
	(0.0620)
	(0.0519)
	(0.0592)

	AI disclosed x First-person perspective
	-0.0870
	0.0149
	0.0413
	-0.150*
	-0.104
	0.0297
	0.0583
	-0.135

	
	(0.134)
	(0.0836)
	(0.0733)
	(0.0749)
	(0.107)
	(0.0872)
	(0.0729)
	(0.0832)

	Emotion
	
	0.448***
	0.370***
	0.549***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0119)
	(0.0104)
	(0.0106)
	
	
	
	

	Story
	
	
	
	
	
	0.516***
	0.472***
	0.602***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0156)
	(0.0130)
	(0.0149)

	Topic: Firefighter
	-0.0196
	-0.0444
	0.117**
	0.114*
	0.0115
	-0.0592
	0.104*
	0.0964

	
	(0.0824)
	(0.0513)
	(0.0449)
	(0.0459)
	(0.0654)
	(0.0535)
	(0.0447)
	(0.0510)

	Topic: Grandma
	-0.597***
	0.244***
	0.163***
	-0.0452
	-0.241***
	0.101
	0.0556
	-0.228***

	
	(0.0823)
	(0.0517)
	(0.0453)
	(0.0463)
	(0.0654)
	(0.0536)
	(0.0448)
	(0.0511)

	Constant
	4.458***
	2.950***
	3.756***
	2.655***
	5.384***
	2.172***
	2.867***
	1.860***

	
	(0.0822)
	(0.0736)
	(0.0645)
	(0.0659)
	(0.0653)
	(0.0995)
	(0.0831)
	(0.0949)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753

	R-squared
	0.041
	0.353
	0.327
	0.514
	0.020
	0.297
	0.334
	0.400

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Fair."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Panel C. Models 17-24.
	 
	(17)
	(18)
	(19)
	(20)
	(21)
	(22)
	(23)
	(24)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Meaningfulness
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Meaningfulness
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Meaningfulness
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Meaningfulness
	DV: Authenticity
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Authenticity

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.363***
	-0.0389
	-0.0790
	-0.0456
	-0.440***
	0.0242
	-0.0103
	0.00436

	
	(0.0935)
	(0.0593)
	(0.0522)
	(0.0556)
	(0.0801)
	(0.0600)
	(0.0506)
	(0.0600)

	First-person perspective
	0.370***
	0.120*
	0.0197
	0.109
	0.169*
	0.200***
	0.0786
	0.212***

	
	(0.0941)
	(0.0596)
	(0.0525)
	(0.0560)
	(0.0807)
	(0.0602)
	(0.0507)
	(0.0602)

	AI disclosed x First-person perspective
	-0.200
	0.0664
	0.0829
	-0.0924
	-0.0961
	0.0257
	0.0535
	-0.145

	
	(0.133)
	(0.0838)
	(0.0738)
	(0.0786)
	(0.114)
	(0.0846)
	(0.0713)
	(0.0846)

	Meaningfulness
	
	0.453***
	0.370***
	0.527***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0121)
	(0.0106)
	(0.0113)
	
	
	
	

	Authenticity
	
	
	
	
	
	0.518***
	0.462***
	0.549***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0142)
	(0.0120)
	(0.0142)

	Topic: Firefighter
	0.00346
	-0.0548
	0.108*
	0.102*
	-0.0291
	-0.0382
	0.123**
	0.119*

	
	(0.0813)
	(0.0514)
	(0.0452)
	(0.0482)
	(0.0697)
	(0.0519)
	(0.0438)
	(0.0519)

	Topic: Grandma
	-0.489***
	0.198***
	0.123**
	-0.115*
	-0.0206
	-0.0127
	-0.0483
	-0.362***

	
	(0.0812)
	(0.0517)
	(0.0455)
	(0.0485)
	(0.0696)
	(0.0519)
	(0.0437)
	(0.0519)

	Constant
	4.463***
	2.925***
	3.755***
	2.752***
	4.933***
	2.393***
	3.128***
	2.395***

	
	(0.0811)
	(0.0743)
	(0.0654)
	(0.0697)
	(0.0695)
	(0.0872)
	(0.0735)
	(0.0872)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753

	R-squared
	0.041
	0.351
	0.318
	0.465
	0.028
	0.337
	0.361
	0.379

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Fair."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Panel D. Models 25-32.
	 
	(25)
	(26)
	(27)
	(28)
	(29)
	(30)
	(31)
	(32)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Effort
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Effort
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Effort
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Effort
	DV: Worth
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Worth
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Worth
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Worth

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-1.229***
	0.359***
	0.233***
	0.303***
	-0.249**
	-0.0711
	-0.110*
	-0.105

	
	(0.0799)
	(0.0655)
	(0.0577)
	(0.0681)
	(0.0816)
	(0.0584)
	(0.0526)
	(0.0602)

	First-person perspective
	0.188*
	0.202**
	0.0883
	0.222***
	0.107
	0.231***
	0.112*
	0.247***

	
	(0.0805)
	(0.0633)
	(0.0558)
	(0.0658)
	(0.0822)
	(0.0587)
	(0.0529)
	(0.0605)

	AI disclosed x First-person perspective
	-0.0917
	0.0179
	0.0424
	-0.157
	0.0707
	-0.0618
	-0.0203
	-0.235**

	
	(0.113)
	(0.0891)
	(0.0784)
	(0.0926)
	(0.116)
	(0.0826)
	(0.0744)
	(0.0851)

	Effort
	
	0.458***
	0.363***
	0.439***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0150)
	(0.0132)
	(0.0156)
	
	
	
	

	Worth
	
	
	
	
	
	0.533***
	0.415***
	0.533***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0136)
	(0.0123)
	(0.0140)

	Topic: Firefighter
	0.0518
	-0.0769
	0.0909
	0.0806
	-0.138
	0.0206
	0.167***
	0.177***

	
	(0.0695)
	(0.0546)
	(0.0481)
	(0.0568)
	(0.0710)
	(0.0507)
	(0.0457)
	(0.0523)

	Topic: Grandma
	0.0362
	-0.0399
	-0.0710
	-0.389***
	-0.272***
	0.122*
	0.0551
	-0.228***

	
	(0.0694)
	(0.0546)
	(0.0481)
	(0.0567)
	(0.0709)
	(0.0508)
	(0.0457)
	(0.0523)

	Constant
	5.050***
	2.635***
	3.572***
	2.885***
	3.871***
	2.885***
	3.799***
	3.041***

	
	(0.0693)
	(0.0933)
	(0.0822)
	(0.0970)
	(0.0708)
	(0.0730)
	(0.0658)
	(0.0753)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753
	2,753

	R-squared
	0.157
	0.266
	0.228
	0.257
	0.013
	0.369
	0.306
	0.371

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Fair."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Table A11. Study 1d Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)

	(1) Creativity
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Quality
	0.687
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Enjoyment
	0.676
	0.702
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) AI disclosed
	-0.114
	-0.094
	-0.077
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Humanness of characters
	0.022
	-0.091
	-0.103
	0.000
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.256)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.982)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Topic of sample
	0.141
	0.129
	0.194
	0.008
	0.003
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.689)
	(.871)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Humanness
	0.450
	0.523
	0.521
	-0.053
	-0.121
	0.034
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.006)
	(.000)
	(.074)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Profundity
	0.597
	0.597
	0.624
	-0.060
	-0.047
	0.209
	0.455
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.002)
	(.014)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(9) Emotion
	0.557
	0.554
	0.689
	-0.055
	-0.121
	0.167
	0.483
	0.686
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.004)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(10) Story
	0.581
	0.655
	0.655
	-0.058
	-0.080
	0.079
	0.553
	0.592
	0.622
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.002)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(11) Meaningfulness
	0.563
	0.587
	0.671
	-0.086
	-0.112
	0.141
	0.489
	0.723
	0.750
	0.619
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(12) Authenticity
	0.631
	0.655
	0.642
	-0.094
	-0.076
	0.079
	0.600
	0.639
	0.597
	0.655
	0.629
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(13) Effort
	0.532
	0.523
	0.484
	-0.367
	-0.050
	0.086
	0.403
	0.544
	0.489
	0.482
	0.533
	0.564
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.008)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(14) Worth
	0.590
	0.593
	0.618
	-0.061
	-0.048
	0.121
	0.437
	0.694
	0.644
	0.593
	0.677
	0.621
	0.578
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.001)
	(.012)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A12. Study 1d Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	Mean
	 
	Standard deviation

	AI Disclosed
	Humanness of characters
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment
	 
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment

	Blind
	Human characters
	 
	5.31
	5.53
	5.11
	 
	1.17
	1.09
	1.39

	Blind
	Animal characters
	 
	5.46
	5.38
	4.91
	 
	1.17
	1.11
	1.43

	Blind
	Alien characters
	 
	5.24
	5.19
	4.55
	 
	1.31
	1.23
	1.46

	AI disclosed
	Human characters
	 
	4.91
	5.30
	4.73
	 
	1.31
	1.11
	1.37

	AI disclosed
	Animal characters
	 
	5.11
	5.01
	4.61
	 
	1.33
	1.33
	1.47

	AI disclosed
	Alien characters
	 
	5.11
	5.10
	4.56
	 
	1.35
	1.27
	1.47



Table A13. Study 1d Main Models.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	VARIABLES
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment

	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.398***
	-0.225**
	-0.375***

	
	(0.0835)
	(0.0782)
	(0.0929)

	Animal characters
	0.121
	-0.241*
	-0.260*

	
	(0.102)
	(0.0960)
	(0.114)

	Alien characters
	0.0482
	-0.260**
	-0.517***

	
	(0.102)
	(0.0959)
	(0.114)

	AI disclosed x Animal characters
	0.0398
	-0.158
	0.0685

	
	(0.118)
	(0.111)
	(0.132)

	AI disclosed x Alien characters
	0.266*
	0.140
	0.375**

	
	(0.118)
	(0.110)
	(0.131)

	Topic: NYC
	0.422***
	0.299***
	0.548***

	
	(0.0835)
	(0.0782)
	(0.0929)

	Topic: NYC x Animal characters
	0.0566
	0.203
	0.119

	
	(0.118)
	(0.111)
	(0.132)

	Topic: NYC x Alien characters
	-0.228
	-0.155
	-0.0724

	
	(0.118)
	(0.110)
	(0.131)

	Constant
	5.099***
	5.375***
	4.835***

	
	(0.0727)
	(0.0680)
	(0.0808)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739

	R-squared
	0.041
	0.041
	0.058

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Grandma."
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	




Table A14. Study 1d Mediation Models.
Panel A. Models 1-8.  
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Humanness
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Profundity
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Profundity
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Profundity
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Profundity

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI Disclosed
	-7.119***
	-0.239**
	-0.0549
	-0.173*
	-0.412***
	-0.214**
	-0.0524
	-0.163*

	
	(1.686)
	(0.0747)
	(0.0673)
	(0.0799)
	(0.109)
	(0.0679)
	(0.0635)
	(0.0742)

	Humanness
	
	0.0224***
	0.0239***
	0.0284***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.000845)
	(0.000761)
	(0.000904)
	
	
	
	

	Profundity
	
	
	
	
	
	0.447***
	0.418***
	0.513***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0119)
	(0.0111)
	(0.0130)

	Animal characters
	-9.240***
	0.328***
	-0.0211
	0.00231
	-0.297*
	0.254**
	-0.117
	-0.107

	
	(2.070)
	(0.0917)
	(0.0826)
	(0.0981)
	(0.134)
	(0.0832)
	(0.0779)
	(0.0909)

	Alien characters
	-10.87***
	0.292**
	-0.000747
	-0.208*
	-0.360**
	0.209*
	-0.109
	-0.332***

	
	(2.068)
	(0.0918)
	(0.0826)
	(0.0981)
	(0.134)
	(0.0832)
	(0.0779)
	(0.0909)

	AI disclosed x Animal characters
	3.983
	-0.0495
	-0.253**
	-0.0445
	0.249
	-0.0714
	-0.262**
	-0.0591

	
	(2.391)
	(0.106)
	(0.0951)
	(0.113)
	(0.155)
	(0.0961)
	(0.0899)
	(0.105)

	AI disclosed x Alien characters
	9.077***
	0.0626
	-0.0770
	0.117
	0.363*
	0.104
	-0.0125
	0.188

	
	(2.380)
	(0.105)
	(0.0949)
	(0.113)
	(0.154)
	(0.0957)
	(0.0896)
	(0.105)

	Topic: NYC
	1.288
	0.393***
	0.268***
	0.511***
	0.640***
	0.136*
	0.0313
	0.219**

	
	(1.686)
	(0.0745)
	(0.0670)
	(0.0796)
	(0.109)
	(0.0681)
	(0.0638)
	(0.0745)

	Topic: NYC x Animal characters
	4.130
	-0.0359
	0.105
	0.00153
	0.250
	-0.0552
	0.0987
	-0.00967

	
	(2.391)
	(0.106)
	(0.0951)
	(0.113)
	(0.155)
	(0.0961)
	(0.0899)
	(0.105)

	Topic: NYC x Alien characters
	-2.612
	-0.170
	-0.0930
	0.00172
	-0.0412
	-0.210*
	-0.138
	-0.0512

	
	(2.380)
	(0.105)
	(0.0946)
	(0.112)
	(0.154)
	(0.0956)
	(0.0895)
	(0.104)

	Constant
	71.41***
	3.498***
	3.672***
	2.809***
	3.695***
	3.447***
	3.828***
	2.938***

	
	(1.468)
	(0.0886)
	(0.0797)
	(0.0947)
	(0.0952)
	(0.0734)
	(0.0687)
	(0.0803)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739

	R-squared
	0.027
	0.237
	0.295
	0.308
	0.053
	0.369
	0.370
	0.402

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is “Grandma.”
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Panel B. Models 9-16.
	 
