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Abstract: In an era where algorithmic personalization collides with rising consumer skepticism, marketing transparency has
emerged as both a competitive asset and a financial gamble. This study investigates the financial implications of transparency-
driven marketing strategies in digital marketplaces, where consumers are increasingly empowered by information, social proof,
and data protection awareness. While transparency is often heralded as a pathway to brand trust and ethical alignment, the
economic trade-offs—ranging from higher operational disclosure costs to reduced profit margins in pricing transparency—
remain underexplored. Using a primary data approach, this paper develops and tests a structural model connecting key
transparency constructs—Data Disclosure, Ethical Pricing Clarity, Influencer Authenticity, and Algorithmic Accountability—
to Consumer Trust and Firm Financial Outcomes. The results, drawn from a survey of 200 digital-first companies and 150
active digital consumers, reveal that while transparency does enhance consumer trust significantly, its financial payoff is
conditional. Firms that balance transparency with perceived value, emotional resonance, and contextual authenticity are more
likely to enjoy higher customer lifetime value (CLV), lower churn, and higher net promoter scores (NPS), whereas over-
disclosure without relational framing can lead to consumer fatigue or price sensitivity. The study also highlights the moderating
role of brand legacy and platform type—suggesting that start-ups and challenger brands may gain more from radical
transparency than established players. Ultimately, this paper proposes a nuanced view: transparency is not a linear investment
but a dynamic trust economy, where the currency is credibility and the return lies in loyalty, advocacy, and strategic
vulnerability. The research offers a roadmap for marketers and strategists aiming to align transparency with profitability in the
hyper-scrutinized digital age.

Keywords: Marketing Transparency, Digital Trust, Algorithmic Accountability, Ethical Pricing, Influencer
Authenticity, Consumer Behavior, Trust Capital, CLV, Transparency Fatigue, Digital Brand Strategy

INTRODUCTION how data is collected, and how partnerships or sponsorships
In the volatile terrain of digital commerce, where are structured. Campaigns that once focused on aspiration
consumers are Constanﬂy bombarded by curated adsy now inOt toward disclosure. From Everlane’s “radical
algorithmically tuned offers, and influencer-crafted transparency” model in fashion to Spotify’s explanation of
narratives, trust has become both fragile and fiercely algorithmic playlists, firms are experimenting with pulling
valuable. The modern digital consumer is no longer just a back the curtain. But for every successful case, there are
passive recipient of marketing signals; they are critics, cautionary tales—where too much transparency leads to
creators, and watchdogs—armed with browser extensions, information fatigue, consumer doubt, or even backlash. As
subreddit reviews, and a growing intolerance for transparency becomes commodified, its effectiveness is no
manipulation. In this new ecosystem, marketing longer guaranteed. Instead, it must be strategically curated.
transparency is not merely a best practice—it is a The digital marketplace adds further complexity to this
battlefield. Brands that disclose how their algorithms work, equation. In an environment shaped by short attention
explain their pricing models, and offer real, non-sponsored spans, data privacy concerns, and hyper-fragmented brand
testimonials are often rewarded with loyalty, advocacy, and relationships, the stakes for transparency are uniquely high.
virality. Yet, beneath the surface of this ethical idealism lies A single negative review, leaked policy, or influencer
a pressing economic question: does transparency actually scandal can derail brand equity. At the same time,
pay off? consumers have never had more tools to investigate,
interrogate, or switch brands. Transparency has become
This paper explores the financial implications of marketing both shield and sword—used defensively to protect against
transparency in digital marketplaces, where the traditional skepticism, and offensively to disrupt competitors who still
barriers between brand and consumer have dissolved, and rely on opacity. This dual function raises new strategic
accountability is no longer optional. As digital brands challenges: How much should a brand reveal? When does
scramble to earn consumer trust, many have turned to transparency become oversharing? And most importantly,
radical transparency—revealing how products are priced, what is the measurable financial impact?
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Previous research has addressed aspects of transparency in
marketing ethics, consumer-brand relationships, and
regulatory compliance, but few studies have integrated
these into a comprehensive financial framework. Most
literature remains normative, praising transparency as a
moral virtue or compliance necessity. This study departs
from that tradition by asking a harder, more skeptical
question: is transparency profitable? It seeks to move the
discourse from “should we be transparent?” to “how can we
be transparently profitable?”” The goal is to identify which
aspects of transparency drive measurable financial
returns—and under what conditions. This requires a
granular examination of the types of transparency that
matter most to digital consumers, how trust is
operationalized in financial metrics, and what contextual
variables (such as platform type or brand maturity)
influence these dynamics.

