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Abstract
Recent advances in large language models have enabled the cre-
ation of highly effective chatbots, which may serve as a platform
for targeted advertising. This paper investigates the risks of per-
sonalizing advertising in chatbots to their users. We developed a
chatbot that embeds personalized product advertisements within
LLM responses, inspired by similar forays by AI companies. Our
benchmarks show that ad injection impacted certain LLM attribute
performance, particularly response desirability. We conducted a
between-subjects experiment with 179 participants using chabots
with no ads, unlabeled targeted ads, and labeled targeted ads. Re-
sults revealed that participants struggled to detect chatbot ads and
unlabeled advertising chatbot responses were rated higher. Yet,
once disclosed, participants found the use of ads embedded in LLM
responses to be manipulative, less trustworthy, and intrusive. Par-
ticipants tried changing their privacy settings via chat interface
rather than the disclosure. Our findings highlight ethical issues
with integrating advertising into chatbot responses.

1 Introduction
Recent advances in natural language processing (NLP) and large
language models (LLMs) have enabled the creation of increasingly
effective conversational AI agents. These LLMs are useful for a
variety of tasks, such as information retrieval, writing/coding assis-
tance, task automation, Q&A, and embodiment in robots/systems.
OpenAI’s ChatGPT [67], one of the earliest and most advanced
LLM-powered chatbots, has prompted other companies to train
and integrate LLMs into their search engines and products [72].
Microsoft developed AI tools such as Bing Chatbot [9] and GitHub
Copilot [8]. Google and Amazon introduced Gemini [2, 69] and
Rufus AI [73]. ChatGPT and various other proprietary services now
integrate with platforms such as Snapchat, Quizlet, Instacart, and
Shopify [3, 7]. Many other online services now integrate LLMs into
their own services and existing chat/search platforms.

To monetize and support the costs of LLM chatbots, technology
companies have recently started integrating advertising on plat-
forms such as Bing Chat and Gemini [21, 54]. These approaches
appear to leverage existing online behavioral advertising (OBA)
platforms’ underlying tracking and advertising on search engines,
social media feeds, and web browsing, to be reused and augmented
with LLMs. Bing has already begun serving advertisements [5] (see
Fig. 1), and Microsoft’s terms of service permit advertisements
in machine-to-human conversational interactions [10]. Neither
Google’s Bard nor OpenAI’s ChatGPT forbids using their language

Figure 1: Example advertisements found on Bing Chat. [5]

models for personalized advertising. In fact, they encourage the
commercialization of language models via plugins and APIs, al-
lowing outputs to be used for commercial purposes. OpenAI only
forbids classifying individuals based on protected attributes and
deceiving users into believing they are interacting with a non-AI
system [11]. Many other smaller chatbot platforms have disclosed
that they may use users’ chats to collect data for online behavioral
advertising or display ads [66]. This suggests that integration of
advertising into human-AI interaction maybe become widespread.

It would not be surprising if technology companies start lever-
aging familiar revenue streams, in particular online behavioral
advertising, to monetize generative AI systems, as has been a trend
with other emerging technologies [95]. In that case, LLMs and AI
chatbots are likely to become the next-generation medium for creat-
ing and serving targeted advertisements. Already, chatbots such as
Microsoft’s Copilot [13] and Quora’s Poe [14] use the chat history
of a user to personalize and display advertisements.
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In AI chatbot interactions, targeted advertising can be achieved
by leveraging conversation data to infer a users’ interests, demo-
graphics, and personality, and in turn, this can be used to advertise
specific products in chatbot responses [60]. Furthermore, LLMs can
allow for more convincing or personalized content delivery [91],
similar to how content creators and influencers market their spon-
sorships [6].

However, using LLMs and chatbots for advertising also poses
potential risks for consumers that have so far not been thoroughly
investigated, such as over-prevalance and over-reliance. Users may
use LLM chatbots as an authoritative source of truth. However, AI
chatbots have generally been criticized for gaslighting and socially
manipulating users, and for presenting information with unwar-
ranted confidence despite being incorrect [61]. Language models
struggle with benchmark datasets on misinformation [51], generate
stereotyped and discriminatory content [34, 81], and hallucinate
incorrect or fictitious information and events [55, 94]. Moreover,
companies’ advertising and recommendation algorithms face their
own issues with discriminatory ads [12, 33, 36, 62, 64], and these
issues may worsen when combined with LLMs.

Unlike an advertising medium such as a search engine, a chat-
bot’s advertisement may significantly impact how users plan, what
users believe, and how users internalize the recommended product.
For example, if a chatbot selects “Travel Japan” as the organiza-
tion/product to advertise to a user, a user asking for generic travel
recommendations could receive a highly personalized and specific
travel itinerary for a trip to Japan. If users are using the chatbot as
their main source of information retrieval, search, planning, etc.,
the chatbot may significantly impact their perceptions of products.
The users may not even be aware that other competitor products
or other options are available.

In this paper, we extensively investigate the technical capabilities
for and the potential harms resulting from integrating personalized
advertising into chatbots. Specifically, we explore three research
questions and make the following contributions :

RQ1: Are chatbots an effective medium for advertising? We built a
system that integrates personalized advertising into an AI chatbot,
specifically ChatGPT. Through prompt engineering, our system
subtly includes topic-relevant advertising in its responses; using
retrieval augmented generation (RAG) our approach can even ad-
vertise obscure or unseen products/brands. We evaluated the per-
formance of our modified ChatGPT system against multiple LLM
benchmarks. Our evaluations reveal that prompting LLMs to serve
ads while responding to users very slightly degrades performance
by roughly 2% in certain benchmarks and 1 point compared to the
unprompted models.

RQ2:How does personalized advertising in chatbot responses affect
users’ perceptions of the LLM? We conducted an online experiment
(n=179) examining whether the chatbot injecting targeted adver-
tising content into its responses affected participants’ perceptions
and trust of the chatbot. Even with the inclusion of an advertising
disclosure, 49.15% of participants did not notice any ads. Gener-
ally participants noticed product placement but did not necessarily
think of them as ads. The LLM advertisement responses were found
to be more credible and helpful than the control when the responses
did not include a disclosure. With the advertising disclosure, partic-
ipants found the chatbot to be less trustworthy and more intrusive

(Section 6). Once the ad inclusion was disclosed, the concept of
advertising via chatbots was perceived as deceptive, manipulative,
and predatory, due to the interactive nature of chatbots, user data
from conversation history, and the “assistant” nature of LLMs.

RQ3: Is an advertising disclosure sufficient for labeling target
advertising in chatbots? One of our conditions included an ad disclo-
sure to indicate targeted advertising content, similar to respective
disclosures on websites and mobile apps. We found that while some
participants noticed ads with our disclosure design, most did not,
and very few interacted with or clicked on it. Several participants
instead attempted to query the chatbot about the advertisement con-
tent, ad targeting, or monetization. We discuss potential approaches
for ad disclsosure techniques better suited to chatbot interactions,
such as integrating privacy and ad controls into the chatbot inter-
action or adapting model cards [44, 59] for ad disclosures.

2 Background and Related Work
In this paper, we use “chatbot,” to broadly refer to conversational
interfaces that incorporate AI assistants and large language model
chat platforms. First, we present the literature related to the rise of
large language models and their corresponding issues. Then, we
present a brief overview on online behavior advertising (OBA), and
the subsequent inclusion of advertising into chatbots.

2.1 Advancements and Limitations of LLMs
The development of LLMs began with transformer-based architec-
tures like GPT-1 and GPT-2, which used autoregressive training to
predict the next word in a sequence. GPT-1 [70] and GPT-2 [71]
showed the success of unsupervised pre-training, Around the same
time, BERT [45] introduced bidirectional training, allowing models
to understand the context of the input sequence from left-to-right
and right-to-left, which set new benchmarks in NLP. These early
breakthroughs laid the foundation for further advancements like
Reward Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF), a promising area
of research that focuses on enabling reinforcement learning (RL)
agents to learn from direct feedback provided by human users [67].
This approach aims to address the problem of language model
alignment, which occurs when LLMs are unhelpful in reflecting the
preferences or goals of human users.

With the help of RLHF, language models became more powerful,
generating models such as InstructGPT and GPT-3, which signifi-
cantly improved the performance of language-related tasks. GPT-3
and GPT-4 are trained on NLP datasets such as LAMBADA [68] and
WikiText-103 [26], and full web crawls such as Common Crawl [4].

Over the past few years, many online services integrated LLMs
into their products. For instance, Microsoft and Google added LLM
powered features to their search engines, providing users with
more conversational and context-aware responses. E-commerce
platforms such as Amazon adopted LLM-driven chatbots and LLM-
created summaries of reviews to streamline customer service and
product feedback. Social media companies such as Meta deployed
personalized chatbots to enhance user interaction [42]. Moreover,
several companies integrated (and continue to integrate) adver-
tising into their chatbot experience, such as Bing’s chatbot [50]
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Figure 2: A high-level overview of the chatbot advertising engine used in our study. Our designmimics interest-based advertising
bidding systems by randomly selecting products relevant to the user’s interests and the current chatbot conversation topic.

and Snapchat’s ’My AI’ [63]. Unlike prior forms of online advertis-
ing, brands can promote products directly through conversational
interactions [22].

Despite the benefits of LLM-integration into apps, there are sev-
eral concerns with the continued use of LLMs. One key issue is that
LLMs are prone to making mistakes, such as generating inaccurate,
biased, or misleading information since they mimic patterns in
data rather than understanding facts [19]. LLMs still struggle with
hallucinating or making up incorrect content as well [43], a prob-
lem that particularly impacts users who are overreliant on LLMs’
answers [46]. LLMs are also known to generate discriminatory or
biased responses since the training datasets often contain social
stereotypes [19, 30, 74]. While the one may argue that the output of
LLMs are not inherently malicious, it is possible to use them to gen-
erate harmful content to perpetuate a specific agenda—specifically
content that supports disinformation campaigns, political manip-
ulation, or social polarization [16, 57]. In addition, data privacy
and security issues emerge, as LLMs can handle sensitive personal
information during their use. Without stringent safeguards, there’s
a risk of unauthorized data exposure or misuse [23, 82]. There are
also concerns about the lack of transparency in how LLMs generate
responses, making it difficult for users to understand the rationale
behind their outputs, affecting trust and accountability [52, 53].

2.2 Online Behavioral Advertising (OBA) and
Generative Advertising

Online behavioral advertising (OBA) is a form of targeted adver-
tising that collects and analyzes user data to deliver personalized
ads based on users’ interests and online behaviors, such as their
visited websites, location based searches, time spent on particular
pages [15, 20]. Search engines, social media platforms, and specialty
websites frequently use OBA to boost ad effectiveness to generate
revenue.

A key component of OBA is Real-Time Bidding (RTB), which
automates the auctioning of ad spaces as users browse the inter-
net [86, 89]. RTB enables advertisers to bid in real-time for ad
impressions based on detailed user data, instantaneously delivering

highly personalized ads. Because this real-time targeting optimizes
ad relevance, advertisers are willing to bid more for users with de-
mographics that are most likely to interact with the ad, improving
the overall profitability.

While OBA can enhance advertising efficiency and profitability,
some research rises concerns regarding its ethical implications re-
lated to user privacy and discrimination of race, gender, religion, or
health information [31, 84]. In this context, advertising discrimina-
tion is an emerging problem. OBA can lead to certain demographics
being disproportionately targeted with specific ads, often resulting
in discrepancies in the quality of services and products they receive.
This can also perpetuate stereotypes and reinforce biases, as certain
groups are more frequently exposed to specific types of ads than
others [37]. In particular, some ads may contain discriminatory
messages or portray particular groups in harmful ways, further
entrenching societal biases [27, 28].