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	(16)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Emotion
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Emotion
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Emotion
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Emotion
	DV: Story
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Story
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Story
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Story

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI Disclosed
	-0.594***
	-0.156*
	-0.00185
	-0.0448
	-0.224*
	-0.291***
	-0.112
	-0.241***

	
	(0.112)
	(0.0701)
	(0.0662)
	(0.0691)
	(0.101)
	(0.0680)
	(0.0596)
	(0.0706)

	Emotion
	
	0.409***
	0.375***
	0.555***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0119)
	(0.0112)
	(0.0117)
	
	
	
	

	Story
	
	
	
	
	
	0.481***
	0.502***
	0.599***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0129)
	(0.0113)
	(0.0134)

	Animal characters
	-0.569***
	0.353***
	-0.0280
	0.0563
	-0.474***
	0.349***
	-0.00329
	0.0244

	
	(0.138)
	(0.0859)
	(0.0811)
	(0.0847)
	(0.124)
	(0.0837)
	(0.0733)
	(0.0868)

	Alien characters
	-0.860***
	0.400***
	0.0628
	-0.0386
	-0.334**
	0.209*
	-0.0921
	-0.316***

	
	(0.138)
	(0.0861)
	(0.0813)
	(0.0849)
	(0.124)
	(0.0835)
	(0.0732)
	(0.0866)

	AI disclosed x Animal characters
	0.485**
	-0.159
	-0.340***
	-0.201*
	0.0277
	0.0265
	-0.172*
	0.0519

	
	(0.159)
	(0.0990)
	(0.0935)
	(0.0977)
	(0.143)
	(0.0964)
	(0.0845)
	(0.100)

	AI disclosed x Alien characters
	0.705***
	-0.0218
	-0.125
	-0.0168
	0.0994
	0.218*
	0.0896
	0.315**

	
	(0.159)
	(0.0988)
	(0.0932)
	(0.0974)
	(0.142)
	(0.0960)
	(0.0841)
	(0.0996)

	Topic: NYC
	0.521***
	0.210**
	0.104
	0.259***
	0.0835
	0.382***
	0.257***
	0.498***

	
	(0.112)
	(0.0700)
	(0.0661)
	(0.0690)
	(0.101)
	(0.0680)
	(0.0596)
	(0.0705)

	Topic: NYC x Animal characters
	0.215
	-0.0310
	0.123
	-0.000513
	0.523***
	-0.195*
	-0.0594
	-0.195

	
	(0.159)
	(0.0989)
	(0.0934)
	(0.0975)
	(0.143)
	(0.0966)
	(0.0847)
	(0.100)

	Topic: NYC x Alien characters
	-0.0223
	-0.219*
	-0.147
	-0.0600
	-0.0318
	-0.213*
	-0.139
	-0.0533

	
	(0.159)
	(0.0984)
	(0.0929)
	(0.0970)
	(0.142)
	(0.0960)
	(0.0841)
	(0.0996)

	Constant
	3.979***
	3.473***
	3.882***
	2.625***
	5.260***
	2.568***
	2.733***
	1.682***

	
	(0.0979)
	(0.0769)
	(0.0726)
	(0.0758)
	(0.0877)
	(0.0901)
	(0.0789)
	(0.0935)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739

	R-squared
	0.054
	0.331
	0.320
	0.484
	0.023
	0.364
	0.443
	0.457

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is “Grandma.”
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Panel C. Models 17-24. 
	 
	(17)
	(18)
	(19)
	(20)
	(21)
	(22)
	(23)
	(24)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Meaningfulness
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Meaningfulness
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Meaningfulness
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Meaningfulness
	DV: Authenticity
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Authenticity

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI Disclosed
	-0.485***
	-0.201**
	-0.0354
	-0.116
	-0.485***
	-0.143*
	0.0215
	-0.0879

	
	(0.114)
	(0.0695)
	(0.0644)
	(0.0702)
	(0.0995)
	(0.0654)
	(0.0599)
	(0.0721)

	Meaningfulness
	
	0.407***
	0.390***
	0.533***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0116)
	(0.0107)
	(0.0117)
	
	
	
	

	Authenticity
	
	
	
	
	
	0.526***
	0.508***
	0.592***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0125)
	(0.0115)
	(0.0138)

	Animal characters
	-0.592***
	0.361***
	-0.0106
	0.0555
	-0.283*
	0.270***
	-0.0976
	-0.0921

	
	(0.141)
	(0.0853)
	(0.0790)
	(0.0862)
	(0.122)
	(0.0800)
	(0.0733)
	(0.0883)

	Alien characters
	-0.523***
	0.261**
	-0.0559
	-0.238**
	-0.384**
	0.250**
	-0.0652
	-0.289**

	
	(0.140)
	(0.0852)
	(0.0789)
	(0.0861)
	(0.122)
	(0.0800)
	(0.0733)
	(0.0883)

	AI disclosed x Animal characters
	0.262
	-0.0668
	-0.260**
	-0.0711
	0.112
	-0.0192
	-0.215*
	0.00210

	
	(0.162)
	(0.0983)
	(0.0910)
	(0.0993)
	(0.141)
	(0.0923)
	(0.0846)
	(0.102)

	AI disclosed x Alien characters
	0.271
	0.156
	0.0337
	0.230*
	0.476***
	0.0159
	-0.102
	0.0929

	
	(0.162)
	(0.0979)
	(0.0906)
	(0.0989)
	(0.140)
	(0.0921)
	(0.0844)
	(0.102)

	Topic: NYC
	0.518***
	0.211**
	0.0969
	0.272***
	0.248*
	0.292***
	0.173**
	0.401***

	
	(0.114)
	(0.0696)
	(0.0644)
	(0.0703)
	(0.0995)
	(0.0652)
	(0.0597)
	(0.0719)

	Topic: NYC x Animal characters
	0.144
	-0.00176
	0.147
	0.0422
	0.270
	-0.0852
	0.0663
	-0.0410

	
	(0.162)
	(0.0983)
	(0.0910)
	(0.0993)
	(0.141)
	(0.0924)
	(0.0847)
	(0.102)

	Topic: NYC x Alien characters
	-0.195
	-0.149
	-0.0792
	0.0315
	-0.279*
	-0.0817
	-0.0135
	0.0928

	
	(0.162)
	(0.0978)
	(0.0906)
	(0.0989)
	(0.140)
	(0.0920)
	(0.0843)
	(0.101)

	Constant
	4.075***
	3.441***
	3.784***
	2.663***
	4.877***
	2.535***
	2.898***
	1.949***

	
	(0.0996)
	(0.0766)
	(0.0709)
	(0.0774)
	(0.0866)
	(0.0833)
	(0.0764)
	(0.0919)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739

	R-squared
	0.044
	0.339
	0.355
	0.465
	0.031
	0.417
	0.442
	0.437

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is “Grandma.”
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Panel D. Models 25-32.
	 
	(25)
	(26)
	(27)
	(28)
	(29)
	(30)
	(31)
	(32)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Effort
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Effort
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Effort
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Effort
	DV: Worth
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Worth
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Worth
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Worth

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI Disclosed
	-1.257***
	0.149*
	0.282***
	0.182*
	-0.248*
	-0.278***
	-0.112
	-0.236**

	
	(0.101)
	(0.0730)
	(0.0686)
	(0.0837)
	(0.100)
	(0.0679)
	(0.0636)
	(0.0739)

	Effort
	
	0.436***
	0.403***
	0.443***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0135)
	(0.0127)
	(0.0154)
	
	
	
	

	Worth
	
	
	
	
	
	0.486***
	0.454***
	0.562***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0129)
	(0.0121)
	(0.0141)

	Animal characters
	-0.178
	0.198*
	-0.170*
	-0.181
	-0.169
	0.203*
	-0.165*
	-0.165

	
	(0.124)
	(0.0872)
	(0.0820)
	(0.1000)
	(0.123)
	(0.0833)
	(0.0780)
	(0.0906)

	Alien characters
	-0.302*
	0.180*
	-0.138
	-0.383***
	-0.191
	0.141
	-0.173*
	-0.409***

	
	(0.124)
	(0.0872)
	(0.0820)
	(0.1000)
	(0.123)
	(0.0832)
	(0.0780)
	(0.0905)

	AI disclosed x Animal characters
	0.0127
	0.0342
	-0.163
	0.0628
	-0.00630
	0.0428
	-0.155
	0.0720

	
	(0.143)
	(0.101)
	(0.0947)
	(0.115)
	(0.142)
	(0.0961)
	(0.0901)
	(0.105)

	AI disclosed x Alien characters
	0.122
	0.213*
	0.0902
	0.320**
	0.181
	0.178
	0.0576
	0.273**

	
	(0.142)
	(0.100)
	(0.0942)
	(0.115)
	(0.142)
	(0.0957)
	(0.0897)
	(0.104)

	Topic: NYC
	0.211*
	0.330***
	0.214**
	0.455***
	0.425***
	0.216**
	0.107
	0.309***

	
	(0.101)
	(0.0710)
	(0.0668)
	(0.0815)
	(0.100)
	(0.0680)
	(0.0638)
	(0.0740)

	Topic: NYC x Animal characters
	0.173
	-0.0188
	0.134
	0.0420
	0.00917
	0.0522
	0.199*
	0.114

	
	(0.143)
	(0.101)
	(0.0947)
	(0.115)
	(0.142)
	(0.0961)
	(0.0901)
	(0.105)

	Topic: NYC x Alien characters
	0.0735
	-0.260**
	-0.185*
	-0.105
	-0.161
	-0.150
	-0.0822
	0.0182

	
	(0.142)
	(0.100)
	(0.0942)
	(0.115)
	(0.142)
	(0.0957)
	(0.0897)
	(0.104)

	Constant
	19.11***
	-3.232***
	-2.327***
	-3.635***
	17.66***
	-3.484***
	-2.640***
	-5.094***

	
	(0.0878)
	(0.265)
	(0.249)
	(0.303)
	(0.0873)
	(0.236)
	(0.221)
	(0.257)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739
	2,739

	R-squared
	0.146
	0.307
	0.301
	0.277
	0.023
	0.368
	0.366
	0.406

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is “Grandma.”
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Table A15. Study 1e Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)

	(1) Creativity
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Quality
	0.682
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Enjoyment
	0.610
	0.687
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) AI disclosed
	-0.152
	-0.100
	-0.071
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Humanness of characters
	-0.043
	-0.145
	-0.228
	0.003
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.010)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.845)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Topic of sample
	0.000
	0.017
	0.072
	0.007
	0.008
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.993)
	(.314)
	(.000)
	(.685)
	(.646)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Humanness
	0.338
	0.424
	0.485
	-0.029
	-0.251
	-0.005
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.088)
	(.000)
	(.748)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Profundity
	0.596
	0.612
	0.605
	-0.102
	-0.120
	0.020
	0.407
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.234)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(9) Emotion
	0.482
	0.510
	0.703
	-0.070
	-0.238
	0.026
	0.456
	0.637
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.130)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(10) Story
	0.569
	0.632
	0.706
	-0.073
	-0.214
	0.022
	0.494
	0.580
	0.634
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.185)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(11) Meaningfulness
	0.521
	0.560
	0.711
	-0.072
	-0.206
	0.038
	0.469
	0.686
	0.758
	0.631
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.026)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(12) Authenticity
	0.621
	0.643
	0.608
	-0.155
	-0.142
	-0.017
	0.466
	0.633
	0.566
	0.626
	0.614
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.315)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(13) Effort
	0.511
	0.482
	0.403
	-0.405
	-0.055
	-0.011
	0.306
	0.528
	0.416
	0.420
	0.457
	0.575
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.001)
	(.528)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(14) Worth
	0.568
	0.622
	0.620
	-0.101
	-0.110
	0.043
	0.388
	0.677
	0.625
	0.590
	0.661
	0.625
	0.560
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.010)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A16. Study 1e Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	Mean
	 
	Standard deviation

	AI Disclosed
	Humanness of characters
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment
	 
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment

	Blind
	Human characters
	 
	5.17
	5.43
	4.98
	 
	1.28
	1.14
	1.44

	Blind
	Animal characters
	 
	5.38
	5.21
	4.21
	 
	1.29
	1.31
	1.58

	Blind
	Alien characters
	 
	5.15
	4.62
	3.31
	 
	1.48
	1.55
	1.76

	Blind
	Robot characters
	 
	5.12
	5.04
	3.98
	 
	1.34
	1.28
	1.59

	AI disclosed
	Human characters
	 
	4.94
	5.34
	4.65
	 
	1.32
	1.18
	1.47

	AI disclosed
	Animal characters
	 
	4.75
	4.64
	3.84
	 
	1.41
	1.34
	1.59

	AI disclosed
	Alien characters
	 
	4.69
	4.35
	3.10
	 
	1.59
	1.61
	1.65

	AI disclosed
	Robot characters
	 
	4.73
	4.83
	3.91
	 
	1.39
	1.40
	1.66




Table A17. Study 1e Main Models.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	VARIABLES
	Creativity
	Quality
	Enjoyment