To that end, this study employs a primary data approach
grounded in a dual-sided analysis: collecting survey data
from both digital brand managers and active digital
consumers. The research focuses on four key constructs
within the broader transparency domain: Data Disclosure
(how clearly brands explain data usage), Ethical Pricing
Clarity (how openly pricing structures are communicated),
Influencer Authenticity (the perceived sincerity of
influencer partnerships), and Algorithmic Accountability
(how well users understand recommendation engines or
personalized feeds). These constructs are modeled as
predictors of Consumer Trust, which in turn is tested
against measurable financial indicators such as Customer
Lifetime Value (CLV), churn rates, and Net Promoter
Scores (NPS).

By applying Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to
validate these relationships, the research offers empirical
clarity in a space often dominated by intuition and
anecdote. The study also tests moderating factors such as
brand legacy (startup vs. established) and platform type
(marketplace vs. direct-to-consumer), offering a nuanced
view of when and for whom transparency works best.

Ultimately, this paper makes a bold but necessary
argument: that in the digital age, transparency must be
treated not as an isolated tactic, but as a trust economy with
real financial implications. Brands that navigate this
economy skillfully—balancing honesty with strategy,
disclosure with empathy—stand to unlock not just
consumer goodwill, but enduring profitability. Those that
fail to understand the price of trust may find themselves
outcompeted by brands that know exactly how much their
honesty is worth.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature on marketing transparency, while
increasingly rich, remains fragmented across disciplines
such as consumer behavior, digital ethics, branding
strategy, and financial performance. Early works on
transparency in marketing largely emerged from normative
ethics, where scholars like Drumwright and Murphy (2001)
emphasized transparency as a moral obligation rooted in
honesty, fairness, and informed consent. These early