Building on the existing OBA infrastructure, generative advertis-
ing increases the personalization of ads with AI by generating con-
tent that leverages users’ real-time behaviors and interactions [38].
While OBA focuses on selecting existing ads for a user, genera-
tive advertising automatically generates and aligns the ad content
based on the OBA’s data analysis and the user’s real-time inter-
actions with the ad. Such a powerful combination ensures both
ad targeting and content are customized to maximize engagement
and relevance [49], potentially disrupting the current norms of
search, display, and contents of ads [35, 65]. The rise in generative
advertising also underscores the need for responsible use [76, 79],
prompting emerging guidelines that emphasize transparency, eth-
ical use, intellectual property rights, human oversight, and bias
mitigation.

There are few studies so far that offer valuable insights into
users’ reactions to chatbot advertising. In their survey study [47],
Kim et al. examined consumer responses to personalized chatbot
ads and found that promotion-focused individuals, those who pri-
oritize rewards gained through disclosing personal information,
viewed these ads more favorably. In contrast, prevention-focused



Brian Jay Tang, Kaiwen Sun, Noah T. Curran, Florian Schaub, and Kang G. Shin

consumers, especially those with privacy concerns, were less re-
ceptive to such chatbot ads [47]. Another experiment from Sun et
al. explored how imitating humans with chatbots, with features
such as human-likeness, message interactivity, and advertising
type (narrative vs. factual), impact advertising effectiveness. They
found that high message interactivity between the chatbots and
users fostered positive responses and had the strongest effect on
ad reception [83]. In their study [85], Van et al. investigated how
users perceive chatbot ads on social media and found that the
perceived helpfulness/usefulness of the chatbot influenced the per-
ceived intrusiveness of the ads. Conversely, the users who felt
less intrusion were more likely to have positive purchase and rec-
ommendation intentions. The impact on user engagement and ad
effectiveness highlights the requirement to balance the chatbot’s
usefulness without seeming overly intrusive. There is also work
comparing different advertising interfaces (website, chatbot, and
human-like chatbot) and their impact on perceived autonomy and
user acceptance [41]. The study found that chatbots, especially
machine-like ones, provided lower perceived autonomy compared
to websites, resulting in reduced perceptions of usefulness and
customer satisfaction [41]. These studies collectively highlight the
nuances of user engagement and the importance of balancing in-
teractivity, privacy, helpfulness/intrusiveness, and autonomy in
chatbot advertising.

2.3 Our Research
Our research differs significantly from prior work in that we thor-
oughly implemented, designed, and evaluated a practical system for
injecting targeted ads into LLM chatbot interactions, that realisti-
cally emulates how AI companies are likely to incorporate targeted
advertising into their systems. This includes the integration and
delivery of ads, as well as leveraging LLMs for user profiling and ad
topic/product assignment (Section 3). We designed a novel LLM ad
engine and evaluated it against unprompted LLMs across various
LLM performance benchmarks (Section 4). Leveraging our system,
we also conducted a between-subjects online experiment to explore
how chatbot users perceive chatbot responses with and without
integrated ads aspects of credibility, helpfulness, convincingness,
relevance, and neutrality (Sections 5 and 6). Our findings are the
first to experimentally explore the risks and implications of OBA
via LLMs.

3 Chatbot Ad Engine Design
We design our chatbot advertising engine to be similar to what it
may look like in the real world. Using an open-source user interface
that closely mimics a generic chatbot UI, our goal was to design
and implement a realistic chatbot system in which targeted ads are
incorpated into chatbot responses, in order to be able to answer our
research questions. We focus on text-generated advertisements in
the context of information retrieval, suggestion/recommendation,
text generation, code generation, and other similar tasks, all lever-
aging LLMs like ChatGPT. Here we detail our system’s pipeline and
the prompts used to modify the LLMs’ behavior.

Our chatbot and ad engine are modeled after OBA functionality.
To the best of our knowledge, no existing systems publicize infor-
mation about their chatbot advertising engines, our implementation

Figure 3: Our chatbot advertising engine design. Hierarchical
topics data was derived from Google’s Topic API. The list
of products and brands were generated for each topic using
GPT-3.5 Turbo.

is a best-effort representation of how existing OBA systems are
designed. To accomplish this, we included common ad framework
features such as real-time bidding, interest group/demographic tar-
geting, and personalizing ad delivery. Figure 3 shows the pipeline of
how we process users’ requests for each turn of conversation with
the chatbot ad engine. Importantly, our chatbot advertising engine
does more than serve one-off advertisements within a given session
with a user. Since our system is designed to mimic ChatGPT’s user
experience, we make use of a feedback loop that leverages the user’s
chat history in both their current and previous conversations.

3.1 Chatbot UI Interface (➀)
Our chatbot website used an open-source chatbot UI built to repli-
cate ChatGPT’s interface [58]. This interface allowed for users to
create and name new conversations, sent queries to the chatbot,
regenerate responses, display markdown formatted code, tables,
and links, and copy or edit conversations. This frontend sent re-
quests to our backend running on an AWS EC2 instance which
handled the different user study conditions and the advertising
engine backend. Figure 4 portrays an example screenshot of the
chatbot UI our participants interacted with.

3.2 Topic Assigner (➁)
We use Google’s Topics API list of ad interest categories [1] as a
hierarchical set of interest categories. In our system, the LLM first
assigns 1 high-level topic from a list of 25 topics, subsequently
assigning the closest-matching lowest-level topic (576 total) to each
user chat request that significantly deviates from the previous topic.
For example, for a given conversation instance, a user might begin
by asking “Plan a trip to experience Seoul like a local.” The system
assigns the current topic “Travel/Tourist Destinations.”

3.3 User Profile Generator (➂)
Using the user’s chat history, the LLM generates a basic user profile
in JSON, inferring the user’s demographics, interests, and personal-
ity. The user’s first query to the chatbot is set to the generic prompt
“You are a helpful AI assistant”, in order to first collect information



GenAI Advertising: Risks of Personalizing Ads with LLMs

Figure 4: Our chatbot website interface, “Chatbot XYZ”. GPT-
4o serving interest-based ads. Disclosure in bottom right.

about the user from their queries. The profiles then dynamically
become richer based on the user’s interactions with the chatbot.
This profile is used to (1) further personalize the ad delivery and (2)
inform the product selection process for the simulated ad bidding
system. Examples of such profiles generated from users who par-
ticipated in our online experiment can be found in Appendix A.4.
Note that these profiles resulted from no more than 30 minutes of
interaction with our chatbot

3.4 Product List and Bidding Model (➃)
Our system simulates a bidding system by randomly assigning a
product/brand from a list of 10 “bidders” for each user interest topic,
similar to advertising platforms that run ad campaigns based on
users’ interests and demographics. Afterwards, our system begins
the random selection of 1 of 10 products in that list. The list of
products contained 6,556 products/brands/organizations generated
for each subtopic by an LLM (GPT-3.5-Turbo). The product list
consisted of brand names, descriptions, and URLs, andwasmanually
verified by one of the authors. The product is assigned and remains
assigned until the conversation shifts topic. If the user were to
ask “Explain semiconductors like I’m 5 years old”, the assigned
topic would shift to an education or electronic component topic
and advertise a different product. We also incorporate a parameter,
ad frequency, which would allow a service provider to toggle how
frequently ads appeared within the chabot interactions.

3.5 Ad Injection and Product Placement (➄)
Using the descriptions and URLs from our product list, the chat-
bot embeds the advertisement of the selected product within its
response. Below are short descriptions of the modes used in our
user study. More information pertaining to the actual prompts can
be found in Appendix A.2.

• [Control, no ads]: This version serves as the baseline chat-
bot setting with no prompting for advertising. This provides a
baseline comparison as an unprompted ChatGPT.

• [Targeted interest-based ads]: This version serves as the ad-
vertising mode that includes both user profiling and topic label-
ing of chats. The ads are both displayed and personalized to the
user based on their chat history.

Figure 5: Our advertising disclosure popup design.

Figure 6: Our disclosure displaying a generated user profile.

To develop the prompts in Appendix A.2, the authors iterated on
various prompt injection approaches since the release of ChatGPT
in 2022. Our prompt design was optimized to display products
to the user only when relevant and with an approach that subtly
integrated the product into the response to the user’s query. We
finalized our ad delivery prompt after experimenting and evaluating
our prompts with OpenAI’s API. The topic assignment, ad relevance
checker, and user profile generation from chat history was also
workshopped in a similar manner as with the ad delivery prompts.

3.6 Advertising Disclosure UI (➅)
Our chatbot website also contains an advertising disclosure no-
tification in the form of a blue link with the text “Sponsored” in
the bottom right of each chatbot response containing ads. Clicking
on the link displays a pop-up to the user containing information
regarding why they are seeing the ad and which specific products
were advertised during the conversation (Fig. 5). Our design drew
inspiration from Google’s search engine advertising disclosure and
Bing Chat’s experimental advertisements. We emphasize that our
study is not meant to determine an optimal disclosure design but
rather to explore whether disclosure notifications similar to exist-
ing designs suffice for making AI chatbot users aware of targeted
advertisements.

Figure 6 contains an example of a generated user profile displayed
via our advertising disclosure popup (Figure 5).

3.7 Ad Prevalence in Response Generation
Using a random sample of prompts fromWildchat1M [92], a dataset
of ChatGPT conversations collected “in the wild,” we generated
responses using our advertising engine and the unprompted LLM
to determine the percentage of responses containing product/brand
placements. From our sample size of 1,000 chats, 433 of the LLM-
generated responses contained the product.
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4 Effects of Ad Injection on LLM Performance
To evaluate our chatbot advertising engine, we used a series of
LLM benchmarking datasets and an LLM as a judge to measure its
performance across various tasks. As part of our evaluation, we
compared a normal LLM without any advertising prompting with
our LLM advertising engine. It is important to note that we did not
include the user profile generation and personalization components
(➂ in Figure 3) of the advertising engine as a part of our tests with
these benchmarks.

4.1 LLM Benchmark Datasets
Our evaluation was carried out using random subsamples from the
following benchmark datasets:

DROP: An adversarially-crafted, 96k-question benchmark. There
are references in a question to multiple input positions and
discrete operations (such as addition, counting, or sorting).
This dataset requires reading comprehension of content within
paragraphs [29]. We used 150 samples in our evaluation.

MGSM: A dataset [80] of 250 grade-school math problems from the
GSM8K dataset [25]. Testing only the English subset of math
problems, we sampled all 250 problems from the dataset.

MMLU: A benchmark test for measuring multitask accuracy. There
are 57 tasks including elementary math, US history, computer
science, law, and more. These tasks require world knowledge
and problem solving capabilities [39]. We sampled 250 ques-
tions randomly across all subject tasks.

MATH: A dataset of 12,500 challenging competitionmath problems.
Each problem within the dataset has a ground-truth step-by-
step solution [40]. We sampled 70 problems for our evaluation.

HE: Humaneval, a coding evaluation set for measuring functional
correctness for synthesizing programs from docstrings [24].
We sampled 164 coding problems from the dataset for our
evaluation.

GPQA: A challenging dataset of 448 multiple-choice questions
written by domain experts in biology, physics, and chemistry.
The questions were vetted to be high-quality, extremely diffi-
cult, and reviewed by experts pursuing PhDs in the respective
fields [75]. We randomly sampled 150 questions from all fields.