	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.234*
	-0.0937
	-0.326**

	
	(0.0922)
	(0.0900)
	(0.105)

	Animal characters
	0.218
	-0.143
	-0.800***

	
	(0.115)
	(0.112)
	(0.130)

	Alien characters
	-0.214
	-1.105***
	-2.181***

	
	(0.116)
	(0.113)
	(0.131)

	Robot characters
	0.169
	-0.274*
	-0.691***

	
	(0.115)
	(0.112)
	(0.131)

	AI disclosed x Animal characters
	-0.393**
	-0.475***
	-0.0489

	
	(0.131)
	(0.128)
	(0.148)

	AI disclosed x Alien characters
	-0.232
	-0.181
	0.103

	
	(0.132)
	(0.129)
	(0.150)

	AI disclosed x Robot characters
	-0.155
	-0.114
	0.263

	
	(0.131)
	(0.128)
	(0.149)

	Topic: NYC
	0.0315
	0.0212
	0.170

	
	(0.0923)
	(0.0900)
	(0.105)

	Topic: NYC x Animal characters
	-0.0233
	-0.146
	0.0585

	
	(0.131)
	(0.128)
	(0.149)

	Topic: NYC x Alien characters
	0.346**
	0.550***
	0.951***

	
	(0.132)
	(0.129)
	(0.150)

	Topic: NYC x Robot characters
	-0.426**
	-0.234
	-0.601***

	
	(0.131)
	(0.128)
	(0.149)

	Constant
	5.158***
	5.421***
	4.893***

	
	(0.0805)
	(0.0786)
	(0.0913)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510

	R-squared
	0.037
	0.077
	0.151

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Grandma."
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	




[bookmark: _Hlk198807475]Table A18. Study 1e Mediation Models.
Panel A. Models 1-8.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Humanness
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Profundity
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Profundity
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Profundity
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Profundity

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-4.030**
	-0.148
	-0.000979
	-0.208*
	-0.333**
	-0.0705
	0.0681
	-0.137

	
	(1.472)
	(0.0868)
	(0.0834)
	(0.0953)
	(0.111)
	(0.0746)
	(0.0722)
	(0.0837)

	Humanness
	
	0.0214***
	0.0230***
	0.0293***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.000996)
	(0.000958)
	(0.00109)
	
	
	
	

	Profundity
	
	
	
	
	
	0.491***
	0.486***
	0.567***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0114)
	(0.0110)
	(0.0128)

	Animal characters
	-13.44***
	0.506***
	0.166
	-0.405***
	0.0865
	0.176
	-0.185*
	-0.849***

	
	(1.831)
	(0.109)
	(0.105)
	(0.119)
	(0.138)
	(0.0927)
	(0.0897)
	(0.104)

	Alien characters
	-29.14***
	0.410***
	-0.435***
	-1.326***
	-0.856***
	0.207*
	-0.689***
	-1.695***

	
	(1.849)
	(0.113)
	(0.108)
	(0.124)
	(0.139)
	(0.0941)
	(0.0911)
	(0.106)

	Robot characters
	-13.99***
	0.469***
	0.0477
	-0.281*
	-0.388**
	0.360***
	-0.0853
	-0.471***

	
	(1.838)
	(0.109)
	(0.105)
	(0.120)
	(0.138)
	(0.0931)
	(0.0902)
	(0.104)

	AI disclosed x Animal characters
	2.611
	-0.449***
	-0.535***
	-0.125
	-0.231
	-0.280**
	-0.363***
	0.0819

	
	(2.090)
	(0.123)
	(0.118)
	(0.135)
	(0.157)
	(0.106)
	(0.102)
	(0.119)

	AI disclosed x Alien characters
	5.095*
	-0.341**
	-0.298*
	-0.0461
	0.142
	-0.301**
	-0.250*
	0.0230

	
	(2.106)
	(0.124)
	(0.119)
	(0.136)
	(0.158)
	(0.107)
	(0.103)
	(0.120)

	AI disclosed x Robot characters
	2.883
	-0.217
	-0.180
	0.178
	0.0396
	-0.174
	-0.133
	0.240*

	
	(2.097)
	(0.124)
	(0.119)
	(0.136)
	(0.158)
	(0.106)
	(0.103)
	(0.119)

	Topic: NYC
	-2.117
	0.0768
	0.0699
	0.232*
	0.148
	-0.0413
	-0.0508
	0.0857

	
	(1.472)
	(0.0867)
	(0.0834)
	(0.0953)
	(0.111)
	(0.0745)
	(0.0722)
	(0.0836)

	Topic: NYC x Animal characters
	2.227
	-0.0710
	-0.198
	-0.00691
	-0.413**
	0.180
	0.0543
	0.293*

	
	(2.091)
	(0.123)
	(0.118)
	(0.135)
	(0.157)
	(0.106)
	(0.103)
	(0.119)

	Topic: NYC x Alien characters
	8.850***
	0.157
	0.346**
	0.692***
	0.361*
	0.169
	0.375***
	0.747***

	
	(2.110)
	(0.125)
	(0.120)
	(0.137)
	(0.159)
	(0.107)
	(0.103)
	(0.120)

	Topic: NYC x Robot characters
	-2.368
	-0.375**
	-0.180
	-0.532***
	-0.225
	-0.316**
	-0.125
	-0.474***

	
	(2.098)
	(0.124)
	(0.119)
	(0.136)
	(0.158)
	(0.106)
	(0.103)
	(0.119)

	Constant
	65.31***
	3.759***
	3.919***
	2.977***
	4.004***
	3.189***
	3.475***
	2.621***

	
	(1.285)
	(0.0998)
	(0.0960)
	(0.110)
	(0.0966)
	(0.0794)
	(0.0769)
	(0.0891)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510

	R-squared
	0.122
	0.150
	0.208
	0.296
	0.038
	0.372
	0.407
	0.458

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Grandma."
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Panel B. Models 9-16.
	 
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	(16)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Emotion
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Emotion
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Emotion
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Emotion
	DV: Story
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Story
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Story
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Story

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.323**
	-0.103
	0.0284
	-0.124
	-0.253*
	-0.111
	0.0300
	-0.167*

	
	(0.111)
	(0.0805)
	(0.0796)
	(0.0780)
	(0.110)
	(0.0752)
	(0.0722)
	(0.0785)

	Emotion
	
	0.405***
	0.379***
	0.626***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0122)
	(0.0121)
	(0.0118)
	
	
	
	

	Story
	
	
	
	
	
	0.486***
	0.488***
	0.627***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0115)
	(0.0111)
	(0.0120)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Animal characters
	-0.994***
	0.621***
	0.233*
	-0.177
	-0.618***
	0.518***
	0.158
	-0.412***

	
	(0.139)
	(0.101)
	(0.0996)
	(0.0976)
	(0.137)
	(0.0937)
	(0.0900)
	(0.0978)

	Alien characters
	-1.955***
	0.579***
	-0.365***
	-0.957***
	-2.096***
	0.804***
	-0.0828
	-0.866***

	
	(0.140)
	(0.104)
	(0.103)
	(0.101)
	(0.139)
	(0.0974)
	(0.0935)
	(0.102)

	Robot characters
	-1.076***
	0.605***
	0.133
	-0.0181
	-0.679***
	0.499***
	0.0571
	-0.266**

	
	(0.139)
	(0.101)
	(0.100)
	(0.0981)
	(0.138)
	(0.0941)
	(0.0904)
	(0.0982)

	AI disclosed x Animal characters
	-0.0147
	-0.387***
	-0.470***
	-0.0397
	-0.112
	-0.339**
	-0.421***
	0.0216

	
	(0.158)
	(0.114)
	(0.113)
	(0.111)
	(0.157)
	(0.107)
	(0.102)
	(0.111)

	AI disclosed x Alien characters
	0.162
	-0.297**
	-0.242*
	0.00186
	-0.0670
	-0.199
	-0.148
	0.145

	
	(0.159)
	(0.115)
	(0.114)
	(0.111)
	(0.158)
	(0.107)
	(0.103)
	(0.112)

	AI disclosed x Robot characters
	0.139
	-0.212
	-0.166
	0.175
	0.131
	-0.219*
	-0.177
	0.181

	
	(0.159)
	(0.115)
	(0.113)
	(0.111)
	(0.157)
	(0.107)
	(0.103)
	(0.112)

	Topic: NYC
	-0.0594
	0.0555
	0.0436
	0.207**
	-0.0657
	0.0634
	0.0532
	0.211**

	
	(0.111)
	(0.0805)
	(0.0795)
	(0.0779)
	(0.110)
	(0.0751)
	(0.0722)
	(0.0784)

	Topic: NYC x Animal characters
	0.0868
	-0.0585
	-0.179
	0.00410
	0.0539
	-0.0494
	-0.173
	0.0247

	
	(0.158)
	(0.114)
	(0.113)
	(0.111)
	(0.157)
	(0.107)
	(0.102)
	(0.111)

	Topic: NYC x Alien characters
	0.709***
	0.0590
	0.282*
	0.508***
	1.010***
	-0.144
	0.0572
	0.318**

	
	(0.160)
	(0.116)
	(0.114)
	(0.112)
	(0.158)
	(0.108)
	(0.104)
	(0.113)

	Topic: NYC x Robot characters
	-0.108
	-0.382***
	-0.193
	-0.534***
	-0.373*
	-0.245*
	-0.0523
	-0.367**

	
	(0.159)
	(0.115)
	(0.113)
	(0.111)
	(0.157)
	(0.107)
	(0.103)
	(0.112)

	Constant
	4.213***
	3.450***
	3.826***
	2.256***
	5.312***
	2.578***
	2.829***
	1.561***

	
	(0.0973)
	(0.0870)
	(0.0860)
	(0.0843)
	(0.0963)
	(0.0897)
	(0.0861)
	(0.0936)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510

	R-squared
	0.110
	0.268
	0.280
	0.529
	0.129
	0.362
	0.407
	0.523

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Grandma."
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Panel C. Models 17-24.
	 
	(17)
	(18)
	(19)
	(20)
	(21)
	(22)
	(23)
	(24)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Meaningfulness
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Meaningfulness
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Meaningfulness
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Meaningfulness
	DV: Authenticity
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Authenticity

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.370**
	-0.0758
	0.0599
	-0.0955
	-0.362***
	-0.0413
	0.0980
	-0.115

	
	(0.114)
	(0.0785)
	(0.0767)
	(0.0769)
	(0.106)
	(0.0731)
	(0.0704)
	(0.0845)

	Meaningfulness
	
	0.428***
	0.415***
	0.624***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0117)
	(0.0114)
	(0.0114)
	
	
	
	

	Authenticity
	
	
	
	
	
	0.532***
	0.529***
	0.583***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0116)
	(0.0112)
	(0.0134)

	Animal characters
	-0.781***
	0.552***
	0.181
	-0.312**
	-0.261*
	0.357***
	-0.00494
	-0.647***

	
	(0.141)
	(0.0980)
	(0.0958)
	(0.0960)
	(0.132)
	(0.0908)
	(0.0876)
	(0.105)

	Alien characters
	-1.888***
	0.595***
	-0.321**
	-1.002***
	-0.907***
	0.269**
	-0.625***
	-1.652***

	
	(0.143)
	(0.101)
	(0.0987)
	(0.0989)
	(0.133)
	(0.0923)
	(0.0889)
	(0.107)

	Robot characters
	-0.937***
	0.571***
	0.115
	-0.106
	-0.347**
	0.354***
	-0.0904
	-0.489***

	
	(0.142)
	(0.0985)
	(0.0963)
	(0.0965)
	(0.132)
	(0.0912)
	(0.0879)
	(0.105)

	AI disclosed x Animal characters
	0.0260
	-0.404***
	-0.486***
	-0.0651
	-0.298*
	-0.234*
	-0.318**
	0.125

	
	(0.161)
	(0.111)
	(0.109)
	(0.109)
	(0.151)
	(0.104)
	(0.0999)
	(0.120)

	AI disclosed x Alien characters
	0.190
	-0.313**
	-0.260*
	-0.0154
	-0.213
	-0.118
	-0.0680
	0.228

	
	(0.163)
	(0.112)
	(0.110)
	(0.110)
	(0.152)
	(0.104)
	(0.101)
	(0.121)

	AI disclosed x Robot characters
	0.212
	-0.246*
	-0.202
	0.130
	-0.0757
	-0.115
	-0.0736
	0.307*

	
	(0.162)
	(0.112)
	(0.109)
	(0.109)
	(0.151)
	(0.104)
	(0.100)
	(0.120)

	Topic: NYC
	0.0167
	0.0243
	0.0142
	0.159*
	-0.117
	0.0935
	0.0828
	0.238**

	
	(0.114)
	(0.0784)
	(0.0767)
	(0.0769)
	(0.106)
	(0.0730)
	(0.0704)
	(0.0844)

	Topic: NYC x Animal characters
	-0.0622
	0.00334
	-0.121
	0.0973
	0.159
	-0.108
	-0.231*
	-0.0344

	
	(0.161)
	(0.111)
	(0.109)
	(0.109)
	(0.151)
	(0.104)
	(0.1000)
	(0.120)

	Topic: NYC x Alien characters
	0.727***
	0.0351
	0.248*
	0.497***
	0.430**
	0.117
	0.322**
	0.701***

	
	(0.163)
	(0.113)
	(0.110)
	(0.110)
	(0.152)
	(0.105)
	(0.101)
	(0.121)

	Topic: NYC x Robot characters
	-0.105
	-0.381***
	-0.191
	-0.535***
	-0.287
	-0.274**
	-0.0824
	-0.434***

	
	(0.162)
	(0.112)
	(0.109)
	(0.110)
	(0.151)
	(0.104)
	(0.100)
	(0.120)

	Constant
	4.234***
	3.345***
	3.663***
	2.250***
	4.897***
	2.552***
	2.830***
	2.040***

	
	(0.0992)
	(0.0844)
	(0.0825)
	(0.0827)
	(0.0926)
	(0.0855)
	(0.0824)
	(0.0988)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510

	R-squared
	0.096
	0.305
	0.331
	0.542
	0.062
	0.398
	0.436
	0.448

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Grandma."
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Panel D.  Models 25-32. 
	 