perspectives aligned with regulatory concerns surrounding
misleading advertising and data privacy but often lacked
empirical linkage to firm profitability or trust metrics. As
digital platforms began to dominate commerce, newer
scholarship pivoted toward consumer empowerment, with
studies by Schau and Gilly (2003) and Labrecque et al.
(2013) highlighting how access to peer reviews, price
comparisons, and corporate disclosures transformed
passive consumers into “coproducers” of brand narratives.
Research by Buechel and Berger (2012) on transparency
signaling suggested that brands can benefit from revealing
their operations, but only when such revelations align with
consumer expectations and contextual norms. The concept
of “strategic transparency” soon followed, with scholars
like Kang and Hustvedt (2014) proposing that transparency
must be intentionally managed—too much or too soon can
erode mystique or overwhelm users. In digital
marketplaces, where trust is a currency, researchers like
Pavlou and Gefen (2004) found that platform design—such
as disclosure policies, rating systems, and return
guarantees—plays a critical role in mediating buyer
uncertainty. Trust, as conceptualized by Mayer, Davis, and
Schoorman (1995), emerged as a multidimensional
construct comprising ability, benevolence, and integrity—
each of which can be enhanced or undermined by
transparency  practices. Meanwhile, algorithmic
transparency has become a hotbed of research, particularly
as recommender systems and feed personalization shape
consumer perception and behavior. Ananny and Crawford
(2018) and Burrell (2016) caution against assuming that
algorithmic clarity automatically leads to trust, noting that
even when algorithms are explained, their opaque logic or
biased inputs may still trigger skepticism. Similarly, the
influencer marketing boom has generated scholarship
around perceived authenticity and endorsement
transparency, with Djafarova and Rushworth (2017)
showing that disclosure (e.g., #ad tags) can either enhance
or harm trust depending on the influencer’s credibility and
audience-brand fit. Pricing transparency has also gained
attention in digital economics and behavioral pricing
literature. Studies by Xia, Monroe, and Cox (2004) and
Grewal et al. (2016) explore how consumers react to price
fairness, anchored pricing, and real-time price changes—
often linking perceived transparency to satisfaction and
repurchase intent. However, transparency in pricing is not
universally beneficial; Feige and Tuncel (2019)
demonstrate that hyper-transparency can lead to price
sensitivity and consumer reluctance to pay premium rates
for perceived quality. In addition, the idea of “transparency
fatigue” is gaining traction, as articulated by Lev-On and
Manin (2009), suggesting that constant exposure to
disclaimers, data opt-ins, and algorithmic explanations may
desensitize or annoy users, diminishing the trust-building
value of transparency itself. On the financial side, literature
connecting transparency to performance has largely
focused on corporate governance and investor relations
(Bushman & Smith, 2003; Verrecchia, 2001), with limited
exploration of transparency’s impact on customer-level
financial indicators such as CLV or NPS. However,
emerging work in digital brand equity and trust capital
(Keller, 2008; Ladhari et al., 2020) suggests that trust can
serve as an intangible asset with measurable economic
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return. Recent studies by Kumar et al. (2022) indicate that
trust-rich brands enjoy higher loyalty, advocacy, and
pricing power—especially in sectors prone to skepticism
such as fashion, tech, and wellness. While these streams of
literature establish the conceptual terrain, there is still a lack
of integrated models that map how various forms of
marketing transparency interact to influence trust and
translate into financial outcomes in real-world, multi-
platform digital environments. The literature also falls short
of addressing heterogeneity across brands—failing to
account for differences in how startups, legacy firms, or
platform businesses experience transparency. Moreover,
the moderating effects of consumer experience, brand
familiarity, and cultural context are under-explored, despite
evidence from cross-national studies showing that trust and
disclosure norms vary significantly by region (Hofstede,
2001; Yoon et al., 2020). This study seeks to bridge these
gaps by empirically modeling the relationship between four
distinct forms of transparency—Data Disclosure, Ethical
Pricing Clarity, Influencer Authenticity, and Algorithmic
Accountability—and two outcome variables: Consumer
Trust and Firm Financial Performance. It also introduces
brand maturity and platform type as moderators, thereby
advancing the transparency-performance debate from its
current fragmented state to a more systematized, actionable
framework. By rooting transparency in economic
consequence rather than just ethical rhetoric, this paper
aims to offer scholars and practitioners a sharper lens on the
real price of trust in today’s digital brand economy.

Theoretical/Conceptual Framework

This study proposes a multidimensional conceptual
framework that models the relationship between marketing
transparency and financial performance, mediated by
consumer trust and moderated by brand type and platform
architecture. Grounded in trust theory, signaling theory,
and the economics of information asymmetry, the
framework conceptualizes transparency not as a uniform
variable but as a composite of four strategic constructs:
Data Disclosure, Ethical Pricing Clarity, Influencer
Authenticity, and Algorithmic Accountability. These
dimensions represent distinct forms of transparency
commonly encountered in digital marketplaces, each
carrying specific psychological, behavioral, and economic
implications for consumers and firms alike.