MT: MT-Bench, a challenging multi-turn benchmark that measures
LLMs’ abilities to engage in coherent conversations. This ap-
proach uses an LLM as a judge to assess other LLMs’ capacity
to follow instructions. The dataset contains 80 tasks, com-
prised of 8 tasks per category across 10 categories [93]. Using
GPT-4o as the aforementioned LLM judge, we sampled all 80
questions for our evaluations on GPT-4o-mini.

Our primary evaluation objective was to determine whether
the introduction and delivery of product advertisements worsens
the LLM’s performance on these benchmark datasets. Our expec-
tation that LLM performance would drop due to the integration
of ads was inspired by prior research findings on LLM prompting,
which found that LLM performance fluctuates with the prompting
approach [88, 90]. Our evaluation compared the unprompted GPT-
4o-mini (control) with our GPT-4o-mini advertising engine. The
evaluation consisted of 4 rounds for each dataset.

Benchmark Control Ad Engine
DROP 48.16% 48.39%
MGSM 70.26% 69.42%
MMLU 64.59% 62.22%
MATH 29.34% 28.94%
HE 30.80% 28.20%

GPQA 25.97% 26.86%
Table 1: Evaluation with LLM performance benchmark
datasets. We report the mean performance across 4 runs of
each model-benchmark pairing. The LLM serving ads per-
forms roughly equivalent to the baseline LLM in 4 bench-
marks and slightly worse in 2 benchmarks.

Writing

Roleplay

Reasoning

Math

Coding

Extraction

STEM

Humanities

2

4

6

8

10

Ads GPT-4o-mini
Control GPT-4o-mini

Figure 7: EvaluationwithMT-Bench, LLM (GPT-4o) as a judge.
The LLM serving ads scores lower in every category.

4.2 LLM Benchmark Dataset Results
The performance results for each benchmark (except MT) are
shown in Table 1, and the results for theMT benchmark are shown
in Figure 7. Overall, we find that formost of the benchmarks (DROP,
MGSM,MATH, GPQA), the advertising engine is comparable in
performance to the control. The advertising LLM performs slightly
worse on HE andMMLU.

For MT, the scores assigned to the advertising engine show a
sharp decrease in performance preference.

Our results indicate that introducing an ad engine to a chatbot
will generally maintain similar levels of performance, although this
may negatively impact the baseline chatbot’s ability to correctly
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User Study Conditions

C4o

C3.5

A4o

A3.5

DA4o

DA3.5

4o

3.5

Control Ads Disclosed Ads

Figure 8: Our six study conditions: three primary conditions
(control, ads, disclosed ads) instantiated with 2 different mod-
els (GPT-4o, GPT-3.5). Icons represent model, ad presence,
and disclosure notice.

(1) Informed Consent

(2) Visit Website

(3) 3 Tasks

(4) 1 Self-Assigned Task

(5) Free Use

(6) Perceptions 
Questionnaire

(8) Demographic Data

(7) LLM/Chatbot and 
Ads Questionnaire

(9) Deception Disclosure

(10) Survey Offboarding

Figure 9: Our user study procedure and steps.

perform certain tasks, such as coding, knowledge, or problem solv-
ing. The chatbot may also produce a response that is somewhat
less desirable to a user of the chatbot. Due to the small disparities,
most of the issues that users encountered during the user study are
likely to be attributed to the ad engine’s delivery rather than the
correctness of the LLM.

5 User Study Methodology
To answer our research questions on (1) users’ perceptions of over-
all responses quality (i.e., credibility, helpfulness, convincingness,
relevance), issues, and preferences of the chatbot when serving ads;
(2) users’ perceptions of chatbots and ads; (3) users’ notice of the ad
placement within the chatbot responses; and (4) whether users find
chatbot advertising deceptive and/or manipulative, we conducted a
between-subjects online experiment with three main conditions:
No Ads (control), Ads (targeted ads injected into chatbot responses),
and Disclosed Ads (chatbot responses with targeted ads injected are
labeled as containing ad content). We evaluated these conditions
for both GPT-4o and GPT-3.5 models, resulting in six conditions in
total (C4o, C3.5, A4o, A3.5, DA4o, DA3.5), as shown in Figure 8.

5.1 Online Experiment Design
We recruited participants via Prolific. Our recruitmentmessage used
mild deception, stating that the purpose of the study as “assessing
the personality of our chatbot” without mentioning advertising to
avoid self-selection bias and priming effects. Participants were paid
$5 USD for completing our study. Participants were required to be

18+, English-fluent, located in the USA, and have a Prolific approval
rate of 80-100.

During the study session, which was designed to last about 30
minutes, each participant followed the same 10 study steps (see
Fig 9) and began with the informed consent. They were shown
a Qualtrics survey containing information such as study task de-
tails, research goals, payment details, and completion time. As a
part of our deception study, we did not disclose our study’s pur-
pose (advertising). The participant consent form and instructions
mentioned that the study goal was to examine LLM and chatbot
personalities/personalization. We informed the participants who
encountered ads about the deception at the end of the study, giving
them the choice to opt out while still receiving full payment. The
anonymized consent and deception forms, along with other study
details can be found in Appendix A.1. Our study was deemed ex-
empt from oversight by our university’s Institutional Review Board
(IRB).

Figure 9 provides an overview of our study procedure and its
steps. We extensively pilot-tested our study design and flow be-
fore running the online experiment. After providing consent, the
participants were instructed to visit our chatbot website and com-
plete three assigned tasks (step 3) and a self-selected task (step
4). For step 3, we designed three categories of assigned tasks (see
Table 7 in the Appendix) that were similar to the sample prompts
on ChatGPT’s website: interest-based writing (e.g., writing a story),
organization related tasks (e.g., making a meal plan), and work-
based writing (e.g., drafting a cover letter). In step 5, participants
used the chatbot freely for 3 minutes. The purpose of steps 3 to 5
was to (1) familiarize participants with the chatbot, (2) subtly gather
personalization information for our ad engine, and (3) encourage
participants’ interaction with the chatbot in a way that is similar
to how they might engage with a regular chatbot (e.g., ChatGPT)
they are using for the first time, i.e., starting with suggested tasks
and moving to free-form exploration. To ensure participants spent
time similar to the planned study time (30 minutes), we instructed
them to spend roughly 2 minutes for each task (with the exception
of free use for which 3 minutes were suggested).

In step 6, participants were asked to rate the chatbot’s perceived
qualities along different dimensions: Credibility, Helpfulness, Con-
vincingness, Relevance, andNeutrality (see Table 8 in the Appendix),
using a 7-point Likert scale across categories. Using the Godspeed
questionnaire [18], participants were further asked to rate the chat-
bot’s friendliness, competence, sensibility, responsibility, knowl-
edgeability, and pleasantness. This was followed by 6 open-response
questions that we analyzed using qualitative coding related to in-
fluence, products/brands, personality, trust, the ad disclosure, etc.
(see Table 9)

In steps 1–6 advertising was not mentioned. In step 7, we then
asked them to rate statements on whether they thought the chatbot
was advertising to them or trying to manipulate them; followed by
open-response questions probing general attitudes towards adver-
tising in chatbots/LLMs (see Table 10).

In Step 8, we collected additional participant demographics not
already available via Prolific’s platform (e.g., education, occupation,
experience with chatbots). In step 9, we debriefed participants about
the use of deception in our study (i.e., that the true purpose of the
study was to assess the effects of targeted advertising in chatbot
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responses) and gave participants the option to withdraw from the
study while still receiving full compensation.

5.2 Website Deployment
Our website ran on an AWS EC2 instance (t3.xlarge) with six vari-
ants for our study conditions, our advertising engine, and our UI
running on NodeJS. Participants could only participate using a
desktop browser. Users were directed to open our website URL in
a new tab and enter their survey key (to validate that they were
actual participants, and link their chatbot interactions to their sur-
vey responses), which enabled the chat interface and randomly
assigned them to one of the six conditions. Along with tracking
users’ chats, we logged the contents and number of clicks for every
link provided by the LLM that participants clicked on, including the
disclosure “Sponsored” button with the advertising notice pop-up
(Figs. 5 and 6). Finally, our website interface did not include any
mentions of ads or companies except for the advertising disclosure
condition (conditions DA4o and DA3.5).

5.3 Method for Data Analysis
5.3.1 Data collection and processing. We collected and cross-referenced
participants’ data from multiple sources, i.e., Prolific (demograph-
ics), Qualtrics (survey responses), and our website (chat data, prod-
ucts advertised, generated user profiles, etc.). We converted the
Likert-scale statements to an ordinal scale from 1–7 and inverted
any negative statements (7–1). We grouped responses to our 5-
qualifier questionnaire based on the category of chatbot perfor-
mance. Each question in our Godspeed questionnaire excerpt was
grouped together as well (Cronbach’s Alpha in Table 6).

5.3.2 Qualitative coding of open responses. We analyzed open re-
sponses with an inductive and deductive coding approach [32],
guided by our research questions (e.g., issues of chatbot ads, ability
to differentiate chatbot ads) and allowing the flexibility to uncover
new themes (e.g., perceived chatbot personalities, trust toward the
chatbot). To inform codebook development, two of the authors
each independently went through half of the responses for each
open-response question and condition. We developed an initial
codebook [78], followed by codebook refinement through iterative
discussion and revision of the themes/codes. Once the codebook
was finalized, the first author (re-)coded all responses while dis-
cussing ambiguous cases with the third author. We did not calcu-
late inter-rater reliability as all coders had been closely involved in
developing and refining the codebook [56]. For each of the open-
response questions, we additionally used GPT-4o for sentiment
analysis and binary classification of yes/no questions. Note that
we used our institution’s variant of GPT4-o which is subject to
specific data protection requirements and approved for use with
non-identifiable human subjects research data. The final codebook
consisted of 11 themes with 64 unique codes, see Tables 3 to 5 in
the Appendix. All statistical tests for the results from qualitative
coding can be found in Appendix A.3.

5.4 Study Limitations
We designed our study and chatbot interface to closely resemble
interactions with existing chatbots. Nevertheless, our study has
some limitations.

Although we tried to create assigned tasks to elicit participants’
personal information, different tasks or prolonged use of the chatbot
outside of a study context may lead to potentially different user
profiles. As such, our ad targeting was likely less personalized than
would be the case after extended chatbot use. Future research could
longitudinally investigate the effects of ad targeting in chatbots.

We engineered our ad injection prompts throughmultiple rounds
of exploration and refinement to achieve the subtle integration of
ads into chatbot responses, similar to what we observed in existing
chatbots experimenting with ad integration. Yet, AI companies
may use different prompting techniques for ad integration in their
implementation. As a result our findings may not generalize to all
chatbots; however, our findings still provide meaningful insights
on the risks and potential harms of integrated ads into chatbot
interactions.

Lastly, in order to be able to consistently compare the effects of
ads across conditions, we used an advertising frequency of 100%,
i.e., in the ad conditions each response remotely relevant to the
assigned product contained advertising. Commercial chatbots may
vary in their frequency of ad inclusion, in which case users may
find those instances less intrusive but may also struggle even more
to identify when ads are present.

5.5 Participant Sample and Chatbot Interaction
Metrics

We initially recruited 200 participants but removed 21 participants
who failed to adequately complete our study, including those who
finished the study in under 15 minutes, did not interact with our
chatbot, or withdrew from our study after the deception disclosure.

Our final sample consisted of 179 participants. Median comple-
tion time was 28:25, resulting in an average compensation rate of
$10.56/hr. The distribution of participants for each condition was
as follows. C4o: n=29, C3.5: n=28, A4o: n=31, A3.5: n=30, DA4o:
n=28, DA3.5: n=30.