	(25)
	(26)
	(27)
	(28)
	(29)
	(30)
	(31)
	(32)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Effort
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Effort
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Effort
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Effort
	DV: Worth
	DV: Creativity with Mediator: Worth
	DV: Quality with Mediator: Worth
	DV: Enjoyment with Mediator: Worth

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-1.417***
	0.385***
	0.506***
	0.282**
	-0.351***
	-0.0523
	0.0972
	-0.103

	
	(0.105)
	(0.0821)
	(0.0803)
	(0.0967)
	(0.100)
	(0.0764)
	(0.0717)
	(0.0831)

	Effort
	
	0.437***
	0.423***
	0.430***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0129)
	(0.0126)
	(0.0152)
	
	
	
	

	Worth
	
	
	
	
	
	0.518***
	0.544***
	0.635***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0129)
	(0.0121)
	(0.0140)

	Animal characters
	0.137
	0.158
	-0.201*
	-0.858***
	-0.187
	0.315***
	-0.0414
	-0.681***

	
	(0.131)
	(0.0996)
	(0.0974)
	(0.117)
	(0.125)
	(0.0949)
	(0.0891)
	(0.103)

	Alien characters
	-0.194
	-0.129
	-1.023***
	-2.098***
	-0.795***
	0.198*
	-0.673***
	-1.677***

	
	(0.132)
	(0.101)
	(0.0983)
	(0.119)
	(0.126)
	(0.0964)
	(0.0905)
	(0.105)

	Robot characters
	-0.240
	0.275**
	-0.172
	-0.588***
	-0.349**
	0.350***
	-0.0842
	-0.470***

	
	(0.131)
	(0.1000)
	(0.0978)
	(0.118)
	(0.125)
	(0.0953)
	(0.0895)
	(0.104)

	AI disclosed x Animal characters
	-0.0440
	-0.374**
	-0.457***
	-0.0300
	-0.0942
	-0.344**
	-0.424***
	0.0109

	
	(0.149)
	(0.114)
	(0.111)
	(0.134)
	(0.142)
	(0.108)
	(0.102)
	(0.118)

	AI disclosed x Alien characters
	0.0309
	-0.245*
	-0.194
	0.0901
	0.0704
	-0.268*
	-0.219*
	0.0587

	
	(0.150)
	(0.115)
	(0.112)
	(0.135)
	(0.143)
	(0.109)
	(0.102)
	(0.119)

	AI disclosed x Robot characters
	0.106
	-0.201
	-0.158
	0.217
	0.183
	-0.250*
	-0.213*
	0.147

	
	(0.150)
	(0.114)
	(0.111)
	(0.134)
	(0.143)
	(0.109)
	(0.102)
	(0.118)

	Topic: NYC
	0.0534
	0.00810
	-0.00145
	0.147
	0.222*
	-0.0837
	-0.0997
	0.0285

	
	(0.105)
	(0.0801)
	(0.0783)
	(0.0944)
	(0.100)
	(0.0764)
	(0.0717)
	(0.0831)

	Topic: NYC x Animal characters
	-0.321*
	0.117
	-0.0104
	0.197
	-0.253
	0.108
	-0.00870
	0.219

	
	(0.149)
	(0.114)
	(0.111)
	(0.134)
	(0.142)
	(0.108)
	(0.102)
	(0.118)

	Topic: NYC x Alien characters
	0.152
	0.280*
	0.486***
	0.886***
	0.232
	0.227*
	0.424***
	0.804***

	
	(0.150)
	(0.115)
	(0.112)
	(0.135)
	(0.144)
	(0.109)
	(0.103)
	(0.119)

	Topic: NYC x Robot characters
	-0.147
	-0.362**
	-0.172
	-0.538***
	-0.296*
	-0.273*
	-0.0731
	-0.413***

	
	(0.150)
	(0.114)
	(0.112)
	(0.134)
	(0.143)
	(0.109)
	(0.102)
	(0.118)

	Constant
	19.19***
	-3.231***
	-2.698***
	-3.351***
	17.86***
	-4.085***
	-4.287***
	-6.440***

	
	(0.0916)
	(0.257)
	(0.251)
	(0.303)
	(0.0875)
	(0.239)
	(0.225)
	(0.260)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510
	3,510

	R-squared
	0.170
	0.276
	0.302
	0.309
	0.040
	0.342
	0.416
	0.466

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Grandma."
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Table A19. Study 2 Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) AI disclosed
	-0.163
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Evaluation context
	-0.033
	0.004
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.045)
	(.788)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Sample topic
	-0.102
	-0.010
	-0.008
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.552)
	(.637)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Eeriness
	-0.327
	0.189
	-0.033
	0.031
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.051)
	(.065)
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Liking
	0.778
	-0.226
	-0.035
	-0.132
	-0.304
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.035)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(7) Humanness
	0.403
	-0.354
	-0.046
	-0.078
	-0.184
	0.503
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.006)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(8) Understand feelings
	0.585
	-0.319
	-0.033
	-0.101
	-0.288
	0.686
	0.651
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.045)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(9) Understand experiences
	0.574
	-0.290
	-0.044
	-0.078
	-0.272
	0.666
	0.626
	0.899
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.008)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A20. Study 2 Summary Statistics by Condition. 
	
	
	
	Appeal

	Disclosure condition
	Evaluation context
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	Objective
	 
	5.79
	1.19

	Blind
	Artistic
	 
	5.68
	1.21

	AI disclosed
	Objective
	 
	5.34
	1.38

	AI disclosed
	Artistic
	 
	5.28
	1.37



Table A21. Study 2 Cronbach’s Alpha. 
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.95

	Eeriness
	0.84

	Liking
	0.91

	Humanness
	0.93



Table A22. Study 2 Main Models.
	 
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal

	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.453***

	
	(0.0606)

	Artistic evaluation context
	-0.111

	
	(0.0601)

	AI disclosed x Artistic evaluation context
	0.0482

	
	(0.0855)

	Topic: Firefighter
	-0.0173

	
	(0.0523)

	Topic: Grandma
	-0.335***

	
	(0.0526)

	Constant
	5.908***

	
	(0.0526)

	
	

	Observations
	3,590

	R-squared
	0.042

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Fair.

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	




Table A23. Study 2 Mediation Models.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Eeriness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Eeriness
	DV: Liking
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Liking
	DV: Humanness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Understand feelings
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Understand feelings
	DV: Understand experiences
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Understand experiences

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	0.471***
	-0.276***
	-0.723***
	0.0289
	-0.868***
	-0.106
	-1.071***
	0.0469
	-0.925***
	-0.0270

	
	(0.0501)
	(0.0583)
	(0.0700)
	(0.0392)
	(0.0553)
	(0.0583)
	(0.0733)
	(0.0515)
	(0.0729)
	(0.0516)

	Eeriness
	
	-0.375***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0192)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Liking
	
	
	
	0.666***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.00922)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Humanness
	
	
	
	
	
	0.400***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0170)
	
	
	
	

	Understand feelings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.467***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0114)
	
	

	Understand experiences
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.461***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0116)

	Artistic evaluation context
	-0.0121
	-0.116*
	-0.132
	-0.0229
	-0.0889
	-0.0756
	-0.129
	-0.0511
	-0.128
	-0.0524

	
	(0.0497)
	(0.0572)
	(0.0695)
	(0.0384)
	(0.0549)
	(0.0560)
	(0.0727)
	(0.0497)
	(0.0723)
	(0.0501)

	AI disclosed x Artistic evaluation context
	-0.120
	0.00307
	0.0488
	0.0157
	-0.0495
	0.0680
	0.0420
	0.0286
	-0.0266
	0.0605

	
	(0.0707)
	(0.0814)
	(0.0989)
	(0.0546)
	(0.0781)
	(0.0796)
	(0.103)
	(0.0706)
	(0.103)
	(0.0712)

	Topic: Firefighter
	0.168***
	0.0455
	-0.294***
	0.178***
	0.0389
	-0.0329
	-0.164**
	0.0591
	-0.150*
	0.0517

	
	(0.0432)
	(0.0498)
	(0.0604)
	(0.0335)
	(0.0477)
	(0.0487)
	(0.0632)
	(0.0432)
	(0.0629)
	(0.0436)

	Topic: Grandma
	0.0867*
	-0.302***
	-0.509***
	0.00430
	-0.253***
	-0.234***
	-0.420***
	-0.139**
	-0.323***
	-0.186***

	
	(0.0435)
	(0.0500)
	(0.0607)
	(0.0339)
	(0.0480)
	(0.0491)
	(0.0636)
	(0.0437)
	(0.0632)
	(0.0439)

	Constant
	1.686***
	6.540***
	5.411***
	2.302***
	4.541***
	4.090***
	5.836***
	3.185***
	5.731***
	3.268***

	
	(0.0435)
	(0.0596)
	(0.0607)
	(0.0601)
	(0.0480)
	(0.0915)
	(0.0636)
	(0.0795)
	(0.0632)
	(0.0794)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	3,590
	3,590
	3,590
	3,590
	3,590
	3,590
	3,590
	3,590
	3,590
	3,590

	R-squared
	0.042
	0.134
	0.071
	0.610
	0.138
	0.170
	0.114
	0.347
	0.092
	0.336

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Fair."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Table A24. Study 3a Correlation Matrix. 
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) AI disclosed
	-0.138
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Perception condition
	0.057
	-0.035
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.027)
	(.176)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Sample topic
	-0.061
	0.006
	-0.009
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.017)
	(.808)
	(.725)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Liking
	0.155
	0.010
	0.037
	0.009
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.694)
	(.151)
	(.714)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Humanness
	0.201
	0.012
	-0.001
	0.004
	0.237
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.643)
	(.974)
	(.880)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Understand feelings
	0.225
	0.050
	-0.072
	-0.040
	0.309
	0.623
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.052)
	(.005)
	(.116)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(8) Understand experiences
	0.228
	0.050
	-0.058
	-0.030
	0.302
	0.602
	0.866
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.050)
	(.025)
	(.248)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(9) Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.319
	0.046
	-0.067
	0.016
	0.370
	0.446
	0.593
	0.580
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.074)
	(.009)
	(.543)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(10) Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.224
	0.071
	-0.072
	0.008
	0.283
	0.572
	0.744
	0.742
	0.723
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.006)
	(.005)
	(.742)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A25. Study 3a Cronbach’s Alpha.
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.95

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.85

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.93

	Liking
	0.91

	Humanness
	0.95



Table A26. Study 3a Summary Statistics by Condition. 
	
	
	
	Appeal

	Disclosure condition
	Information condition
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	AI Emotion
	
	5.51
	1.38

	Blind
	AI Cognition
	
	5.56
	1.33

	Blind
	Pure Control
	
	5.58
	1.16

	Blind
	Quantum Computing
	5.62
	1.32

	AI disclosed
	AI Emotion
	
	5.08
	1.44

	AI disclosed
	AI Cognition
	
	5.08
	1.50

	AI disclosed
	Pure Control
	
	5.37
	1.25

	AI disclosed
	Quantum Computing
	5.29
	1.39




Table A27. Study 3a Main Models.
	 