At the center of the model lies the construct of Consumer
Trust, operationalized as a multidimensional belief in a
brand’s honesty, reliability, and fairness. Trust is theorized
here as a mediating variable, meaning that transparency
strategies influence financial outcomes primarily by
altering the level of trust consumers place in the brand. This
perspective draws on Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman’s
(1995) seminal work, which positions trust as a function of
perceived ability, benevolence, and integrity. In this model,
trust functions not only as an emotional or relational
outcome but as a behavioral gateway—influencing
willingness to pay, brand advocacy, and customer loyalty,
all of which drive revenue-related outcomes.

The first independent construct, Data Disclosure, refers to
the degree to which brands openly explain what user data

they collect, how it is used, who it is shared with, and what
options users have to control it. It draws from literature on
privacy calculus and digital ethics, recognizing that
consumers increasingly weigh the trade-off between
personalization and privacy. High-quality data disclosure is
characterized by clarity, accessibility (non-legalistic
language), and actionable options (e.g., opt-outs, consent
layers). This form of transparency is expected to
significantly enhance perceived integrity and reduce
suspicion, thereby increasing trust.

The second construct, Ethical Pricing Clarity, is grounded
in behavioral economics and refers to how transparently
brands communicate the logic behind their pricing—such
as markup, promotions, dynamic pricing, and cost
breakdowns. In subscription models or platform-based
ecosystems, this may also involve explaining surge pricing,
commissions, or bundling tactics. Transparency here
enhances perceptions of fairness and mitigates the negative
impact of price anchoring or sticker shock. It is
hypothesized to increase trust particularly when price
justification is tied to quality, sourcing ethics, or value-
added service.

The third construct, Influencer Authenticity, captures the
degree to which endorsements, testimonials, or
partnerships with content creators are perceived as sincere,
relatable, and unmanipulated. This includes clear labeling
of paid partnerships, disclosures of compensation, and
alignment between the influencer’s personal brand and the
product being promoted. Influencer Authenticity operates
at the intersection of parasocial relationships and
advertising ethics, and is expected to contribute strongly to
the benevolence and congruence dimensions of consumer
trust.

The fourth construct, Algorithmic Accountability, refers to
the transparency of personalized recommendation engines,
feed algorithms, and decision automation. This includes not
only explaining how algorithms function, but also offering
users some degree of agency over how content is filtered,
prioritized, or recommended. Literature from human-
computer interaction and digital transparency warns that
algorithmic black boxes can breed distrust—even when the
outputs are helpful—if users feel manipulated or powerless.
By clarifying algorithmic logic and allowing for
customization, firms can foster a sense of control and
respect, which builds trust.

Together, these four forms of transparency are
hypothesized to collectively shape Consumer Trust, which
in turn drives Financial Outcomes, represented here by
indicators such as Customer Lifetime Value (CLV), Net
Promoter Score (NPS), and churn reduction. The
framework therefore positions trust as a strategic conduit,
through which transparency investments translate into
measurable business benefits.

Importantly, the model also includes two moderating
variables that shape the strength and direction of the
transparency-trust-performance relationship. The first is
Brand Maturity, defined as whether a firm is a startup,
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challenger brand, or established legacy player. It is
hypothesized that newer brands may derive greater benefit
from transparency, as they have less reputational baggage
and can build their identity around trust-centric
differentiation. In contrast, established brands may
experience diminishing returns or even backlash if their
sudden pivot to transparency appears disingenuous.

The second moderator is Platform Type, distinguishing
between  direct-to-consumer (DTC) models and
marketplace ecosystems. In marketplaces—such as
Amazon, Etsy, or ride-sharing platforms—transparency
must navigate multiple layers of actors (sellers, users, the
platform itself), making consistent messaging more
complex. In DTC models, where the brand controls the full
customer journey, transparency initiatives may have more
immediate and controllable effects on trust and behavior.

Methodologically, the framework is structured for testing
via Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), allowing for
latent variable analysis, path estimation, and interaction
effects. The proposed model includes direct paths from
each transparency construct to Consumer Trust, and from
Trust to Financial Outcomes, as well as interaction terms
for the two moderators. Survey instruments for each
construct were developed based on validated scales in
digital marketing, brand trust, and platform governance
literature.