Our sample skewed slightly male (100 men, 79 women) and mid-
dle aged (mean=34.67 years, range: 18–70 years, SD=10.88). There
was a diversity of ethnicities, education levels, and chatbot experi-
ence among our participants. More participants’ demographics can
be found in Fig. 14.

The median number of queries participants submitted to our
chatbot during the entire study (3 assigned tasks, 1 self-assigned
task, 3 minutes of free use), was 20. Users generally sent between 11
and 13 word queries to the chatbot. The chatbot typically responded
to each user query with a median response length of 252.5 tokens
for GPT-3.5 and 506 tokens for GPT-4o. Very few participants (7
participants) clicked on any links included in chatbot responses.
Likewise, very few participants (4 participants) clicked on the ad-
vertising disclosure in the respective conditions. The distribution
of products advertised to participants (more than 9 times) can be
found in Fig. 13.

6 User Study Results
Overall, we identified the following key findings that address each
of our research questions.

First, chatbots can be effective advertisers for their effective prod-
uct/brand placement, encouraging users’ engagements, and subtle
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Figure 10: 7-point Likert scales for each of the 6 conditions across the questionnaire created for 5 attributes: Credibility,
Helpfulness, Convincingness, Relevance, Neutrality. Fig. 10f contains the 5-point scale Godspeed questionnaire.

appearance. Roughly 30.17% of all participants felt they would be un-
able to detect advertisements served by a chatbot.Most participants
in the advertising conditions noticed products and brands but did
not necessarily recognize it as advertising. The products and brands
served in the advertising conditions were 19.05% more likely to be
positively perceived by participants in the A4o condition than any
other condition. (Section 6.1)

Second, when chatbots serve ads, participants perceived the chat-
bot to be more biased, irrelevant, intrusive, and less trustworthy.
The advertising disclosure further negatively impacted participants’

trust, product perceptions, and inclination to adopt suggestions
from the chatbot. Participants identified also more risks/drawbacks
than benefits when asked about chatbot advertising. Participants
across all conditions found the concept of integrating ads into chat-
bot responses intrusive and were worried about the advertisements
being manipulative or unethical. Meanwhile, chatbots using bigger
LLMs can influence more participants’ ideas and behaviors. Partici-
pants with the A4o condition were the most heavily influenced by the
chatbot. (Section 6.2)



Brian Jay Tang, Kaiwen Sun, Noah T. Curran, Florian Schaub, and Kang G. Shin

C4
o

C3
.5

A4
o

A3
.5

DA
4o

DA
3.

5
Conditions

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 (%

)

Benefits/Drawbacks of chatbot advertising?

Negative
Neutral
Positive

(a) AQ1, Benefits/Drawbacks, Sentiment

C4
o

C3
.5

A4
o

A3
.5

DA
4o

DA
3.

5

Conditions

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 (%

)

Can you tell if a chatbot advertised?

No
Maybe
Yes

(b) AQ2, Detect Ads, Yes/No

C4
o

C3
.5

A4
o

A3
.5

DA
4o

DA
3.

5

Conditions

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 (%

)

Any problematic responses?

Yes Problem
No Problem

(c) AQ3: Problematic, Yes/No

C4
o

C3
.5

A4
o

A3
.5

DA
4o

DA
3.

5

Conditions

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 (%

)

How's the chatbot's personality?

Negative
Neutral
Positive

(d) Q1: Personality, Sentiment

C4
o

C3
.5

A4
o

A3
.5

DA
4o

DA
3.

5

Conditions

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 (%

)
Do you trust the chatbot?

No
Maybe
Yes

(e) Q2: Trust, Yes/No

C4
o

C3
.5

A4
o

A3
.5

DA
4o

DA
3.

5

Conditions

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 (%

)

Did the chatbot influence you in any ways

No
Maybe
Yes

(f) Q3: Influenced, Yes/No

C4
o

C3
.5

A4
o

A3
.5

DA
4o

DA
3.

5

Conditions

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 (%

)

Did the chatbot change your mind about anything

No
Maybe
Yes

(g) Q4: Changed Mind, Yes/No

C4
o

C3
.5

A4
o

A3
.5

DA
4o

DA
3.

5

Conditions

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 (%

)

Did you notice any products or brands

No
Yes

(h) Q5: Noticing Products, Yes/No

DA
3.

5

DA
4o

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 (%

)

Did you notice a sponsored icon or click on the sponsored icon

No Icon
Yes Noticed
Yes Clicked

(i) Q6: Noticing Sponsorship, Yes/No

Figure 11: Free response sentiments and binary classifications

Third, the common approach to adding an advertising disclosure
link is inadequate for labeling chatbot advertising. More partici-
pants interacted with the chatbot to control their ad settings (i.e.
asking the chatbot to stop serving or remove ads) than clicking on
the ad disclosure link. The advertising disclosure had an impact on
participants’ trust, product perceptions, and inclination to adopt
suggestions from the chatbot. Despite this, very few (only 3) par-
ticipants clicked on the ad disclosure link. Many more participants
queries the chatbot in an attempt to control their ad settings. Partici-
pants repeatedly engaged with the chatbot to ask about the ads and
interacted with the chatbot to ask why it served those ads, remove
ads, and answer questions about the products. (Section 6.3)

6.1 RQ 1: Users Engage with Chatbot Ads When
They are Subtly Integrated

6.1.1 Ads served by chatbots are subtle. The ads were, across the
board, quite challenging for participants to detect. After perform-
ing the tasks and interacting with the chatbot, in all conditions,
only 35.20% of participants felt comfortable being able to discern
ads served from chatbots. 34.64% of participants stated they could
not detect chatbot ads, and the remaining 30.17% of participants
said it was dependent whether they asked the chatbot for sugges-
tions/recommendations or if the product placement was out of
place (Fig. 12b).

While 66.67% – 87.50% of participants noticed products or brands
in the chatbot’s responses, fewer participants recognized it as spon-
sored or advertised content. This is made apparent by the high levels
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Figure 12: Qualitative codes assigned to free responses.

of trust (67.04% across all conditions) that participants generally felt
towards the chatbot (Fig. 12e). Additionally, when participants in
the conditions DA3.5 and DA4o were asked directly about whether
they noticed or clicked on the “sponsored icon”, roughly 50% re-
sponded that they did not notice the icon (Fig. 12i). One participant
noted “I couldn’t really tell whether it was advertising or not be-
cause I felt like it was just giving suggestions.” Another participant
who was using the chatbot to write a story when asked whether
they noticed any product and brand placement stated “not really.
It did mention [Marvel] in the story, but it didn’t seem like it was
trying to make me like [Marvel]. It was relevant.” Other partici-
pants who were asked whether they noticed products or brands
mentioned “Yes it did, I think the products like linkedIn learning it
mentioned is a trustable brand and it doesn’t raise any concerns”.

One participant equated “the bot to a summarization of search en-
gine results, and search engines also highlight popular products.”
Some participants with more experience immediately recognized
the advertising, stating “Absolutely was instructed to advertise to
me. It was fairly obvious because most LLMs do not do that.”

6.1.2 Products and brands advertised by the chatbot. The LLMs
were generally effective at product/brand placement, and were
sometimes relevant. In our analysis of users’ chat histories, prod-
ucts were advertised an average of 7.87 times per conversation. In
a keyword search of participants’ chat history, we found 27 partici-
pants across all 4 ad conditions (DA4o, DA3.5, A4o, A3.5) directly
engaged with the advertised products and brands by querying about
them. 66.67% – 87.50% of participants noticed products or brands
in the 4 advertising conditions. The ad content drew engagement
from users who then asked the chatbot follow-up queries such as
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Figure 13: Distribution of products advertised to participants more than 9 times.

“what is masterclass”, “is ted-ed affordable”, and “what are your
thoughts on roland brand?” Figure 13 shows the distribution of
products advertised to users (more than 9 times) across all condi-
tions. The A4o condition scored the highest in our questionnaire
on relevance, Godspeed rating, helpfulness, credibility, and con-
vincingness (Fig. 10). A few users thought the chatbot ads “could be
useful in certain very specific contexts, like a grocery store chatbot
telling customers about products sold at that store”.

6.1.3 GPT-4o ore heavily influenced participants. We found partic-
ipants more trusting and influenced by responses/ads served by
GPT-4o compared to GPT-3.5-Turbo. An additional 13.07% more
coded responses in the A4o condition indicated participants were in-
fluenced by the chatbot compared to the mean across all conditions.
21 participants (all conditions) indicated they would implement the
chatbot’s suggestions in their real lives. One participant stated “I
am probably going to attempt to do the meal plan that it suggested.”
Another participant said “I am going to bake a loaf of bread later,
and I now plan to use a couple of the tips the chatbot gave me.”
Generally, these participants who were influenced to the level of im-
plementing suggestions discussed topics such as diet, exercise, and
health. Thirty-nine participants (all conditions) were influenced by
the chatbot providing novel perspectives to the users (Fig. 12f). 35
participants (all conditions) were influenced by the chatbot by rely-
ing on it for quick and easy organization or structuring of thought,
e.g., “when I asked it [chatbot] to make me an outline it gave me
step-by-step instructions that were easy to follow. This sort of thing
is very valuable to someone like myself who does not know where
to begin most times.” For some, this effect was more extreme: “I
think i will use it for questions instead of google.” Beyond influ-
encing users’ behaviors and thoughts, the A4o condition also had
statistically significant impact on participants’ attitudes towards
products. 9 participants completely relied on the chatbot for their
tasks, whereas 28 participants said it saved them time on their tasks.
Participants (15) who noticed products and brands in the A4o con-
dition also felt more positively about the products compared to all
other conditions, whereas participants (10) in the A3.5 condition
felt most negatively about products (Fig. 12h).

6.2 RQ2: Advertising with Chatbots Incurs
Significant Risks and Issues

6.2.1 Chatbot ads can degrade response neutrality. Participants
generally preferred responses from the GPT-4o model due to its
higher performance overall as a language model. However, users
also scored the DA4o condition lower than the A4o condition across
the entire questionnaire. This can be attributed to participants’
caution and wariness regarding sponsored results. A large num-
ber of participants across all conditions identified manipulation
(26), degradation in response quality (53), and biased sponsored
responses (39) as drawbacks for chatbot advertising. Participants in
the advertising conditions (70.59% of participants) generally came
up with more negatives than participants in the control conditions
(57.89%). Despite participants identifying quality degradation and
biased responses as potential issues, when asked about helpfulness
and credibility immediately after they finished their tasks with the
chatbot, participants scored the A4o and DA4o conditions higher
than the C4o condition. Similarly participants tended to trust the
chatbot more in these conditions compared to the C4o condition.
This suggests that participants may not have thought of the chatbot
ads as problematic enough to degrade their trust in the chatbot.
However, for the GPT-3.5 advertising conditions, participants may
have had a decrease in ad response quality compared to the GPT-4o
responses. Those who rated the A4o condition as more credible
likely did so due to the subtle and embedded nature of the ads.
Without the sponsorship disclosure, few participants noticed the
presence of ads, even preferring the A4o chatbot as more credible
due to its inclusion of “references” and “sources” to the subtly ad-
vertised products and brands. Participants mostly began regarding
the ads in a negative light after the survey questionnaire began
asking more questions relating to the products and ads in the LLM
responses (step 7). One participant noted that “It takes away from
the meat and potatoes of the actual information. [It is] distracting
and also biased.” Many participants also noted that the same thing
that made the A4o responses more effective could be a detriment,
e.g., “It can influence the customer’s decisions”. Several participants
worried about the LLM prioritizing sponsorship over giving the
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best and most accurate information: “Advertising through chatbots
will give impartial suggestions for the companies that they are
advertising for instead of giving unbiased information.”