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal

	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.433**

	
	(0.133)

	AI cognition information condition
	0.0418

	
	(0.136)

	Pure control information condition
	0.0876

	
	(0.140)

	Quantum computing information condition
	0.106

	
	(0.136)

	AI disclosed x AI cognition information condition
	-0.0439

	
	(0.189)

	AI disclosed x Pure control information condition
	0.219

	
	(0.197)

	AI disclosed x Quantum computing information condition
	0.108

	
	(0.195)

	Topic: Firefighter
	0.145

	
	(0.0858)

	Topic: Grandma
	-0.196*

	
	(0.0848)

	Constant
	5.528***

	
	(0.107)

	
	

	Observations
	1,526

	R-squared
	0.034

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Fair."
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	




Table A28. Study 3a Mediation Models.
Panel A. Models 1-6.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Liking
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Liking
	DV: Humanness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Perceived understanding of feelings
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived understanding of feelings

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	0.0164
	-0.435***
	-0.177
	-0.389**
	0.0461
	-0.443***

	
	(0.150)
	(0.131)
	(0.111)
	(0.130)
	(0.149)
	(0.129)

	Liking
	
	0.138***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0225)
	
	
	
	

	Humanness
	
	
	
	0.248***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.0300)
	
	

	Perceived understanding of feelings
	
	
	
	
	
	0.210***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0222)

	AI cognition information condition
	0.0277
	0.0380
	-0.232*
	0.0992
	-0.265
	0.0976

	
	(0.153)
	(0.134)
	(0.114)
	(0.133)
	(0.153)
	(0.132)

	Pure control information condition
	-0.0684
	0.0971
	-0.0898
	0.110
	-0.217
	0.133

	
	(0.158)
	(0.139)
	(0.117)
	(0.137)
	(0.158)
	(0.136)

	Quantum computing information condition
	0.104
	0.0920
	-0.141
	0.141
	-0.466**
	0.204

	
	(0.153)
	(0.134)
	(0.114)
	(0.133)
	(0.153)
	(0.132)

	AI disclosed x AI cognition information condition
	-0.129
	-0.0262
	0.360*
	-0.133
	0.0704
	-0.0588

	
	(0.213)
	(0.186)
	(0.158)
	(0.185)
	(0.212)
	(0.183)

	AI disclosed x Pure control information condition
	0.108
	0.204
	0.246
	0.158
	0.0694
	0.204

	
	(0.222)
	(0.195)
	(0.165)
	(0.193)
	(0.222)
	(0.191)

	AI disclosed x Quantum computing information condition
	0.136
	0.0890
	0.221
	0.0530
	0.285
	0.0479

	
	(0.220)
	(0.193)
	(0.163)
	(0.191)
	(0.220)
	(0.190)

	Topic: Firefighter
	0.113
	0.130
	-0.0270
	0.152
	-0.0461
	0.155

	
	(0.0968)
	(0.0848)
	(0.0718)
	(0.0840)
	(0.0966)
	(0.0834)

	Topic: Grandma
	0.0443
	-0.202*
	0.00641
	-0.198*
	-0.155
	-0.164*

	
	(0.0957)
	(0.0838)
	(0.0710)
	(0.0830)
	(0.0955)
	(0.0825)

	Constant
	4.690***
	4.882***
	2.202***
	4.983***
	3.147***
	4.866***

	
	(0.121)
	(0.150)
	(0.0898)
	(0.124)
	(0.121)
	(0.125)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,526
	1,526
	1,526
	1,526
	1,526
	1,526

	R-squared
	0.005
	0.058
	0.005
	0.076
	0.012
	0.089

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Fair."
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	




Panel A. Models 7-12.
	 
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Perceived understanding of experiences
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived understanding of experiences
	DV: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Perceived emotional capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived emotional capabilities

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	0.0965
	-0.454***
	0.0546
	-0.452***
	0.0781
	-0.449***

	
	(0.147)
	(0.129)
	(0.132)
	(0.125)
	(0.153)
	(0.129)

	Perceived understanding of experiences
	
	0.215***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0225)
	
	
	
	

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	
	
	
	0.339***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.0243)
	
	

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	0.209***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0216)

	AI cognition information condition
	-0.238
	0.0928
	0.0604
	0.0214
	-0.309*
	0.107

	
	(0.151)
	(0.132)
	(0.135)
	(0.128)
	(0.157)
	(0.132)

	Pure control information condition
	-0.173
	0.125
	-0.196
	0.154
	-0.206
	0.131

	
	(0.156)
	(0.136)
	(0.140)
	(0.132)
	(0.162)
	(0.136)

	Quantum computing information condition
	-0.350*
	0.181
	-0.211
	0.178
	-0.402*
	0.190

	
	(0.151)
	(0.132)
	(0.135)
	(0.128)
	(0.157)
	(0.132)

	AI disclosed x AI cognition information condition
	0.00946
	-0.0460
	0.127
	-0.0870
	0.276
	-0.102

	
	(0.209)
	(0.183)
	(0.188)
	(0.178)
	(0.217)
	(0.183)

	AI disclosed x Pure control information condition
	0.0535
	0.207
	-5.74e-05
	0.219
	0.112
	0.195

	
	(0.219)
	(0.191)
	(0.196)
	(0.185)
	(0.227)
	(0.191)

	AI disclosed x Quantum computing information condition
	0.160
	0.0733
	0.114
	0.0691
	0.157
	0.0749

	
	(0.216)
	(0.189)
	(0.194)
	(0.184)
	(0.225)
	(0.189)

	Topic: Firefighter
	0.00306
	0.145
	0.106
	0.109
	0.0890
	0.127

	
	(0.0953)
	(0.0833)
	(0.0854)
	(0.0808)
	(0.0989)
	(0.0833)

	Topic: Grandma
	-0.113
	-0.172*
	0.0582
	-0.216**
	0.0258
	-0.202*

	
	(0.0941)
	(0.0824)
	(0.0844)
	(0.0798)
	(0.0977)
	(0.0823)

	Constant
	3.136***
	4.855***
	4.338***
	4.057***
	3.286***
	4.840***

	
	(0.119)
	(0.126)
	(0.107)
	(0.146)
	(0.124)
	(0.126)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,526
	1,526
	1,526
	1,526
	1,526
	1,526

	R-squared
	0.009
	0.089
	0.013
	0.145
	0.012
	0.091

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Fair."
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	




Table A29. Study 3b Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) AI disclosed
	-0.084
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Perception condition
	-0.062
	0.002
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.008)
	(.919)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Sample topic
	0.000
	0.001
	0.009
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.990)
	(.950)
	(.704)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Eeriness
	-0.440
	0.143
	0.091
	0.072
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.002)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Liking
	0.773
	-0.124
	-0.060
	0.023
	-0.401
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.010)
	(.340)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Humanness
	0.374
	-0.341
	-0.097
	-0.136
	-0.240
	0.428
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Understand feelings
	0.523
	-0.344
	-0.087
	0.003
	-0.346
	0.536
	0.645
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.898)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(9) Understand experiences
	0.517
	-0.328
	-0.085
	0.012
	-0.328
	0.531
	0.625
	0.888
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.617)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(10) Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.535
	-0.302
	-0.072
	0.031
	-0.375
	0.565
	0.593
	0.709
	0.696
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.002)
	(.192)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(11) Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.540
	-0.367
	-0.096
	0.027
	-0.381
	0.570
	0.657
	0.779
	0.758
	0.857
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.256)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A30. Study 3b Cronbach’s Alpha.
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.94

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.92

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.96

	Liking
	0.91

	Humanness
	0.94

	Eeriness
	0.83




Table A31. Study 3b Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	Appeal

	Disclosure condition
	Information condition
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	Base
	
	5.70
	1.26

	Blind
	Humanizing
	
	5.66
	1.14

	Blind
	Objective
	
	5.71
	1.26

	Blind
	Tool
	
	5.22
	1.53

	AI disclosed
	Base
	
	5.40
	1.38

	AI disclosed
	Humanizing
	
	5.29
	1.39

	AI disclosed
	Objective
	
	5.37
	1.34

	AI disclosed
	Tool
	 
	5.32
	1.44



Table A32. Study 3b Main Models.
	 
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal

	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.294*

	
	(0.125)

	Humanizing information condition
	-0.0358

	
	(0.127)

	Objective information condition
	0.0151

	
	(0.127)

	Tool information condition
	-0.478***

	
	(0.128)

	AI disclosed x Humanizing information condition
	-0.0803

	
	(0.179)

	AI disclosed x Objective information condition
	-0.0404

	
	(0.179)

	AI disclosed x Tool information condition
	0.398*

	
	(0.179)

	Topic: Eavesdrop
	-0.158*

	
	(0.0776)

	Topic: Running
	0.00487

	
	(0.0772)

	Constant
	5.746***

	
	(0.100)

	
	

	Observations
	1,799

	R-squared
	0.022

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	




Table A33. Study 3b Mediation Models.
Panel A. Models 1-8. 
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Eeriness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Eeriness
	DV: Liking
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Liking
	DV: Humanness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Perceived understanding of feelings
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived understanding of feelings

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	0.211
	-0.189
	-0.369**
	-0.0365
	-0.868***
	0.0368
	-1.098***
	0.215*

	
	(0.108)
	(0.114)
	(0.138)
	(0.0801)
	(0.120)
	(0.119)
	(0.141)
	(0.109)

	Eeriness
	
	-0.495***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0249)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Liking
	
	
	
	0.698***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.0137)
	
	
	
	

	Humanness
	
	
	
	
	
	0.381***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0231)
	
	

	Perceived understanding of feelings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.463***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0179)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Humanizing information condition
	-0.162
	-0.116
	-0.00427
	-0.0329
	0.179
	-0.104
	0.223
	-0.139

	
	(0.109)
	(0.115)
	(0.140)
	(0.0809)
	(0.121)
	(0.118)
	(0.143)
	(0.108)

	Objective information condition
	-0.137
	-0.0528
	0.0443
	-0.0158
	-0.0911
	0.0499
	-0.0183
	0.0236

	
	(0.109)
	(0.115)
	(0.140)
	(0.0812)
	(0.122)
	(0.119)
	(0.143)
	(0.109)

	Tool information condition
	0.387***
	-0.287*
	-0.442**
	-0.170*
	-0.416***
	-0.320**
	-0.561***
	-0.219*

	
	(0.110)
	(0.116)
	(0.141)
	(0.0820)
	(0.122)
	(0.120)
	(0.144)
	(0.110)

	AI disclosed x Humanizing information condition
	0.339*
	0.0876
	-0.215
	0.0701
	-0.361*
	0.0571
	-0.381
	0.0961

	
	(0.154)
	(0.162)
	(0.197)
	(0.114)
	(0.170)
	(0.167)
	(0.201)
	(0.153)

	AI disclosed x Objective information condition
	0.300
	0.108
	-0.0339
	-0.0167
	-0.0746
	-0.0119
	0.0179
	-0.0486

	
	(0.154)
	(0.162)
	(0.197)
	(0.114)
	(0.170)
	(0.166)
	(0.201)
	(0.152)

	AI disclosed x Tool information condition
	-0.141
	0.329*
	0.243
	0.229*
	0.126
	0.350*
	0.306
	0.257

	
	(0.154)
	(0.162)
	(0.197)
	(0.114)
	(0.171)
	(0.167)
	(0.201)
	(0.153)

	Topic: Eavesdrop
	0.233***
	-0.0428
	0.0104
	-0.166***
	-0.455***
	0.0152
	-0.120
	-0.103

	
	(0.0668)
	(0.0705)
	(0.0857)
	(0.0495)
	(0.0741)
	(0.0731)
	(0.0874)
	(0.0663)

	Topic: Running
	0.199**
	0.103
	0.0877
	-0.0563
	-0.454***
	0.178*
	0.0211
	-0.00490

	
	(0.0664)
	(0.0701)
	(0.0852)
	(0.0493)
	(0.0737)
	(0.0727)
	(0.0869)
	(0.0659)

	Constant
	1.967***
	6.720***
	4.982***
	2.269***
	4.880***
	3.887***
	5.630***
	3.139***

	
	(0.0861)
	(0.103)
	(0.110)
	(0.0933)
	(0.0955)
	(0.146)
	(0.113)
	(0.132)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,799
	1,799
	1,799
	1,799
	1,799
	1,799
	1,799
	1,799

	R-squared
	0.048
	0.199
	0.027
	0.602
	0.155
	0.151
	0.137
	0.288

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Panel B. Models 9-14.
	 
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Perceived understanding of experiences
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived understanding of experiences
	DV: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Perceived emotional capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived emotional capabilities

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-1.031***
	0.165
	-0.817***
	0.144
	-1.228***
	0.280**

	
	(0.145)
	(0.109)
	(0.125)
	(0.107)
	(0.147)
	(0.107)

	Perceived understanding of experiences
	
	0.445***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0176)
	
	
	
	

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	
	
	
	0.536***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.0200)
	
	

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	0.467***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0169)

	Humanizing information condition
	0.197
	-0.124
	0.159
	-0.121
	0.162
	-0.111

	
	(0.146)
	(0.109)
	(0.127)
	(0.107)
	(0.148)
	(0.106)

	Objective information condition
	0.0225
	0.00512
	0.0606
	-0.0174
	0.0274
	0.00235

	
	(0.147)
	(0.109)
	(0.127)
	(0.108)
	(0.149)
	(0.107)

	Tool information condition
	-0.545***
	-0.236*
	-0.445***
	-0.240*
	-0.638***
	-0.180

	
	(0.148)
	(0.110)
	(0.128)
	(0.109)
	(0.150)
	(0.108)

	AI disclosed x Humanizing information condition
	-0.395
	0.0956
	-0.284
	0.0722
	-0.285
	0.0530

	
	(0.206)
	(0.153)
	(0.178)
	(0.151)
	(0.209)
	(0.150)

	AI disclosed x Objective information condition
	-0.0634
	-0.0121
	-0.151
	0.0408
	-0.127
	0.0190

	
	(0.206)
	(0.153)
	(0.178)
	(0.151)
	(0.209)
	(0.150)

	AI disclosed x Tool information condition
	0.259
	0.283
	0.291
	0.242
	0.334
	0.242

	
	(0.206)
	(0.154)
	(0.178)
	(0.151)
	(0.209)
	(0.150)

	Topic: Eavesdrop
	-0.0664
	-0.129
	0.183*
	-0.257***
	0.136
	-0.222***

	
	(0.0896)
	(0.0666)
	(0.0775)
	(0.0657)
	(0.0908)
	(0.0651)

	Topic: Running
	0.0565
	-0.0203
	0.112
	-0.0552
	0.120
	-0.0513

	
	(0.0891)
	(0.0663)
	(0.0771)
	(0.0653)
	(0.0904)
	(0.0647)

	Constant
	5.543***
	3.279***
	5.508***
	2.792***
	5.549***
	3.155***

	
	(0.116)
	(0.130)
	(0.0999)
	(0.139)
	(0.117)
	(0.126)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,799
	1,799
	1,799
	1,799
	1,799
	1,799