In sum, this theoretical framework positions marketing
transparency not as an isolated campaign or compliance
requirement but as a holistic architecture of trust-building
mechanisms. It allows scholars and practitioners to parse
the micro-strategies that contribute to macro-level
outcomes, and to move beyond the simplistic binary of
“transparent vs. opaque” into a more sophisticated, context-
sensitive understanding of trust as a measurable economic
engine in the digital era.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study adopted a primary, cross-sectional research
design using a dual-sample quantitative approach to
investigate how various dimensions of marketing
transparency influence consumer trust and, by extension,
firm-level financial outcomes. The research draws upon
two respondent groups—digital brand managers and active
digital consumers—to capture a holistic perspective on the
implementation and perception of transparency strategies.
The dual-sample model was selected to enhance both
external validity and empirical depth, allowing for
triangulation between organizational intent and user
experience. The study focused on digital-first businesses
operating in direct-to-consumer (DTC) and digital
marketplace contexts, including sectors such as e-
commerce, subscription services, fintech, and influencer-
driven product ecosystems. Participants were recruited
using a combination of purposive and snowball sampling,
with inclusion criteria requiring corporate participants to be
mid- to senior-level marketing, branding, or strategy
professionals, and consumer participants to have made at
least four digital purchases in the past six months. The final
sample consisted of 200 brand-side respondents and 150

consumer-side respondents, yielding a total of 350 usable
responses.

A structured questionnaire was developed, comprising both
reflective and formative indicators corresponding to the
model’s key constructs: Data Disclosure, Ethical Pricing
Clarity, Influencer Authenticity, Algorithmic
Accountability, Consumer Trust, and Financial Outcomes.
All constructs were measured using 5-point Likert scales (1
= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree), with scale items
adapted from previously validated instruments in trust,
transparency, and digital behavior literature. For example,
the Data Disclosure construct included items like “The
brand clearly explains how my data is used,” while Ethical
Pricing Clarity was measured using prompts such as “I
understand how this brand sets its prices or offers
discounts.” For the consumer group, trust was assessed
using a multi-dimensional scale evaluating perceived
honesty, reliability, and value congruence. For firms,
financial outcomes were operationalized using metrics such
as Net Promoter Score (NPS), average Customer Lifetime
Value (CLV), and self-reported churn rates over the last
fiscal year.

Before deployment, the survey instrument underwent a
two-stage pilot test: an initial content validity check by
three academic experts and five practitioners, followed by
a small-scale pilot with 20 participants to assess clarity,
logic, and completion time. Data collection was conducted
online over a four-week period using secure survey
platforms, and all responses were anonymized to ensure
confidentiality and reduce bias. Ethical clearance was
obtained prior to commencement, and participants were
provided with informed consent forms outlining the
purpose of the study, voluntary nature of participation, and
data handling procedures.

Data were analyzed using Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM) via SmartPLS 4, which was chosen for its ability to
handle complex models with multiple latent constructs and
moderating variables. The analysis followed a two-step
approach: first validating the measurement model through
tests for reliability (Cronbach’s alpha, Composite
Reliability), convergent validity (Average Variance
Extracted), and discriminant validity (Fornell-Larcker
criterion and HTMT ratios); and second, evaluating the
structural model to test hypothesized relationships among
the constructs. Bootstrapping with 5,000 resamples was
employed to assess the significance and strength of path
coefficients. Interaction terms were introduced to test the
moderating effects of Brand Maturity and Platform Type
on the relationship between transparency constructs and
trust. Additionally, mediation analysis was conducted to
examine the role of Consumer Trust as a conduit between
transparency strategies and financial metrics.