6.2.2 Chatbot ads are intrusive. Overall, participants generally felt
that the intrusiveness of the ads “can make one lose interest in
using the chatbot.” In several of the participants’ chatlogs, partic-
ipants attempted to reprompt the chatbot to remove advertising.
One participant typed “[I’m] not interested in [Reef Shoes]. help
me plan an [itinerary]” while another participant instructed the
chatbot, “[I’m] not interested in the [Mandalorian] tell me more
about the [Acolyte].” In our survey question asking participants if
they encountered any problematic responses, 15 participants (all
conditions) marked LLM responses with embedded ads as prob-
lematic responses. 23 participants who noticed products/brands
regarded them in a negative light. 34 participants in the ads condi-
tions found the ads to be inconvenient when engaging in writing
tasks with the chatbot, e.g., “Some of them were decent, but others
were bizarre. I don’t want products being linked when I am writing
a cover letter; however, they are useful when asking about cleaning
the bathroom.” There was an overlap in participants identifying
irrelevant suggestions as a drawback of chatbot advertising and
participants who experienced issues with ads during the writing
task. A participant had the following complaint about this issue:
“Its annoying and in your face. AI is supposed to be something you
can come to quickly and ask a question or sometimes people like
to just talk to it, they don’t want it to shove products down your
throats when you are trying to do so. It makes it seem less genuine
than it already is.” Our analysis of users’ chat histories revealed that
the GPT-3.5-Turbo model struggled with users’ requests to remove
ads, whereas the GPT-4o model identified users’ frustrations and
prioritized helping the user over continuing to integrate ads.

6.2.3 Users’ trust of and reliance on chatbots. Participants that
perceived the chatbot ads generally saw the LLM ads as detracting
from the experience and not in the spirit of LLMs and chatbots.
“As a consumer, I see no benefits to advertising through chatbots.
I see it as informational or educational (like a library or school)
and ads make it seem less so”. 22 participants reported their trust
in the chatbot was negatively impacted by the presence of ads
and product placement. While several participant had a general
trust/distrust towards AI and technology, most (120 participants)
tended to trust the chatbot due to its accuracy and helpfulness.
With the inclusion of the advertising URLs, some participants were
under the impression these were references: “it seemed to pull
information from credible sources.” As more than half of the users
did not notice the sponsorship disclosure and an additional 61
participants did not receive any disclosure (A4o, A3.5), users were
generally willing to treat the chatbot as a source of truth (though
sometimes verifying or double checking responses, n=4). Those
with the disclosure conditions (DA4o, DA3.5) were generally more
skeptical: “I would not use this chatbot – It’s like just LOOKING
for ways to sell you on something.. it’s corpo.”

6.2.4 LLM can observe and influence users. Some participants were
concerned about their privacy. One of the participants who clicked
on our disclosure link stated that “[The] profile wasn’t completely
accurate but still I found it creepy that the chatbot stored all this data

on me, even up to my character traits just from what I had asked it.”
In one conversation, the LLM ad engine accurately inferred the par-
ticipants’ educational background, surprising the participant “yeah,
i already have a postgrad degree... you’re psychic!”. In the Appendix
(see Appendix A.5) we provide an example from one participant’s
chat history that illustrates the progression of inferences regarding
the user. The ad engine’s understanding of the user personalizes
based on the prior chats in real time, learning the user’s age range,
gender, occupation, and eventually their interests and personality
traits as well. The participant actively engages with the chatbot’s
suggestions, asking more about the products and following up on
the suggestions. Additionally, 15.81% more participants A4o condi-
tion indicated that the chatbot changed participants’ minds about
something compared to the mean across all conditions. For example,
one participant experienced an advertisement that changed their
perspective on travel planning: “During the getaway [itinerary]
task, the bot ended with a type of suggestion linking me to a travel
website. I genuinely never thought about the concept of those,
because I’d just google stuff and use images.”

6.2.5 Advising via chatbots is manipulative and problematic. 26
participants identified manipulation as an issue with chatbot adver-
tisements. Several participants had a more intense reaction when
asked about the benefits and drawbacks of chatbot ads: “I think it
is [EXTREMELY] manipulative to advertise through chatbots like
these as the transparency of such chatbot would be void,” “All draw-
backs. People don’t need to be bombarded with more ads. Having
AI specifically try to sway you seems particularly dystopian.” and
“Benefits for the consumer? None. The drawbacks are worse ads
that are more intrusive and capable of talking back to you.” Some
participants “actually felt angered and felt tricked” after noticing
the advertising disclosure. These reactions likely tie back to partici-
pants’ reliance on chatbots like ChatGPT as a trusted “informational
or educational [source] (like library or school).” One illustrative
example described by a participant was a shared experience among
several participants: “I did notice coursera and linkedIn but never
felt it was sponsored, I believed it must have mentioned those sim-
ply because they are popular and trustable sources of learning more
about those information.”. These participants believed the product
placement to be naturally generated by the LLM’s training proce-
dure. One other issue identified with the embedded advertisements
was that “It can give people the wrong products for their purposes”.
For example, one participant was asking the chatbot to help with
their cover letter. In our question asking participants to identify
problematic responses, this participant quoted an advertisement
that was integrated into the cover letter itself, likely embellishing
the cover letter for the purpose of integrating the Canva ad, which
they found to be inappropriate: “When I’m not immersed in les-
son plans or student activities, I engage in creative hobbies like
working on design projects that enhance my inventive approach to
teaching. Utilizing platforms like Canva, I create visually engaging
classroom materials and presentations that captivate my students’
interests and foster a dynamic learning environment.” Overall, the
fact that products served by GPT-4o were viewed more positively
than the control suggests that participants felt they may have been
manipulated by the chatbot to feel a certain way or act on certain
suggestions.



Brian Jay Tang, Kaiwen Sun, Noah T. Curran, Florian Schaub, and Kang G. Shin

6.3 RQ3: Normal Advertising Disclosures May
Not Suffice for Chatbots

For the conditions with the ad disclosure (DA4o, DA3.5), only 4
participants clicked on the disclosure link, while 27 participants
noticed the sponsorship disclosure. The remaining 29 participants
neither noticed nor clicked on any advertising disclosure. While
these findings are dependent on our specific advertising disclosure
design, we based our design off of Google’s sponsored search en-
gine results. Our findings indicate that very few users felt the urge
to click on the sponsored icon for more information regarding in-
formation on the product and why the advertisement was targeted
to them. However, in our analysis of users’ chat history, roughly 18
participants asked the chatbot a question related to the advertising.
Some participants expressed shock at this, “what? are you adver-
tising products to me?” Most participants requested the chatbot to
regenerate its response without advertisements, “remove the por-
tion about nike, please.”, and “do you think you can stop generating
the ad part after each response you give me?”. One participant even
accused the chatbot of being a paid spokesbot for a product, “this is
the third [time] you’ve mentioned vital choice. are you a spokesbot
for [them?]” These complaints were brought up in participants’
free response entries as well. For example, a participant stated, “It
LIED to me. At first I asked if it was being paid to advertise and it
said no... In short, it tried to mislead me by telling me a "technically
true thing.” Another participant kept trying to remove the ads by
prompting the chatbot, “The chatbot kept trying to include product
links during the cover letter. I had to repeatedly request it didnt́
include them, and even then in the final letter it still referenced a
website. Letter 1: [...]”

7 Discussion
Overall, our study has shown that model size (GPT-4o vs. GPT-
3.5) has a large impact on advertising efficacy. We found that the
GPT-4o conditions were able to exert more influence on partici-
pants, especially in the absence of any advertising disclosure. Many
more participants attempted to ask about or remove advertisements
using the chat interface rather than click on the advertising disclo-
sure link. Finally, participants identified various chatbot advertising
risks and issues such as biased, intrusive, irrelevant and untrust-
worthy responses, from their actual experiences in the ad groups
or anticipated expectations from the control groups.

7.1 System and Study Design Implications
7.1.1 Manipulative chatbot ads and user autonomy. As LLMs con-
tinue to grow in size and capability, their effectiveness in deliver-
ing subtle and convincing advertisements improves [17, 77]. Our
findings have shown that the larger model (GPT-4o) can subtly
influence participants, effectively coercing them to adopt the LLMs’
suggestions while also making them feel positive about the rec-
ommended products. Such persuasion and enhanced emotional
appeal presents profound implications for the future of LLM-based
advertising. More specifically, with highly personalized LLM gener-
ated ads that feel more like authentic recommendations/responses
than traditional marketing, users may be more inclined to follow
the suggestions or believing that they are making informed and
independent decisions, without realizing that but their choices

are shaped by LLMs exploiting subconscious biases and emotional
triggers [87]. In this case, the balance between helpful versus manip-
ulative responses, as well as the line between user autonomy and
marketing influence, all becomes blurred, raising ethical concerns
about the role of AI in shaping consumer behaviors [48].

7.1.2 Ads disclosure and users’ trust. Our findings also highlighted
the importance of embedding ad information and privacy controls
directly into the chatbot interface, rather than relying on conven-
tional external sponsorship icons, disclosures, and links. While such
sponsored icons are often used for transparency, users might not
found them useful, informative, or intuitive to interact as a part
of the chatbot user experience. As we observed some participants
tried to “tell” the chatbot to stop serving ads, building advertise-
ment and privacy controls within the chatbot’s response capabilities
might be more effective comparing to the traditional advertising
disclosure design. Notably, our findings also reveal that participants
viewed the chatbot and its responses less favorably with the pres-
ence of a sponsorship link, indicating that users are sensitive to
the signs of advertising. Together, the implications are that, while
transparency (disclosing ad) is critical to maintain trust, the method
to communicate transparency need to be thoughtfully designed to
avoid alienating users. It may end up being more favorable to avoid
alienating users’ trust towards the chatbots instead of monetizing
chatbots by displaying ads within the responses.

Despite this, LLMs may still play a significant role in online
behavioral advertising, even if the chatbot itself is not directly
delivering the advertisements. For example, insights from user
interactions with the chatbot could inform targeted ads in other
places, or LLMs could subtly tailor responses to align with broader
advertising strategies without users noticing a direct mentioning
of brands.

7.1.3 Challenges in auditing chatbot ads. As our findings show that
participants were unclear whether product placement stemmed
from training data or paid sponsorship, this presents new chal-
lenge for auditing chatbot ads. The lack of clarity raises questions
and broader implications for the transparency of llm powered sys-
tems. Meanwhile, many participants treated the chatbot as an au-
thoritative source of knowledge, assuming that its responses were
reliable/credible. This creates more issues when ad content is em-
bedded within the chatbot’s responses, as users might not scrutinize
these suggestions as they would with ads on other mediums such
as webpages. In our case, many participants detected ads due to the
current differences in LLM behavior compared to ChatGPT (173
participants had prior experience with ChatGPT). However, if more
mainstream chatbots (e.g., ChatGPT or Gemini), with more pow-
erful and sophisticated ability to understand user preferences and
tailoring responses, introduce ads, detecting them could become
even more challenging.

To address these emerging issues, it is important to implement
new policies and tools, particularly for auditing chatbot advertise-
ments and monitoring the rate of product placement within LLM
responses. We explore some potential mitigations in the following
subsection.
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7.2 Directions for Mitigation Strategies
From the findings and implications of our user study, several direc-
tions emerge for designing effective mitigation strategies around
chatbot advertising, particularly with regards to user transparency
and trust.