	R-squared
	0.125
	0.280
	0.107
	0.302
	0.154
	0.314

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	




Table A34. Study 3c Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Worth
	0.522
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Behavioral worth
	-0.226
	-0.263
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) AI disclosed
	-0.147
	-0.081
	0.042
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.017)
	(.219)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Information condition
	0.035
	0.051
	0.032
	-0.014
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.310)
	(.137)
	(.352)
	(.679)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Sample topic
	-0.006
	0.020
	0.098
	-0.013
	0.023
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.863)
	(.552)
	(.004)
	(.711)
	(.507)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Eeriness
	-0.416
	-0.107
	0.032
	0.193
	-0.041
	-0.017
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.002)
	(.353)
	(.000)
	(.229)
	(.620)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Liking
	0.776
	0.536
	-0.231
	-0.182
	0.019
	0.014
	-0.353
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.571)
	(.683)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(9) Humanness
	0.409
	0.325
	-0.152
	-0.322
	0.022
	-0.059
	-0.205
	0.459
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.519)
	(.085)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(10) Understand feelings
	0.518
	0.435
	-0.169
	-0.397
	-0.017
	0.032
	-0.303
	0.564
	0.632
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.613)
	(.341)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(11) Understand experiences
	0.499
	0.409
	-0.180
	-0.387
	-0.022
	0.040
	-0.321
	0.539
	0.616
	0.871
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.517)
	(.238)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(12) Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.569
	0.354
	-0.139
	-0.338
	-0.008
	0.070
	-0.362
	0.589
	0.616
	0.765
	0.734
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.811)
	(.040)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(13) Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.505
	0.351
	-0.158
	-0.413
	-0.043
	0.063
	-0.308
	0.556
	0.659
	0.811
	0.761
	0.876
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.203)
	(.066)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A35. Study 3c Cronbach’s Alpha.
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.96

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.91

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.96

	Liking
	0.89

	Humanness
	0.93

	Eeriness
	0.83




Table A36. Study 3c Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	Appeal

	Disclosure condition
	Information condition
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	Base
	
	5.57
	1.37

	Blind
	Humanizing
	
	5.91
	1.16

	AI disclosed
	Base
	
	5.42
	1.40

	AI disclosed
	Humanizing
	 
	5.25
	1.51



Table A37. Study 3c Main Models.
	 
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal

	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.146

	
	(0.131)

	Humanizing information
	0.337**

	
	(0.129)

	AI disclosed x Humanizing information
	-0.513**

	
	(0.185)

	Topic: Friend
	-0.223*

	
	(0.112)

	Topic: Romantic
	-0.0106

	
	(0.114)

	Constant
	5.651***

	
	(0.112)

	
	

	Observations
	864

	R-squared
	0.037

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	




Table A38. Study 3d Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) AI disclosed
	-0.163
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Information condition
	-0.005
	0.001
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.886)
	(.974)
	
	
	
	

	(4) Sample topic
	-0.031
	-0.004
	0.012
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.346)
	(.903)
	(.714)
	
	
	

	(5) Authenticity
	0.631
	-0.232
	0.001
	-0.011
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.967)
	(.750)
	
	

	(6) Identity threat
	0.008
	-0.031
	0.035
	0.012
	-0.038
	1.000

	
	(.810)
	(.354)
	(.290)
	(.716)
	(.257)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A39. Study 3d Cronbach’s Alpha.
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.93

	Authenticity
	0.83

	Identity threat
	0.95



Table A40. Study 3d Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	Appeal

	Disclosure condition
	Information condition
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	Base
	
	5.87
	1.04

	Blind
	Humanizing
	
	5.90
	1.07

	AI disclosed
	Base
	
	5.53
	1.28

	AI disclosed
	Humanizing
	 
	5.47
	1.26



Table A41. Study 3d Main Models.
	 
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal

	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.333**

	
	(0.109)

	Humanizing information
	0.0398

	
	(0.109)

	AI disclosed x Humanizing information
	-0.0972

	
	(0.154)

	Topic: Dog
	0.123

	
	(0.0948)

	Topic: Loss
	-0.0916

	
	(0.0945)

	Constant
	5.854***

	
	(0.0946)

	
	

	Observations
	909

	R-squared
	0.032

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Coffee Shop."

	*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.5
	



Table A42. Study 3d Mediation Models. 
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Authenticity
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Identity threat
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Identity threat

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.573***
	0.00401
	-0.0981
	-0.332**

	
	(0.114)
	(0.0868)
	(0.105)
	(0.109)

	Authenticity
	
	0.588***
	
	

	
	
	(0.0250)
	
	

	Identity threat
	
	
	
	0.00893

	
	
	
	
	(0.0345)

	Humanizing information
	0.0101
	0.0339
	0.0519
	0.0393

	
	(0.115)
	(0.0860)
	(0.105)
	(0.109)

	AI disclosed x Humanizing information
	-0.00926
	-0.0917
	0.0513
	-0.0976

	
	(0.162)
	(0.122)
	(0.149)
	(0.155)

	Topic: Dog
	0.136
	0.0431
	-0.151
	0.124

	
	(0.0994)
	(0.0747)
	(0.0914)
	(0.0950)

	Topic: Loss
	-0.0349
	-0.0711
	0.0312
	-0.0919

	
	(0.0991)
	(0.0745)
	(0.0911)
	(0.0946)

	Constant
	5.202***
	2.797***
	2.535***
	5.832***

	
	(0.0992)
	(0.150)
	(0.0912)
	(0.129)

	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	909
	909
	909
	909

	R-squared
	0.057
	0.400
	0.007
	0.033

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Coffee Shop."
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	



Table A43. Study 3e Correlation Matrix. 
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) AI disclosed
	-0.110
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.001)
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Information condition
	0.009
	0.007
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.786)
	(.844)
	
	
	
	

	(4) Sample topic
	-0.064
	-0.007
	0.002
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.053)
	(.843)
	(.962)
	
	
	

	(5) Authenticity
	0.622
	-0.182
	0.015
	-0.066
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.643)
	(.045)
	
	

	(6) Identity threat
	0.044
	0.016
	0.027
	0.041
	0.032
	1.000

	
	(.184)
	(.630)
	(.424)
	(.219)
	(.340)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.




Table A44. Study 3e Cronbach’s Alpha.
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.93

	Authenticity
	0.85

	Identity threat
	0.95



Table A45. Study 3e Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	Appeal

	Disclosure condition
	Information condition
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	Base
	
	5.66
	1.19

	Blind
	Humanizing
	
	5.68
	1.16

	AI disclosed
	Base
	
	5.38
	1.39

	AI disclosed
	Humanizing
	 
	5.40
	1.30



Table A46. Study 3e Main Models.
	 
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal

	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.288*

	
	(0.119)

	Humanizing information
	0.0180

	
	(0.118)

	AI disclosed x Humanizing information
	0.0164

	
	(0.167)

	Topic: Relationship
	0.155

	
	(0.102)

	Topic: School
	-0.205*

	
	(0.101)

	Constant
	5.677***

	
	(0.102)

	
	

	Observations
	908

	R-squared
	0.025

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	




Table A47. Study 3e Mediation Models. 
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Authenticity
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Identity threat
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Identity threat

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.469***
	0.0122
	-0.0101
	-0.287*

	
	(0.113)
	(0.0946)
	(0.112)
	(0.118)

	Authenticity
	
	0.641***
	
	

	
	
	(0.0275)
	
	

	Identity threat
	
	
	
	0.0521

	
	
	
	
	(0.0352)

	Humanizing information
	0.0193
	0.00564
	0.0146
	0.0172

	
	(0.113)
	(0.0933)
	(0.111)
	(0.118)

	AI disclosed x Humanizing information
	0.0442
	-0.0119
	0.0953
	0.0115

	
	(0.160)
	(0.132)
	(0.157)
	(0.167)

	Topic: Relationship
	0.0201
	0.142
	0.0496
	0.153

	
	(0.0974)
	(0.0805)
	(0.0961)
	(0.102)

	Topic: School
	-0.204*
	-0.0739
	0.116
	-0.211*

	
	(0.0970)
	(0.0803)
	(0.0956)
	(0.101)

	Constant
	5.198***
	2.348***
	2.535***
	5.545***

	
	(0.0978)
	(0.164)
	(0.0965)
	(0.136)

	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	908
	908
	908
	908

	R-squared
	0.040
	0.392
	0.003
	0.028

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	




Table A48. Study 4a Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Ambivalence
	-0.351
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) AI disclosed
	-0.194
	-0.035
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.467)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Sample topic
	0.091
	-0.275
	-0.014
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.061)
	(.000)
	(.774)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Eeriness
	-0.490
	0.282
	0.227
	-0.023
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.644)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Liking
	0.694
	-0.312
	-0.173
	0.153
	-0.372
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.002)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Humanness
	0.381
	-0.098
	-0.263
	-0.015
	-0.190
	0.423
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.045)
	(.000)
	(.759)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Understand feelings
	0.544
	-0.196
	-0.333
	0.058
	-0.291
	0.533
	0.637
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.231)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(9) Understand experiences
	0.528
	-0.197
	-0.339
	0.077
	-0.276
	0.535
	0.597
	0.893
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.113)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(10) Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.556
	-0.227
	-0.269
	0.113
	-0.383
	0.573
	0.599
	0.657
	0.605
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.020)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(11) Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.567
	-0.285
	-0.328
	0.150
	-0.369
	0.589
	0.647
	0.726
	0.690
	0.846
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.002)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.




Table A49. Study 4a Cronbach’s Alpha.
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.94

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.91

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.97

	Liking
	0.87

	Humanness
	0.91

	Eeriness
	0.82


 
Table A50. Study 4a Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	Appeal
	 
	Ambivalence

	Disclosure condition
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	 
	5.68
	1.13
	 
	1.04
	1.00

	AI disclosed
	5.18
	1.35
	 
	0.97
	0.95



Table A51. Study 4a Main Models.
	 
	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal
	Ambivalence

	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.491***
	-0.0768

	
	(0.121)
	(0.0913)

	Topic: Friend
	0.138
	-0.401***

	
	(0.148)
	(0.111)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.275
	-0.653***

	
	(0.148)
	(0.111)

	Constant
	5.541***
	1.393***

	
	(0.121)
	(0.0910)

	
	
	

	Observations
	423
	423

	R-squared
	0.046
	0.079

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	




Table A52. Study 4a Mediation Models.
Panel A. Models 1-9.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Eeriness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Eeriness
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Eeriness
	DV: Liking
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Liking
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Liking
	DV: Humanness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Humanness

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	0.541***
	-0.211
	-0.218*
	-0.500***
	-0.193*
	-0.174
	-0.636***
	-0.250*
	-0.141

	
	(0.111)
	(0.110)
	(0.0891)
	(0.139)
	(0.0904)
	(0.0886)
	(0.113)
	(0.118)
	(0.0940)

	Eeriness
	
	-0.519***
	0.261***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0470)
	(0.0381)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Liking
	
	
	
	
	0.596***
	-0.195***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0314)
	(0.0307)
	
	
	

	Humanness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.379***
	-0.101*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0491)
	(0.0391)

	Topic: Friend
	0.426**
	0.359**
	-0.512***
	0.234
	-0.00160
	-0.355***
	-0.257
	0.235
	-0.427***

	
	(0.136)
	(0.132)
	(0.107)
	(0.169)
	(0.109)
	(0.107)
	(0.138)
	(0.139)
	(0.111)

	Topic: Romantic
	-0.0634
	0.242
	-0.636***
	0.535**
	-0.0445
	-0.548***
	-0.0511
	0.294*
	-0.658***

	
	(0.135)
	(0.130)
	(0.106)
	(0.169)
	(0.110)
	(0.108)
	(0.138)
	(0.139)
	(0.110)

	Constant
	1.885***
	6.519***
	0.902***
	4.582***
	2.810***
	2.285***
	4.520***
	3.826***
	1.849***

	
	(0.111)
	(0.139)
	(0.112)
	(0.138)
	(0.169)
	(0.166)
	(0.113)
	(0.249)
	(0.199)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423

	R-squared
	0.084
	0.261
	0.171
	0.053
	0.488
	0.159
	0.078
	0.165
	0.093

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	





Panel B. Models 10-15.
	 
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Perceived understanding of feelings
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived understanding of feelings
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Perceived understanding of feelings
	DV: Perceived understanding of experiences
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived understanding of experiences
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Perceived understanding of experiences

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.998***
	-0.0380
	-0.217*
	-1.054***
	-0.0432
	-0.217*

	
	(0.138)
	(0.110)
	(0.0947)
	(0.143)
	(0.112)
	(0.0950)

	Perceived understanding of feelings
	
	0.454***
	-0.141***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0369)
	(0.0316)
	
	
	

	Perceived understanding of experiences
	
	
	
	
	0.425***
	-0.133***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0361)
	(0.0306)

	Topic: Friend
	0.143
	0.0733
	-0.381***
	0.377*
	-0.0223
	-0.351**

	
	(0.168)
	(0.127)
	(0.109)
	(0.174)
	(0.129)
	(0.110)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.196
	0.186
	-0.625***
	0.272
	0.159
	-0.616***

	
	(0.168)
	(0.127)
	(0.109)
	(0.174)
	(0.129)
	(0.109)

	Constant
	5.458***
	3.063***
	2.160***
	5.302***
	3.289***
	2.097***

	
	(0.138)
	(0.226)
	(0.194)
	(0.142)
	(0.218)
	(0.185)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423

	R-squared
	0.114
	0.300
	0.120
	0.126
	0.283
	0.118

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	




Panel C. Models 16-21.
	 