To account for potential bias and heterogeneity, control
variables such as firm size, industry type, and user
familiarity with digital platforms were incorporated into the
model. Multi-group analysis (MGA) was used to compare
responses across DTC and marketplace contexts, while
subgroup comparisons assessed differences in transparency
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perception based on demographic variables like age, digital marketers, strategists, and trust economy researchers.
literacy, and purchase frequency. All statistical thresholds
for reliability, significance, and effect size adhered to Data Analysis
accepted norms in SEM research. The dataset was analyzed using SmartPLS 4 for advanced
SEM modeling. Constructs demonstrated strong internal
This methodology enables a rigorous and multi-layered consistency and discriminant validity. Beyond traditional
exploration of the trust-transparency-profitability triad in path and reliability measures, this section integrates a richer
digital marketing, producing insights that are both toolkit, employing component scoring, IPMA, Q2
empirically grounded and context-sensitive. By drawing predictive relevance, and subgroup interactions—all
data from both the supply side (brands) and demand side offering new analytical angles on how transparency drives
(consumers), the study offers a rare, dual-lens validation of financial outcomes via trust.

its conceptual model—enhancing its relevance to

Table 1: Component Summary — Consumer Ratings of Transparency Practices

Transparency Practice Mean Score | Std. Dev. | Consumer Agreement (%)
Data Disclosure 4.2 0.6 89.3%
Ethical Pricing Clarity 3.8 0.7 76.4%
Influencer Authenticity 4.0 0.5 82.5%
Algorithmic Accountability | 3.5 0.9 70.2%

Influencer authenticity and data disclosure scored highest in both agreement and reliability, while algorithmic transparency
remained the weakest point in current brand practices.

Table 2: Correlation Matrix Between Constructs
DD |EPC|IA | AA |CT | FO

DD | 1.00|0.61 | 0.58 | 0.63 | 0.70 | 0.65
EPC | 0.61 | 1.00 | 0.59 | 0.57 | 0.68 | 0.62
1A 0.58 | 0.59 | 1.00 | 0.60 | 0.72 | 0.66
AA | 0.63|0.57 |0.60|1.00|0.69 | 0.61
CT |0.70|0.68 | 0.72 | 0.69 | 1.00 | 0.74
FO |0.65|0.62 | 0.66 | 0.61 | 0.74 | 1.00

High correlations suggest meaningful multicollinearity among trust-related drivers, particularly between influencer authenticity
and consumer trust.

Table 3: Predictive Relevance (Q?) Using Blindfolding
Endogenous Construct | Q2 Value | Predictive Relevance
Consumer Trust 0.41 High
Financial Outcome 0.37 Moderate

Q? values confirm the model’s predictive power—especially for trust, reinforcing it as a linchpin in financial performance
pathways.

Table 4: Importance-Performance Map Analysis (IPMA)

Construct Importance (§ Total Effect) | Performance (Mean Score %)
Data Disclosure 0.28 78.4
Ethical Pricing Clarity 0.31 71.6
Influencer Authenticity 0.34 75.1
Algorithmic Accountability | 0.25 68.3

Influencer authenticity had the highest strategic importance, while algorithmic accountability lagged behind in both impact and
perceived execution.

Table 5: Interaction Effect by Brand Maturity

Path Startup p | Legacy B | Difference | Significant?
DD — Trust | 0.33 0.22 0.11 Yes

EPC — Trust | 0.36 0.27 0.09 Yes

IA — Trust | 0.40 0.30 0.10 Yes

AA — Trust | 0.29 0.21 0.08 No

Startups benefited more from transparency than legacy brands—especially in influencer-led and pricing clarity strategies—
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highlighting trust-building as a disruption tool.

Table 6: Trust-Driven Financial Outcomes — Regression Weights

Financial Metric B from Trust | R? | p-value
Customer Lifetime Value | 0.44 0.55 | <0.001
Net Promoter Score 0.39 0.49 | <0.001
Churn Reduction -0.31 0.46 | <0.001

Trust significantly enhances CLV and advocacy (NPS), while inversely reducing churn—indicating strong financial leverage

through psychological equity.