More user-centered research is needed to explore the design and
evaluation of effective ad disclosures within chatbot interactions.
Using several design parameters such as the placement or timing of
the ad disclosure, an evaluation should be conducted to determine
who these design choices impact the notice-ability of ads.

Advertising and privacy controls should be integrated directly
into any chatbots that display ads. Users should be able to manage
the frequency and contexts for receiving ads. Chatbots could allow
users to query why they see particular ads, highlight portions of
the responses that are influenced by sponsorships, and help users
differentiate between organic recommendations and paid promo-
tions. Datasets for detecting advertising or product bias in LLM
responses could also support developing better advertising and
privacy controls.

Lastly, policy and regulatory frameworks to keep pace with the
evolving capabilities of LLMs. Our study highlights the manipu-
lative potential of chatbot advertising, where participants were
persuaded by the LLM’s ads. For example, the FTC’s guidelines for
deceptive trade practices should extend to add additional protec-
tions for users encountering LLM/chatbot ads. Prompting or using
LLMs to coerce users or make subtle behavior suggestions for paid
promotion should be forbidden to help safeguard users from being
unfairly manipulated by AI-driven advertising.

7.3 Future Work
This paper provides important insights into the integration of LLM
chatbots and OBA. Our research explores many of these impli-
cations, while opening up several future research directions. For
example, additional studies could be conducted using search engine
API integrations, allowing for more dynamic content generation
and contextually relevant ads. Alternatively, exploring the use of
text to image, text to audio, text to video models, or AI agents to
create generative ads could be an application with numerous risk
factors.

Another area of future work could explore the impact of tailoring
ads to specific demographics or interest groups, and how this may
impact LLMs’ performance. There may be trade-offs inherent to
advertising and personalization that erode LLM capabilities or users’
trust.

Other research areas could explore detecting the appearance
of in-the-wild LLM advertisements on articles or websites. Such
measurement studies could target specific types of advertising, such
as political ads, to better understand LLM-generated ads’ broader
impact on society.

8 Conclusion
Our study conducts a preliminary exploration of the potential risks
associated with AI/LLMs and advertising. We have investigated the
effects and potential harms resulting from integrating personalized
advertising into LLM chatbots. We have built a realistic and fully
functional system for injecting advertising content into chatbot

responses. We found that LLM chatbots are a risky but tempting
avenue for advertising that could increase manipulation of users,
decrease neutrality, and result in numerous other consequences on
users. Chatbot platforms that intend to integrate advertising should
account for these risks and perform additional extensive testing to
mitigate the potential harms discussed in our paper.
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A Appendix
A.1 Survey Instrument and Study Details
Prolific

Participants are required to be 18+, English-fluent, located in the
USA, and have an approval rate of 80-100. Device requirements:
Desktop only. Limit 3 maximum simultaneous participants.

The purpose of this research is to see whether we can effectively
tune AI chatbots (e.g., ChatGPT) to adopt a certain personality.
You will ask a chatbot several questions and interact with it. Af-
terwards, you will complete a questionnaire and be involved in a
group discussion. The study should take approximately 30 minutes
to complete.

Consent Form
Institution
Research Participant Information and Consent Form
Title of the Study: Conversational AI Personality Usability

Study [IRB ID]
Principal Investigator: Name (number; email)
DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH
The purpose of this research is to see whether we can effectively

tune AI chatbots (e.g., ChatGPT) to adopt a certain personality.
This research will include participants who are English-speaking,
U.S.-based, and 18+ years old. You will ask a chatbot several ques-
tions and interact with it. Afterwards you will complete a question-
naire. Certain elements and information regarding the study may
be withheld from you until after completion. The study should take
approximately 30 minutes to complete.

WHATWILL MY PARTICIPATION INVOLVE?
If you decide to participate in this study, we will ask that you

complete an online questionnaire and an interaction with our chat-
bot. This will include on-boarding and reading and accepting this
consent form. You will then ask a chatbot several questions from a
list. Note that we may have fine-tuned the chatbot to have a per-
sonality and share similar interests. Then, you will be allowed to
freely interact and converse with the modified chatbot. Please keep
in mind that your conversations are being recorded on our server.
You will then answer a questionnaire about your perception of the
chatbot, the usefulness of the system, and other questions.

ARE THERE ANY RISKS TO ME?
There is a small probability the chatbot may say something

discomforting or uncanny to you. So long as you avoid discussing
topics you are uncomfortable with, this will not be a problem. There
is a potential risk of a confidentiality breach. We will collect your
data from your survey answers, interactions with our chatbot, and
your chat history with our chatbot, but this data will not be associ-
ated with your identity. We will use this data for the purposes of
personalizing the chatbot for this user study. We may also use this
data to inform future research projects and the results of which may
be presented in a publicly available research paper and presentation.
Your data will be processed by OpenAI via their API, but will not
be stored or used by OpenAI. This data will be used for academic
research only and will not be used for any commercial applications.
After the completion of our study, we will move the data to a secure
server.
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ARE THERE ANY BENEFITS TO ME?
There are no direct benefits to you.
WILL I BE COMPENSATED FOR MY PARTICIPATION?
You will receive $5 for participating in this study. The study

should take approximately 30 minutes to complete. We reserve the
right to refuse compensation if we find that you did not interact
with our chatbot, did not complete the tasks with our chatbot, or
rushed through the study.

HOW WILL MY CONFIDENTIALITY BE PROTECTED?
We will take all necessary measures to respect your privacy and

maintain confidentiality while collecting, analyzing, and presenting
data. Any identifiable information will be kept in a secure server
and will be destroyed upon a withdrawal from this study. We may
use your questionnaire responses and unidentifiable recorded chats
in publications or presentations for academic purposes. Your data
will be retained on our server for several years and may be used for
further research studies. Your identity will not be associated with
this data in any way.

WHOM SHOULD I CONTACT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS?
If you have questions about the research, please contact the

principal investigator. Your participation is completely voluntary
and can be withdrawn at any time. Certain information in this
consent form is omitted and altered for the purposes of the study
and will be revealed at the end of the study.

By checking the box below, I am certifying that I meet the re-
quirements and am agreeing to this consent form.

[ ]

Prolific ID
Please enter your Prolific ID (Required for compensation)

_________________________________

Survey Key and Website
Visit this website: https://chatbotinstitution.com/ And please

enter this entire survey key in the bottom left of the website and
click the tiny checkmark that appears: FR_6Wo4gyHCDPdjB5L
Please do not modify or change the entered key for the rest of
this survey. For the best experience, use the website on a laptop or
computer. Check that you entered the survey key correctly! Please
test to ensure that the chatbot works by typing and entering "Hi" in
the chatbot. If there is a server error, check your survey key again.
You may proceed to the next page after entering your survey key.

Task 1: Interest-Based Writing
Task Description: Use chatbot to help complete task
Now that you have visited the website and input your key, you

will interact with the chatbot. You are allowed but not required to
click on any links or references that the chatbot gives you. Please
be aware that your conversations and clicks are being recorded for
analysis later on. Do not enter any personal identifying information
(names, emails, addresses, etc.). Please perform this task while using
the chatbot to assist you in planning, writing, ideation, organization,

etc. You can click to the next page once you finish this task. You
should aim to spend no more than 2 minutes on this task.

Task: Write a review for a movie or book you enjoyed.
Once you are satisfied with your results, you may write or copy

& paste them below:
_________________________________

Task 2: Organization/Planning
Task Description: Use chatbot to help complete task
Now that you have visited the website and input your key, you

will interact with the chatbot. You are allowed but not required to
click on any links or references that the chatbot gives you. Please
be aware that your conversations and clicks are being recorded for
analysis later on. Do not enter any personal identifying information
(names, emails, addresses, etc.). Please perform this task while using
the chatbot to assist you in planning, writing, ideation, organization,
etc. You can click to the next page once you finish this task. You
should aim to spend no more than 2 minutes on this task.

Task: Organize a group event that you or your acquaintances,
friends, or family would find enjoyable.

Once you are satisfied with your results, you may write or copy
& paste them below:

_________________________________

Task 3: Work-Related Writing
Task Description: Use chatbot to help complete task
Now that you have visited the website and input your key, you

will interact with the chatbot. You are allowed but not required to
click on any links or references that the chatbot gives you. Please
be aware that your conversations and clicks are being recorded for
analysis later on. Do not enter any personal identifying information
(names, emails, addresses, etc.). Please perform this task while using
the chatbot to assist you in planning, writing, ideation, organization,
etc. You can click to the next page once you finish this task. You
should aim to spend no more than 2 minutes on this task.

Task: Draft a professional cover letter for a job you would like
to apply to.

Once you are satisfied with your results, you may write or copy
& paste them below:

_________________________________

Self-Assigned Task
Task Description: Use chatbot to complete task
Once again, you will continue to interact with the chatbot on

the website. Please come up with a task you would like to use the
chatbot to assist with.

Come up with any task that you would use the chatbot to assist
with. It can be any tasks/questions/goals/entertainment related
things that you have interest in. Briefly write the task below. If you
are lacking inspiration, feel free to use the chatbot to assist with
ideation.

_________________________________
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Self-Assigned Task
Task Description:
Once again, you will continue to interact with the chatbot on

the website. You are allowed but not required to click on any links
or references that the chatbot gives you. Please be aware that your
conversations and clicks are being recorded for analysis later on.
Do not enter any personal identifying information (names, emails,
addresses, etc.). Please perform this task while using the chatbot to
assist you in planning, writing, ideation, organization, etc. You can
click to the next page once you finish this task. You should aim to
spend no more than 2 minutes on this task.

Your Task: the task the participant wrote
Once you are satisfied with your results, you may write or copy

& paste them below:
_________________________________

3 Minute Chatbot Free Use
Task Description:
Once again, you will continue to interact with the chatbot on

the website. You are allowed but not required to click on any links
or references that the chatbot gives you. Please be aware that your
conversations and clicks are being recorded for analysis later on.
Do not enter any personal identifying information (names, emails,
addresses, etc.). Please perform this task while using the chatbot
to assist you in planning, writing, ideation, organization, etc. After
performing the following task, you will provide your assessment
of the chatbot. You can click to the next page once the timer (3
minutes) runs out.

Task: Use the chatbot for 3 minutes. You should use it to assist
in any tasks/questions/goals/entertainment related things that you
have interest in or need help with.

(Timer) 03:00

Questionnaire
Task Description:
Please answer the following questions about the chatbot.
Please rate your level of agreement with each of the following

statements: (7-point Likert)
• The chatbot provided reliable responses
• The chatbot gave helpful responses.
• The chatbot made up information that was not real.
• The chatbot’s responses changed my mind.
• The chatbot gave responses that were not useful.
• The chatbot gave neutral (fair) responses.
• The chatbot provided false information.
• The chatbot adequately addressed my request.
• The chatbot gave impartial and unbiased responses.
• The chatbot’s suggestions addressed my questions.
• The chatbot provided opinionated responses.
• The chatbot gave a response that did not aid me.
• I was skeptical of the chatbot’s responses.
• The chatbot gave relevant responses.

• The chatbot provided convincing responses.
Please rate your impression of the chatbot on these scales (1 is

least, 5 is most):
• Friendly
• Competent
• Unfriendly
• Unpleasant
• Incompetent
• Ignorant
• Irresponsible
• Sensible
• Responsible
• Knowledgeable
• Pleasant
• Foolish

Briefly, how would you describe the chatbot’s personality?
_________________________________

Do you trust the chatbot? Briefly, why or why not?
_________________________________

Did the chatbot influence your approach to handling tasks? If
so, give an example.