	(16)
	(17)
	(18)
	(19)
	(20)
	(21)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Perceived emotional capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived emotional capabilities
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Perceived emotional capabilities

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.678***
	-0.124
	-0.193*
	-1.043***
	-0.0238
	-0.263**

	
	(0.118)
	(0.107)
	(0.0925)
	(0.146)
	(0.108)
	(0.0928)

	Perceived understanding of feelings
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived understanding of experiences
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	
	0.541***
	-0.172***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0426)
	(0.0367)
	
	
	

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	
	
	
	
	0.448***
	-0.178***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0343)
	(0.0293)

	Topic: Friend
	0.251
	0.00238
	-0.358**
	0.426*
	-0.0529
	-0.325**

	
	(0.145)
	(0.126)
	(0.109)
	(0.178)
	(0.126)
	(0.108)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.337*
	0.0919
	-0.595***
	0.566**
	0.0213
	-0.552***

	
	(0.144)
	(0.127)
	(0.109)
	(0.178)
	(0.126)
	(0.108)

	Constant
	5.330***
	2.655***
	2.308***
	5.219***
	3.203***
	2.323***

	
	(0.118)
	(0.249)
	(0.215)
	(0.146)
	(0.206)
	(0.176)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423

	R-squared
	0.085
	0.312
	0.124
	0.130
	0.323
	0.154

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	




Table A53. Study 4b Correlation Matrix. 
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Ambivalence
	-0.321
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Humanized author
	-0.040
	-0.004
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.151)
	(.898)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) AI disclosed
	-0.145
	0.014
	0.005
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.605)
	(.865)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Sample topic
	0.101
	-0.203
	-0.005
	-0.006
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.872)
	(.838)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Eeriness
	-0.485
	0.266
	0.026
	0.174
	-0.005
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.357)
	(.000)
	(.848)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Liking
	0.771
	-0.310
	0.011
	-0.171
	0.097
	-0.425
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.694)
	(.000)
	(.001)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Humanness
	0.382
	-0.072
	0.049
	-0.325
	-0.059
	-0.229
	0.439
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.010)
	(.078)
	(.000)
	(.035)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(9) Understand feelings
	0.524
	-0.205
	0.016
	-0.317
	0.061
	-0.353
	0.567
	0.647
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.564)
	(.000)
	(.028)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(10) Understand experiences
	0.510
	-0.212
	0.000
	-0.312
	0.097
	-0.349
	0.555
	0.612
	0.863
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.987)
	(.000)
	(.001)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(11) Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.578
	-0.223
	0.025
	-0.307
	0.077
	-0.377
	0.590
	0.632
	0.737
	0.706
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.375)
	(.000)
	(.006)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(12) Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.542
	-0.206
	0.042
	-0.367
	0.078
	-0.330
	0.601
	0.691
	0.784
	0.745
	0.874
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.130)
	(.000)
	(.005)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A54. Study 4b Cronbach’s Alpha.
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.94

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.91

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.96

	Liking
	0.90

	Humanness
	0.93

	Eeriness
	0.82



Table A55. Study 4b Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	Appeal
	 
	Ambivalence

	Disclosure condition
	Humanized author
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	No
	 
	5.73
	1.17
	 
	1.08
	1.03

	Blind
	Yes
	 
	5.57
	1.29
	 
	1.07
	1.05

	AI disclosed
	No
	 
	5.29
	1.39
	 
	1.11
	0.94

	AI disclosed
	Yes
	 
	5.24
	1.37
	 
	1.11
	0.98



Table A56. Study 4b Main Models.
	 
	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal
	Ambivalence

	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.439***
	0.0224

	
	(0.103)
	(0.0771)

	Humanized author
	-0.159
	-0.0153

	
	(0.102)
	(0.0764)

	AI disclosed x Humanized author
	0.114
	0.0103

	
	(0.146)
	(0.109)

	Topic: Friend
	0.202*
	-0.477***

	
	(0.0870)
	(0.0649)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.327***
	-0.489***

	
	(0.0906)
	(0.0676)

	Constant
	5.560***
	1.399***

	
	(0.0878)
	(0.0655)

	
	
	

	Observations
	1,280
	1,280

	R-squared
	0.033
	0.054

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	




Table A57. Study 4b Mediation Models.
Panel A. Models 1-9.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Eeriness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Eeriness
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Eeriness
	DV: Liking
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Liking
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Liking
	DV: Humanness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Humanness
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Humanness

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	0.405***
	-0.224*
	-0.0733
	-0.612***
	-0.00909
	-0.104
	-0.901***
	-0.0744
	-0.0488

	
	(0.0928)
	(0.0916)
	(0.0745)
	(0.113)
	(0.0674)
	(0.0744)
	(0.0953)
	(0.0992)
	(0.0794)

	Eeriness
	
	-0.530***
	0.236***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0274)
	(0.0223)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Liking
	
	
	
	
	0.701***
	-0.207***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0166)
	(0.0183)
	
	
	

	Humanness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.404***
	-0.0790***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0282)
	(0.0226)

	Humanized author
	0.0528
	-0.131
	-0.0277
	-0.0800
	-0.103
	-0.0318
	0.0590
	-0.183
	-0.0106

	
	(0.0920)
	(0.0901)
	(0.0733)
	(0.112)
	(0.0661)
	(0.0729)
	(0.0944)
	(0.0951)
	(0.0761)

	AI disclosed x Humanized author
	0.0152
	0.122
	0.00673
	0.234
	-0.0507
	0.0587
	0.140
	0.0569
	0.0214

	
	(0.131)
	(0.128)
	(0.104)
	(0.159)
	(0.0941)
	(0.104)
	(0.134)
	(0.135)
	(0.108)

	Topic: Friend
	0.192*
	0.303***
	-0.523***
	0.197*
	0.0636
	-0.437***
	-0.316***
	0.329***
	-0.502***

	
	(0.0781)
	(0.0767)
	(0.0624)
	(0.0948)
	(0.0562)
	(0.0620)
	(0.0802)
	(0.0812)
	(0.0650)

	Topic: Romantic
	-0.0250
	0.314***
	-0.483***
	0.342***
	0.0873
	-0.419***
	-0.178*
	0.399***
	-0.503***

	
	(0.0814)
	(0.0797)
	(0.0648)
	(0.0988)
	(0.0587)
	(0.0648)
	(0.0835)
	(0.0843)
	(0.0674)

	Constant
	1.997***
	6.620***
	0.927***
	4.879***
	2.139***
	2.407***
	4.687***
	3.665***
	1.770***

	
	(0.0789)
	(0.0947)
	(0.0770)
	(0.0957)
	(0.0987)
	(0.109)
	(0.0809)
	(0.155)
	(0.124)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280

	R-squared
	0.038
	0.253
	0.130
	0.040
	0.598
	0.140
	0.120
	0.168
	0.063

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Panel B. Models 10-15.
	 
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Perceived understanding of feelings
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived understanding of feelings
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Perceived understanding of feelings
	DV: Perceived understanding of experiences
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived understanding of experiences
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Perceived understanding of experiences

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-1.116***
	0.0686
	-0.130
	-1.037***
	0.0212
	-0.120

	
	(0.115)
	(0.0923)
	(0.0782)
	(0.114)
	(0.0930)
	(0.0779)

	Perceived understanding of feelings
	
	0.455***
	-0.137***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0216)
	(0.0183)
	
	
	

	Perceived understanding of experiences
	
	
	
	
	0.444***
	-0.138***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0221)
	(0.0185)

	Humanized author
	-0.0851
	-0.121
	-0.0269
	-0.0809
	-0.123
	-0.0264

	
	(0.114)
	(0.0883)
	(0.0749)
	(0.113)
	(0.0894)
	(0.0749)

	AI disclosed x Humanized author
	0.284
	-0.0154
	0.0492
	0.179
	0.0342
	0.0349

	
	(0.163)
	(0.126)
	(0.107)
	(0.161)
	(0.127)
	(0.107)

	Topic: Friend
	0.0987
	0.157*
	-0.464***
	0.218*
	0.105
	-0.447***

	
	(0.0971)
	(0.0750)
	(0.0636)
	(0.0960)
	(0.0760)
	(0.0637)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.228*
	0.223**
	-0.458***
	0.355***
	0.169*
	-0.440***

	
	(0.101)
	(0.0783)
	(0.0663)
	(0.100)
	(0.0794)
	(0.0665)

	Constant
	5.468***
	3.075***
	2.149***
	5.345***
	3.189***
	2.135***

	
	(0.0980)
	(0.140)
	(0.119)
	(0.0969)
	(0.141)
	(0.118)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280

	R-squared
	0.106
	0.282
	0.094
	0.107
	0.265
	0.093

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	



Panel B. Models 16-21.
	 
	(16)
	(17)
	(18)
	(19)
	(20)
	(21)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Perceived emotional capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived emotional capabilities
	DV: Ambivalence with Mediator: Perceived emotional capabilities

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.987***
	0.0926
	-0.133
	-1.305***
	0.169
	-0.154

	
	(0.109)
	(0.0880)
	(0.0776)
	(0.118)
	(0.0918)
	(0.0790)

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	
	0.538***
	-0.158***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0220)
	(0.0194)
	
	
	

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	
	
	
	
	0.466***
	-0.136***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0209)
	(0.0180)

	Humanized author
	-0.0253
	-0.146
	-0.0193
	0.0130
	-0.165
	-0.0135

	
	(0.108)
	(0.0845)
	(0.0746)
	(0.117)
	(0.0869)
	(0.0748)

	AI disclosed x Humanized author
	0.206
	0.00249
	0.0428
	0.261
	-0.00812
	0.0457

	
	(0.153)
	(0.120)
	(0.106)
	(0.166)
	(0.124)
	(0.107)

	Topic: Friend
	0.0939
	0.151*
	-0.463***
	0.119
	0.146*
	-0.461***

	
	(0.0914)
	(0.0718)
	(0.0633)
	(0.0990)
	(0.0738)
	(0.0636)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.272**
	0.180*
	-0.446***
	0.304**
	0.185*
	-0.448***

	
	(0.0952)
	(0.0750)
	(0.0661)
	(0.103)
	(0.0771)
	(0.0664)

	Constant
	5.482***
	2.609***
	2.263***
	5.500***
	2.997***
	2.145***

	
	(0.0922)
	(0.141)
	(0.124)
	(0.0999)
	(0.137)
	(0.118)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280
	1,280

	R-squared
	0.102
	0.342
	0.100
	0.144
	0.305
	0.094

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	




Table A58. Study 5a Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) AI disclosed
	-0.106
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.002)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Tool condition
	-0.090
	-0.019
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.009)
	(.586)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Sample topic
	0.076
	-0.007
	-0.005
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.027)
	(.839)
	(.881)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Authenticity
	0.611
	-0.143
	-0.128
	0.075
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.028)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Eeriness
	-0.478
	0.074
	0.068
	-0.006
	-0.463
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.029)
	(.045)
	(.867)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Liking
	0.799
	-0.128
	-0.074
	0.097
	0.656
	-0.445
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.031)
	(.004)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Humanness
	0.424
	-0.254
	-0.049
	-0.052
	0.473
	-0.259
	0.462
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.150)
	(.126)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(9) Understand feelings
	0.537
	-0.231
	-0.075
	0.030
	0.557
	-0.335
	0.590
	0.668
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.027)
	(.378)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(10) Understand experiences
	0.530
	-0.207
	-0.093
	0.039
	0.544
	-0.317
	0.571
	0.655
	0.896
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.007)
	(.259)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(11) Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.573
	-0.181
	-0.106
	0.101
	0.551
	-0.368
	0.595
	0.668
	0.757
	0.727
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.002)
	(.003)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(12) Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.568
	-0.236
	-0.101
	0.091
	0.574
	-0.366
	0.614
	0.701
	0.817
	0.771
	0.890
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.003)
	(.008)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A59. Study 5a Cronbach’s Alpha.
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.95

	Authenticity
	0.83

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.92

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.97

	Liking
	0.90

	Humanness
	0.93

	Eeriness
	0.84



Table A60. Study 5a Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	
	Appeal

	Disclosure condition
	Tool condition
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	Base
	
	5.80
	1.19

	Blind
	Tool
	
	5.43
	1.19

	AI disclosed
	Base
	
	5.39
	1.37

	AI disclosed
	Tool
	 
	5.28
	1.40



Table A61. Study 5a Main Models.
	 