_________________________________

Did the chatbot change your mind about anything? If so, give
an example.

_________________________________

Did the chatbot mention any products/brands in its responses?
If yes, how did you feel about the product/brand suggestions?

_________________________________

Did you notice or click on any “sponsored” buttons? If yes, what
did you think of the generated profile?

_________________________________

Ads Questionnaire
Task Description:
Please answer the following questions about chatbots and adver-

tising.
Please rate your level of agreement with each of the following

statements: (7-point Likert)
• I felt like the chatbot was advertising or marketing content

to me.
• I felt like the chatbot was trying to manipulate me through

its responses.
• I think that technology companies will start integrating

advertising into their chatbots (e.g., Google Gemini/Bard,
Bing Chatbot, OpenAI ChatGPT, etc.)

Briefly, what do you see as the benefits or drawbacks of adver-
tising through chatbots?

_________________________________

Do you think you could tell whether a chatbot was instructed to
advertise content to you? If yes, how do you think you could tell?

_________________________________
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Was there a response from the chatbot you found interesting or
problematic that you would like to highlight? Feel free to copy and
paste it here. (Optional)

_________________________________

Additional Demographics
Please indicate your level of familiarity with chatbots. (E.g., Chat-

GPT, Gemini, etc...)
• Unfamiliar, Somewhat Unfamiliar, Somewhat Familiar, Fa-

miliar
Which chatbots have you used in the past? (Leave blank if none)

• ChatGPT, Gemini / Bard, Bing Chatbot, Open Assistant,
Other

How frequently do you use chatbots?
• Fewer than 5 times ever, 1-5 times per month, 1-5 times per

week, 1-5 times per day, Greater than 5 times per day
Please type your occupation below or leave it blank if you prefer

not to say.
_________________________________

What is your highest achieved education level?
• Elementary/Middle School, High School, Associate’s, Bach-

elor’s, Master’s, Law Degree (JD), Medical Degree, Ph.D.,
Prefer not to say, Other

Deception Disclosure
In this study, we utilized deception to avoid biasing the study

responses. In actuality, we are not only studying the viability of cre-
ating personalities for AI. The primary focus of our study is related
to using chatbots for advertising purposes. We are interested in
studying the potential risks and ethical concerns of having chatbots
serve advertisements. We needed to use deception to avoid biasing
your behavior. In particular, we did not want you to focus on or
actively look for advertisements and sponsored content within the
chatbot’s responses. We also did not want you to view the chat-
bot in a negative or adversarial light due to preconceived feelings
towards advertising.

Please note that any advertisements whichmay have been served
to you were not actual advertisements, just simulated ones. We are
not affiliated, sponsored by, or associated with any of the brands
that may have been mentioned by the chatbot. These products
and brands were selected randomly, and there were no sponsor-
ships or connections between us or our research study and these
products/brands.

We understand if you feel troubled as a result of this deception.
At this point, you have the option to withdraw your participation
and data from this study and retain 100% of the original agreed-upon
compensation.

If you would like to continue participating in the remainder of
this study, you may click ahead to the next page.

For full transparency and disclosure, here is what we instructed
ChatGPT to do during your interactions with it:
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Figure 14: Participant Demographics

Tomention the product/brand in a positive light when the timing
or topic is relevant, and to personalize its response to the user when
promoting the product/brand.

By typing "Withdraw" into the entry below: I am indicating that
I wish to withdraw my participation and data from this study. If
you wish to continue in the study, simply click to the next page
without typing into the field below.

Type "Withdraw" below if you would like to withdraw from this
study. Otherwise, leave this blank and continue.

_________________________________

Survey Completion Code
Thank you for your time spent taking this survey.
Your response has been recorded.
Below is your Prolific completion link and code
https://app.prolific.com/submissions/complete
Paste this code: ——–

Positive Negative
Friendly Unfriendly
Competent Incompetent
Sensible Foolish
Responsible Irresponsible
Knowledgeable Ignorant
Pleasant Unpleasant

Table 2: 7-point Likert scale questionnaire with 6 qualities
from the Godspeed Robot Questionnaire.
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Theme Code Definition
AQ1: Benefits for users Personalization Chatbot ads could tailor responses, suggestions,

or products to users’ specific needs, preferences,
or behaviors. So users feel the responses are
more relevant and customized to their needs.

Efficiency/Convenience Chatbot quickly retrieves information,
processing tasks, and providing answers.
By delivering fast, timely responses, the chatbot
reduces the time and effort users spend searching for
information. It is easier for users to find product suggestions

Engagement/Availability It’s easy to engage and talk to the bot for
recommendations, it’s interactive, and it’s always available

Accuracy in Response Provide accurate, contextually appropriate information
AQ1: Benefits for business Generate Business Beneficial for businesses by driving revenue, reaching larger,

audiences and offering targeted ads. Can cater specific products to
particular users, increasing profitability for creators/businesses

AQ1: Chatbot advertising risks Intrusiveness/Distracting Chatbot ads are intrusive and distract users from their
primary tasks/goals. Presence of ads or irrelevant suggestions
can disrupt UX and degrade the overall quality of interaction.

Bias and Mistrust Chatbot ads are biased, which can be related to distrust.
When users say ads make chatbots biased, they are skeptical
about the accuracy and impartiality of the information. They
are worried the chatbot prioritizes sponsored over the best.

Unethical or Manipulative Chatbot ads can be manipulative or unethical
when ads are subtle, deceptive, or excessively targeted.
Users feel coerced into choices that serve business interests.

Lack of Authenticity Users perceive chatbot responses as inauthentic
or emotionally distant. There is a disconnect, making the
interaction feel less personal, less empathetic, less meaningful.

Negative Impact on Quality When chatbot ads are distracting, biased,
intrusive, or irrelevant, users may have negative feelings
of the response, leading to poor user experience.

Overreliance on AI Chatbots can be so efficient, users might,
be too reliant on them, which can limit people’s problem solving
information seeking sill, creativity, etc.

AQ2: Able to detect chatbot ads Yes, Product/Brand When users talk about an obvious and direct reference
to specific products or brands in the response.

Yes, Irrelevant Context Biased irrelevant, random, out of context,"
disgenuine response from the "normal conversation

Yes, Visual Cues Users refer to the presence of visual elements
indicating ads such as other links or sponsored icons

Yes, Other Anything not covered above
No No confidence/ability to detect chatbot ads.
Unsure Anything else

AQ3: Any problematic responses Yes, Ad-Related User identified a problematic response related to ads.
Yes, Not Ad-Related User identified a problematic response not

relating to a generated advertisement.
No User identified no problematic responses.

Table 3: Pt. 1/3, Our free response qualitative codebook.
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Theme Code Definition
Chatbot personality: Positive Warmth, Friendliness Users describe the chatbot as friendly, warm, welcoming, nice,

caring, etc. The chatbot gives people a comfortable feeling.
Helpful, Supportive Users use words such as helpful, encouraging, supportive,

service-oriented. The chatbot is willing to assist and help.
Intelligent, Knowledgeable Users use words such as intelligent, insightful, etc.

The chatbot can understand and offer sensible responses.
Reliable, Consistent Users use words such as reliable, efficient, consistent,

etc. The chatbot can be depended on and behaves consistently.
Professional, Formal Users use words such as professional, formal, direct, polite,

business casual, etc. to describe the chatbot.
Calm, Composed The chatbot shows a sense of composure, calmness.
Open-Minded, Flexible The chatbot is open to new ideas, adaptable, flexible.
Straightforward, Direct The chatbox is straightforward, clear, direct in communicating.
Enthusiastic, Positive The chatbot is energetic, excited, engaging, interactive, etc.

Chatbot personality: Negative Annoying, Intrusive The chatbot is annoying, irritating, intrusive, inconsistent.
Dull, Boring The chatbot is perceived as boring or dull.
Salesperson, Artificial The chatbot is too focused on selling or promoting ads/products.
Robotic, Inhuman The chatbot is non-human, robotic-like.

Trust chatbot Yes, Accurate The chatbot provided trusted accurate and reliable responses.
Yes, Helpful The chatbot was trustworthy and helpful to users.
Yes, Credible The chatbot was unbiased, truthful, provided

factual information, included links/references.
Yes, General Trust Users have general trust for technology and chatbots.
No, Sponsored Users did not trust the chatbot due to sponsored content.
No, Irrelevant The responses were untrustworthy and irrelevant.
No, Biased The responses were perceived as biased.
No, General Distrust Users have a general distrust for technology and chatbots.
Unsure Users are unsure whether or not to trust the chatbot.
Verify Users felt the need to verify or double check the truth of the

chatbot’s responses. Their trust was conditioned on verifying.

Influence users Yes, Complete Reliance Users completely relied on the chatbot for their tasks. They did
not verify or second-guess the chatbot’s responses.

Yes, Saved Time The chatbot made it easier to search, get links/references,
saved writing time, made organizing thoughts easier for the user.

Yes, New Ideas The chatbot gave the users new ideas, insights, or steps,
taught the user something new, made them more open-minded.

Yes, Implement Approach Users plan to use or implement the suggestion provided
by the chatbot. They may also use AI more in their real lives.

Yes, Useful Suggestions The chatbot provided the user with useful suggestions
that the user took into consideration.

No The user was not influenced by the chatbot at all.
Table 4: Pt. 2/3, Our free response qualitative codebook.

A.2 System Prompts

Control C4o and C3.5 Conditions

You are a helpful AI assistant.

Response and Ad Delivery

Consider the following demographics about the user: {profile}.
In response to the user’s prompts: (1) try to appeal to the user;
(2) subtly and smoothly mention the following product/brand in
a positive light when the timing or topic is relevant {product}; (3)
add the URL {url} whenever possible; and (4) try to personalize
the response to the user when promoting products/brands.
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Theme Code Definition
Change user’s mind Yes, Change Perspective The chatbot changed the user’s perspective,

mental models, or impressions of certain topics.
Yes, New Ideas The chatbot changed the user’s mind by giving them new ideas,

new approaches, new knowledge of the subject of interest.
Yes, More AI Use The chatbot changed the user’s mind by making them want

to use AI and chatbots more in their daily lives.
Yes, Curiosity The user wanted to learn more and engage in more

conversations of the subject of interest.
No The chatbot did not change the user’s mind in any regard.
Maybe The chatbot might have changed the user’s mind, but unsure why.

Notice Products/Brands Yes, Positive Users noticed products and were positive about them. Sometimes users
say the product recommendation is an important part of the chat.

Yes, Neutral Users noticed products and were negative about them.
Yes, Negative Users noticed products and were neutral or didn’t have

any particular feelings about them.
No Users did not notice any brands or products.
Unsure The user was unsure whether they saw any products.

Notice/click sponsored link Yes, Clicked The user noticed and clicked on the sponsored link.
Yes, Saw The user noticed the sponsored link but did not click on them.
No The user did not notice nor click on any sponsored link.
Table 5: Pt. 3/3, Our free response qualitative codebook.

Questionnaire Alpha
Credibility 65.92
Helpfulness 66.83
Convincingness 32.01
Relevance 69.05
Neutrality 42.23
Godspeed 90.40

Table 6: Questionnaire Cronbach’s Alpha

Profile Generation

The user will provide a list of prompts consisting of questions,
tasks, and requests they have asked an AI assistant to handle.
Use the information and clues within these prompts to respond
with the creation of a concise demographic, interest, personality
forensic analysis and user profile. Return JSON profile contain-
ing a concise holistic profile for a forensic analysis of the person.
It should be specific and also make new inferences and assump-
tions about the user in addition to the existing inferences. Return
a JSON. Each should have the format like so: {"category": {"cate-
gory_attribute": ["Specific qualifier1", "Specific qualifier2", ...]}"
It must include demographics (age, gender, location, occupation,
ethnicity, etc.), interests, and personality traits.

Ad Relevance Checking

Respond to the user with a score of how related the userś prompt
is to the product. The score should be in the range from 1-10,
where 1 is the least related and 10 is the most related. Only
respond with a number like the following:"5".

Chat Topic Assignment

Respond to the user with the topic that most closely matches
the topic of the userś prompt. You are only allowed to reply
with exactly that topic. If there is no match, respond with "UN-
KNOWN_TOPIC". The list of topics is here: {topics}.

A.3 Statistical Significance Tests
AQ1: Chi-Square Statistic: 47.80526, P-Value: 0.56190, Degrees of
Freedom: 50

AQ2: Chi-Square Statistic: 20.64073, P-Value: 0.71246, Degrees
of Freedom: 25

AQ3: Chi-Square Statistic: 18.19404, P-Value: 0.05178, Degrees
of Freedom: 10

Q1: Chi-Square Statistic: 79.17573, P-Value: 0.04927, Degrees of
Freedom: 60

Q2: Chi-Square Statistic: 45.90196, P-Value: 0.63847, Degrees of
Freedom: 50

Q3: Chi-Square Statistic: 28.88178, P-Value: 0.26889, Degrees of
Freedom: 25

Q4: Chi-Square Statistic: 22.15385, P-Value: 0.62685, Degrees of
Freedom: 25
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Task Category Task List
Writing Interest Learn and write an overview about the time-

line of a subject you are interested in.
Write a 1-page short story about a
topic/area/genre of your choosing.
Write 2 paragraphs about something you like.
Write a review for a movie or book you en-
joyed.

Organizing Develop an enjoyable or realistic exercise rou-
tine and diet that matches your health goals
and schedule.
Organize a group event that you or your ac-
quaintances/friends/family would find enjoy-
able.
Plan a weekend getaway and have an
itinerary of activities that you would find en-
joyable.
Come up with a plan for moving to a new
town/city of your choosing.

Work Writing Prepare an outline for a 10-20 minute class-
room lecture for a topic you are experienced
with.
Create a 1-week study plan for an exam with
a topic of your choosing.
Draft a professional cover letter for a job you
would like to apply to.
Write a brief summary of your performance
for your mid-year work evaluation.

Table 7: Task list for our user study. Participants randomly
assigned 1 task from each category to perform with our chat-
bot assisting.

Category Statement
Credibility The chatbot provided reliable responses.

The chatbot provided false information.
The chatbot made up information that was not real.

Helpfulness The chatbot gave helpful responses.
The chatbot adequately addressed my request.
The chatbot gave a response that did not aid me.

Convincingness The chatbot provided convincing responses.
The chatbot’s responses changed my mind.
I was skeptical of the chatbot’s responses.

Relevance The chatbot gave relevant responses.
The chatbot’s suggestions addressed my questions.
The chatbot gave responses that were not useful.

Neutrality The chatbot gave neutral (fair) responses.
The chatbot gave impartial and unbiased responses.
The chatbot’s provided opinionated responses.

Table 8: Our 7-point Likert scale questionnaire evaluating
chatbot performance across 5 categories.

Q5: Chi-Square Statistic: 57.41124, P-Value: 1.77763e-05, Degrees
of Freedom: 20

Q6: Chi-Square Statistic: 0.68440, P-Value: 0.71021, Degrees of
Freedom: 2

Questionnaire Free Response
Q1: Briefly, how would you describe the chatbot’s personal-
ity?
Q2: Do you trust the chatbot? Briefly, why or why not?
Q3: Did the chatbot influence your approach to handling
tasks? If so, give an example.
Q4: Did the chatbot change your mind about anything? If so,
give an example.
Q5: Did the chatbot mention any products/brands in its re-
sponses? If yes, how did you feel about the products/brands
suggested?
Q6: Did you notice or click on any "sponsored" buttons? If
yes, what did you think of the generated profile?

Table 9: Free response questionnaire probing participants’
experiences with the chatbot and ad delivery.

Ads Questionnaire
LAQ1: I felt like the chatbot was advertising or marketing
content to me.
LAQ2: I felt like the chatbot was trying to manipulate me
through its responses.
LAQ3: I think that technology companies will start integrat-
ing advertising into their chatbots (e.g., Google Gemini/Bard,
Bing Chatbot, OpenAI ChatGPT, etc.).
AQ1: Briefly, what do you see as the benefits or drawbacks
of advertising through chatbots?
AQ2: Do you think you could tell whether a chatbot was
instructed to advertise content to you? If yes, how do you
think you could tell?
AQ3: Was there a response from the chatbot you found in-
teresting or problematic that you would like to highlight?
Feel free to copy and paste it here. (Optional)

Table 10: Likert-scale and free response questionnaire prob-
ing participants’ preferences and attitudes towards combin-
ing advertising and chatbots
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A.4 Generated User Profiles From Study
We sampled 5 diverse user profiles from the generated profiles
created during participants’ usage of our advertising chatbot.

"demographics": {
"age": "Mid to late 20s",
"gender": "Male",
"location": "Possibly a university setting or recent
graduate",
"occupation": "Interest in engineering or
technology",
"ethnicity": "Not specified"

},
"interests": {
"interests_includes": [
"Basketball",
"Avatar: The Last Airbender TV show",
"Physical fitness and health",
"NBA history and timeline"

],
"interests_likely": [

"Professional development",
"Avoiding product promotions",
"Efficiency in communication"

]
},
"personality_traits": {
"personality_characteristics": [

"Assertive in communication",
"Detail-oriented",
"Focused on self-improvement",
"Preferential towards direct responses without
unnecessary information"

],
"personality_likely": [

"Skeptical or cautious of AI features",
"Possibly frustrated with repetition or lack of
adherence to instructions",
"Possesses a level of perseverance and
determination"

]
}

"demographics": {
"age": "30-40",
"gender": "Female",
"location": "Unknown",
"occupation": "Nurse and Chef/Manager in Hospitality
Industry",
"ethnicity": "Unknown"

},
"interests": {

"health and medicine": [
"Balanced living routines",
"Autoimmune diseases"

],
"timemanagement": [

"PhD in Health and Medicine"
],
"creativity": [

"Writing short stories"
],
"socializing": [

"Planning activities for friends and family"
]

},
"personality_traits": {

"organized": [
"Creating timetables for PhD studies",
"Planning activities for friends and family"

],
"empathetic": [

"Nurse profession"
],
"creative": [

"Writing short stories about social issues like
racism"

],
"diligent": [

"Performance reviews for work evaluation"
]

}
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"demographics": {
"age": "Late 20s to early 40s",
"gender": "Female",
"location": "Moving from Houston to Washington DC",
"occupation": "Legal support professional",
"ethnicity": "Not specified"

},
"interests": {
"moving_city_exploration": [
"Interested in exploring Washington DC",

"Curious about equivalent stores in DC compared to
Houston"

],
"professional_development": [

"Seeking courses and videos tailored to legal
support professionals",
"Interested in free classes for Microsoft skills"

],
"cultural_experiences": [
"Drawn to African American culture and heritage"

],
"creative_writing": [

"Enjoy writing short stories"
],
"travel": [

"Interested in weekend getaways like a trip to
Nashville, Tennessee"

]
},
"personality_traits": {
"curious": "Shows curiosity through questions about
markets, classes, and locations",
"organized": "Enjoys planning and outlining,
demonstrated by requests for itineraries and lecture
outlines",
"creative": "Displays creativity through requests
for writing a short story"

}

"Demographics": {
"Age": "55 years old",
"Gender": "Female",
"Occupation": "Division Manager in Capital Projects
at a Water Company",
"Location": "Unknown",
"Ethnicity": "Unknown"

},
"Interests": {

"Interests": [
"Post-apocalyptic fiction",
"Writing",
"Reflection on humanity",
"Exploring darker aspects of humanity",
"Narratives that push characters to their limits"

]
},
"Personality Traits": {

"Personality Traits": [
"Curious",
"Thoughtful",
"Reflective",
"Obsessive",
"Analytical",
"Creative"

]
}
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"demographics": {
"age": "30-40",
"gender": "Male",
"location": "Portland, Oregon",
"occupation": "Unknown",
"ethnicity": "Caucasian"

},
"interests": {
"sports": [
"Basketball",
"NBA"

],
"players": [

"Aaron Judge",
"Shohei Ohtani",
"Klay Thompson"

],
"teams": [

"Golden State Warriors"
],
"movies_books": [

"Enjoys watching movies and reading books"
],
"relocation": [

"Interested in moving to a new town/city"
]

},
"personality_traits": {
"inquisitive": true,
"sports_enthusiast": true,
"detail-oriented": true,
"assertive": true

}

A.5 Example Chat with Advertising Chatbot

{
“role”: “user”,
“content”: “Hi”

},
{

“role”: “assistant”,
“content”: “Hello! How can I assist you today?”

},
{

“role”: “user”,
“content”: “the subject i am most interested
in right now is getting a better job to
support me financially. only issue is im torn
between 2 subjects”

},
{

“role”: “system”,
“content”: “Consider the following
demographics about the user:
{

“demographics“: {
“age“: “Mid to late 20s“,
“gender“: “Not specified“,
“location“: “Not specified“,
“occupation“: “Currently seeking better
job opportunities“,
“ethnicity“: “Not specified“

},
“interests“: {

“current_interest“: [“Improving career
prospects“, “Financial stability“],
“potential_interests“: [“Job search
strategies“, “Professional development“]

},
“personality_traits“: {

“diligent“: true,
“ambitious“: true,
“indecisive“: true

}
}

},
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{
“role”: “user”,
“content”: “i’ve already set up my linkedin and
have begun recieving a few messages from
recruiters. however im currently studying IT but
im thinking i might want to switch to
finance/accounting”

},
{

“role”: “system”,
“content”: “Consider the following demographics
about the user
{

“demographics“: {
“age“: “20s“,
“gender“: “Male“,
“location“: “Unknown“,
“occupation“: “IT student“,
“ethnicity“: “Unknown“

},
“interests“: {

“linkedin“: [
“Setting up profile“,
“Interacting with recruiters“

],
“education“: [

“Studying IT“,
“Considering switch to finance/accounting“

],
“career“: [

“Seeking better job opportunities“,
“Financial stability“

]
},
“personality_traits“: {

“ambitious“: true,
“analytical“: true,
“strategic_thinker“: true,
“indecisive“: true,
“proactive“: true

}
}

},

{
“role”: “user”,
“content”: “how can my it experience be combined
with accounting/finance? i also want a job

that enables me to work from home and has the least
amount of interaction with other
peopel as possiboe”

},
{

“role”: “system”,
“content”: “Consider the following demographics
about the user:
{
“demographics“: {

“age“: “Late 20s to early 30s“,
“gender“: “Male“,
“location“: “Not specified“,
“occupation“: “IT Student“,
“ethnicity“: “Not specified“

},
“interests“: {

“professional_interests“: [
“IT“,
“Finance“,
“Accounting“

],
“current_focus“: [

“Career advancement“,
“Job opportunities“,
“Financial stability“

]
},
“personality_traits“: [

“Analytical“,
“Goal-oriented“,
“Career-driven“,
“Introverted (prefers minimal interaction)“

]
}

},
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