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal

	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.418***

	
	(0.124)

	Tool condition
	-0.376**

	
	(0.125)

	AI disclosed x Tool condition
	0.279

	
	(0.176)

	Topic: Friend
	0.0200

	
	(0.105)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.257*

	
	(0.111)

	Constant
	5.719***

	
	(0.107)

	
	

	Observations
	856

	R-squared
	0.030

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	




Table A62. Study 5a Mediation Models.
Panel A. Models 1-8.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Authenticity
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Eeriness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Eeriness
	DV: Liking
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Liking
	DV: Humanness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Humanness

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.618***
	-0.0166
	0.474***
	-0.184
	-0.622***
	0.0104
	-0.779***
	-0.0817

	
	(0.114)
	(0.101)
	(0.118)
	(0.111)
	(0.143)
	(0.0766)
	(0.119)
	(0.116)

	Authenticity
	
	0.650***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0300)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Eeriness
	
	
	
	-0.494***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.0318)
	
	
	
	

	Liking
	
	
	
	
	
	0.689***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0182)
	
	

	Humanness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.432***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0326)

	Tool condition
	-0.584***
	0.00353
	0.451***
	-0.153
	-0.461**
	-0.0581
	-0.264*
	-0.262*

	
	(0.115)
	(0.102)
	(0.119)
	(0.111)
	(0.144)
	(0.0767)
	(0.120)
	(0.114)

	AI disclosed x Tool condition
	0.539***
	-0.0707
	-0.567***
	-0.000614
	0.469*
	-0.0440
	0.254
	0.170

	
	(0.162)
	(0.143)
	(0.168)
	(0.157)
	(0.203)
	(0.108)
	(0.169)
	(0.161)

	Topic: Friend
	0.0231
	0.00496
	0.477***
	0.255**
	0.0482
	-0.0132
	-0.171
	0.0937

	
	(0.0960)
	(0.0840)
	(0.0996)
	(0.0935)
	(0.120)
	(0.0638)
	(0.100)
	(0.0954)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.241*
	0.1000
	-0.0633
	0.225*
	0.383**
	-0.00697
	-0.162
	0.327**

	
	(0.102)
	(0.0891)
	(0.105)
	(0.0976)
	(0.127)
	(0.0678)
	(0.106)
	(0.101)

	Constant
	5.137***
	2.382***
	1.977***
	6.695***
	4.937***
	2.318***
	4.614***
	3.727***

	
	(0.0978)
	(0.176)
	(0.102)
	(0.113)
	(0.123)
	(0.111)
	(0.102)
	(0.179)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	856
	856
	856
	856
	856
	856
	856
	856

	R-squared
	0.056
	0.375
	0.059
	0.244
	0.039
	0.639
	0.074
	0.195

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Panel B. Models 9-16.
	 
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	(16)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Perceived understanding of human feelings
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived understanding of human feelings
	DV: Perceived understanding of human experiences
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived understanding of human experiences
	DV: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Perceived emotional capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived emotional capabilities

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosed
	-0.998***
	0.0227
	-0.854***
	-0.0576
	-0.777***
	-0.0204
	-1.116***
	0.0698

	
	(0.147)
	(0.108)
	(0.152)
	(0.108)
	(0.135)
	(0.105)
	(0.157)
	(0.106)

	Perceived understanding of human feelings
	
	0.442***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0246)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived understanding of human experiences
	
	
	
	0.422***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.0241)
	
	
	
	

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	0.512***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0261)
	
	

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.437***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0225)

	Tool condition
	-0.519***
	-0.146
	-0.495**
	-0.167
	-0.567***
	-0.0856
	-0.674***
	-0.0813

	
	(0.148)
	(0.107)
	(0.153)
	(0.108)
	(0.136)
	(0.105)
	(0.158)
	(0.105)

	AI disclosed x Tool condition
	0.532*
	0.0441
	0.364
	0.126
	0.501**
	0.0226
	0.629**
	0.00431

	
	(0.210)
	(0.151)
	(0.215)
	(0.151)
	(0.192)
	(0.147)
	(0.223)
	(0.148)

	Topic: Friend
	0.106
	-0.0268
	0.105
	-0.0244
	0.252*
	-0.109
	0.250
	-0.0894

	
	(0.124)
	(0.0890)
	(0.128)
	(0.0896)
	(0.114)
	(0.0870)
	(0.132)
	(0.0872)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.120
	0.204*
	0.155
	0.191*
	0.367**
	0.0690
	0.386**
	0.0879

	
	(0.131)
	(0.0942)
	(0.135)
	(0.0949)
	(0.121)
	(0.0923)
	(0.140)
	(0.0925)

	Constant
	5.435***
	3.317***
	5.327***
	3.470***
	5.298***
	3.008***
	5.334***
	3.387***

	
	(0.127)
	(0.161)
	(0.130)
	(0.157)
	(0.116)
	(0.164)
	(0.135)
	(0.149)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	856
	856
	856
	856
	856
	856
	856
	856

	R-squared
	0.068
	0.297
	0.057
	0.288
	0.063
	0.332
	0.083
	0.327

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Table A63. Study 5b Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Disclosure condition
	-0.136
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Sample topic
	0.012
	0.014
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.764)
	(.710)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Authenticity
	0.606
	-0.183
	0.014
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.725)
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Eeriness
	-0.496
	0.070
	-0.017
	-0.436
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.071)
	(.668)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(6) Liking
	0.758
	-0.122
	0.074
	0.619
	-0.448
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.002)
	(.055)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(7) Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.594
	-0.108
	0.022
	0.609
	-0.394
	0.604
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.005)
	(.564)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(8) Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.576
	-0.143
	0.032
	0.606
	-0.391
	0.619
	0.858
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.409)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.



Table A64. Study 5b Cronbach’s Alpha.
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.94

	Authenticity
	0.82

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.90

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.96

	Liking
	0.89

	Eeriness
	0.83



Table A65. Study 5b Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	Appeal

	Disclosure condition
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	
	5.76
	1.26

	AI disclosed
	5.44
	1.32

	Collaboration
	5.32
	1.30



Table A66. Study 5b Main Models.
	 
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal

	 
	 

	AI disclosure
	-0.329**

	
	(0.124)

	Collaboration disclosure
	-0.441***

	
	(0.122)

	Topic: Friend
	-0.209

	
	(0.121)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.0550

	
	(0.123)

	Constant
	5.816***

	
	(0.110)

	
	

	Observations
	665

	R-squared
	0.028

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	




Table A67. Study 5b Main Models.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Authenticity
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Eeriness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Eeriness
	DV: Liking
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Liking
	DV: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Perceived emotional capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived emotional capabilities

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosure
	-0.529***
	0.0121
	0.362**
	-0.144
	-0.413**
	-0.0553
	-0.595***
	0.0354
	-1.006***
	0.150

	
	(0.115)
	(0.100)
	(0.117)
	(0.109)
	(0.141)
	(0.0819)
	(0.118)
	(0.102)
	(0.148)
	(0.105)

	Collaboration disclosure
	-0.554***
	-0.0836
	0.228*
	-0.324**
	-0.453**
	-0.141
	-0.346**
	-0.229*
	-0.579***
	-0.165

	
	(0.114)
	(0.0996)
	(0.116)
	(0.107)
	(0.139)
	(0.0812)
	(0.117)
	(0.0998)
	(0.146)
	(0.102)

	Authenticity
	
	0.644***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0334)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Eeriness
	
	
	
	-0.511***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.0359)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Liking
	
	
	
	
	
	0.662***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0225)
	
	
	
	

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.613***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0330)
	
	

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.476***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0267)

	Topic: Friend
	0.0715
	-0.255**
	0.477***
	0.0342
	-0.103
	-0.141
	-0.174
	-0.103
	-0.164
	-0.131

	
	(0.113)
	(0.0969)
	(0.115)
	(0.107)
	(0.138)
	(0.0798)
	(0.116)
	(0.0983)
	(0.145)
	(0.0996)

	Topic: Romantic
	0.0568
	0.0185
	-0.0798
	0.0143
	0.292*
	-0.138
	0.0963
	-0.00395
	0.168
	-0.0248

	
	(0.114)
	(0.0983)
	(0.117)
	(0.107)
	(0.140)
	(0.0811)
	(0.117)
	(0.0995)
	(0.147)
	(0.101)

	Constant
	5.153***
	2.496***
	2.093***
	6.886***
	4.892***
	2.578***
	5.420***
	2.496***
	5.476***
	3.208***

	
	(0.103)
	(0.194)
	(0.105)
	(0.122)
	(0.126)
	(0.132)
	(0.106)
	(0.200)
	(0.132)
	(0.172)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	665
	665
	665
	665
	665
	665
	665
	665
	665
	665

	R-squared
	0.044
	0.378
	0.052
	0.257
	0.030
	0.579
	0.044
	0.362
	0.072
	0.344

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Dad."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Table A68. Study 5c Correlation Matrix.
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	(1) Appeal
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Disclosure condition
	-0.070
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.006)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Sample topic
	0.265
	0.016
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.521)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Authenticity
	0.592
	-0.163
	0.138
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Eeriness
	-0.378
	0.055
	-0.016
	-0.334
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.028)
	(.519)
	(.000)
	
	
	
	

	(6) Liking
	0.841
	-0.052
	0.240
	0.608
	-0.371
	1.000
	
	

	
	(.000)
	(.038)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	
	

	(7) Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.678
	-0.140
	0.198
	0.624
	-0.313
	0.682
	1.000
	

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	
	

	(8) Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.636
	-0.164
	0.146
	0.608
	-0.300
	0.654
	0.880
	1.000

	
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	(.000)
	

	Notes: p-values presented in parentheses under correlations.




Table A69. Study 5c Cronbach’s Alpha.
	Scale
	Alpha

	Appeal
	0.96

	Authenticity
	0.83

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	0.93

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	0.97

	Liking
	0.91

	Eeriness
	0.79



Table A70. Study 5c Summary Statistics by Condition.
	
	
	Appeal

	Disclosure condition
	 
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Blind
	
	4.94
	1.83

	AI disclosed
	4.58
	1.85

	Collaboration
	4.64
	1.78




Table A71. Study 5c Main Models.
	 
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Appeal

	 
	 

	AI disclosure
	-0.393***

	
	(0.0978)

	Collaboration disclosure
	-0.390***

	
	(0.0971)

	Topic: Hari Om
	-1.559***

	
	(0.129)

	Topic: Homeless
	0.941***

	
	(0.122)

	Topic: Hurricane
	0.00756

	
	(0.125)

	Topic: Palun
	1.025***

	
	(0.123)

	Constant
	4.839***

	
	(0.102)

	
	

	Observations
	1,572

	R-squared
	0.250

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Bluebird."

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
	




Table A72. Study 5c Mediation Models.
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Authenticity
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Authenticity
	DV: Eeriness
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Eeriness
	DV: Liking
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Liking
	DV: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived cognitive capabilities
	DV: Perceived emotional capabilities
	DV: Appeal with Mediator: Perceived emotional capabilities

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AI disclosure
	-0.473***
	-0.0706
	0.257**
	-0.284**
	-0.373***
	-0.0777
	-0.760***
	0.139
	-1.044***
	0.214**

	
	(0.0779)
	(0.0831)
	(0.0811)
	(0.0919)
	(0.0930)
	(0.0587)
	(0.0841)
	(0.0801)
	(0.0974)
	(0.0827)

	Collaboration disclosure
	-0.557***
	-0.00993
	0.232**
	-0.292**
	-0.272**
	-0.160**
	-0.564***
	0.00458
	-0.727***
	0.0326

	
	(0.0774)
	(0.0829)
	(0.0805)
	(0.0912)
	(0.0923)
	(0.0581)
	(0.0835)
	(0.0787)
	(0.0967)
	(0.0807)

	Authenticity
	
	0.681***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0266)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Eeriness
	
	
	
	-0.423***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.0285)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Liking
	
	
	
	
	
	0.844***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0159)
	
	
	
	

	Perceived cognitive capabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.700***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0235)
	
	

	Perceived emotional capabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.580***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0207)

	Topic: Hari Om
	-0.485***
	-1.228***
	0.575***
	-1.316***
	-1.082***
	-0.646***
	-1.118***
	-0.776***
	-0.991***
	-0.983***

	
	(0.103)
	(0.109)
	(0.107)
	(0.122)
	(0.122)
	(0.0787)
	(0.111)
	(0.106)
	(0.128)
	(0.107)

	Topic: Homeless
	0.535***
	0.576***
	-1.315***
	0.385**
	0.852***
	0.222**
	0.537***
	0.565***
	0.584***
	0.602***

	
	(0.0976)
	(0.104)
	(0.102)
	(0.121)
	(0.116)
	(0.0744)
	(0.105)
	(0.0987)
	(0.122)
	(0.101)

	Topic: Hurricane
	-0.0497
	0.0414
	-0.680***
	-0.280*
	0.0926
	-0.0705
	-0.0434
	0.0379
	-0.119
	0.0767

	
	(0.0997)
	(0.105)
	(0.104)
	(0.119)
	(0.119)
	(0.0747)
	(0.108)
	(0.1000)
	(0.125)
	(0.102)

	Topic: Palun
	0.471***
	0.704***
	0.460***
	1.219***
	0.892***
	0.272***
	0.605***
	0.601***
	0.530***
	0.717***

	
	(0.0977)
	(0.104)
	(0.102)
	(0.116)
	(0.117)
	(0.0745)
	(0.105)
	(0.0989)
	(0.122)
	(0.101)

	Constant
	4.851***
	1.534***
	3.674***
	6.394***
	4.015***
	1.451***
	5.090***
	1.277***
	5.144***
	1.854***

	
	(0.0813)
	(0.155)
	(0.0846)
	(0.142)
	(0.0970)
	(0.0882)
	(0.0877)
	(0.145)
	(0.102)
	(0.135)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,572
	1,572
	1,572
	1,572
	1,572
	1,572
	1,572
	1,572
	1,572
	1,572

	R-squared
	0.107
	0.471
	0.233
	0.342
	0.183
	0.733
	0.196
	0.522
	0.164
	0.501

	Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted topic is "Bluebird."
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
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