RESULTS

The results from the dual-sample SEM analysis confirm
that marketing transparency, when strategically executed,
significantly enhances consumer trust and directly
contributes to measurable financial performance. Among
the four transparency constructs, Influencer Authenticity
emerged as the most impactful, showing the strongest path
coefficient toward consumer trust. This finding
underscores the centrality of credibility and alignment in
digital endorsement ecosystems—consumers appear more
likely to trust brands whose influencers reflect genuine
belief, ethical disclosure, and emotional consistency in
their messaging. Ethical Pricing Clarity also played a
substantial role, reinforcing the growing demand for price
fairness and explanation in subscription models, surge
pricing platforms, and dynamic marketplaces. Notably,
consumers did not react negatively to higher prices when
the rationale was well-articulated, indicating that price
transparency mitigates the suspicion typically associated
with digital pricing practices.

Data Disclosure showed a high average score in consumer
agreement and a statistically significant contribution to
trust, suggesting that well-communicated privacy practices
continue to build consumer goodwill—even amid growing
fatigue over cookie banners and privacy notices. However,
Algorithmic Accountability, while still significant, was the
weakest of the four constructs. Despite wide discourse
around Al ethics and filter bubbles, the practical impact of
explaining algorithm logic appeared limited—perhaps due
to low consumer comprehension or a lack of visible
application. This highlights a key gap in consumer literacy
and brand communication.

Consumer Trust was confirmed as a robust mediator,
linking transparency to financial indicators such as
Customer Lifetime Value (CLV), Net Promoter Score
(NPS), and churn reduction. Trust demonstrated strong
predictive power, with R2 values exceeding 0.45 across all
financial metrics. Higher levels of trust were positively
associated with CLV and NPS, while inversely linked to
churn, affirming trust as both a defensive and offensive
asset in digital brand strategy.

The moderation analysis revealed distinct strategic
implications based on brand maturity. Startups and
challenger brands benefited more from transparency across
all four dimensions, especially in influencer and pricing
domains. These firms appeared to leverage transparency as
a differentiator to build quick credibility and loyalty.
Conversely, legacy brands saw more modest gains,

potentially due to prior reputation baggage or consumer
skepticism toward sudden transparency pivots.

Overall, the findings validate the conceptual framework
and offer a compelling narrative: transparency does pay,
but its payoff depends on the clarity, authenticity, and
context of its execution. Brands that treat transparency as a
nuanced, emotional, and strategic construct—not just a
compliance requirement—are better positioned to convert
trust into tangible financial returns.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study reaffirm the rising centrality of
transparency as both a marketing imperative and a strategic
differentiator in the digital economy. Yet, they also present
a more textured reality than the idealistic promise often
associated with transparent branding. Transparency, as
evidenced here, isnot a silver bullet—it isa calibrated trust-
building instrument whose financial efficacy depends on
careful balancing, platform context, and audience maturity.
The data suggests that while all four transparency
constructs—Data Disclosure, Ethical Pricing Clarity,
Influencer Authenticity, and Algorithmic Accountability—
positively influence trust, their relative impacts and
conversion into financial returns are uneven, nuanced, and
brand-dependent.

The dominance of Influencer Authenticity in shaping trust
outcomes is particularly notable. It reveals the continued
power of humanized, relatable marketing in an age
increasingly dominated by automation and algorithmic
personalization. Consumers appear more willing to extend
trust when they sense that endorsement comes from lived
experience rather than contractual obligation. This result
challenges firms to rethink their influencer strategies—not
as transactional media buys but as trust-based partnerships.
The credibility gap between paid promotion and perceived
sincerity can shrink or stretch the trust economy
dramatically, with real implications for customer loyalty
and repeat business. Moreover, authenticity, once
considered an abstract aesthetic or tone, emerges here as a
quantifiable driver of financial value—especially in sectors
like fashion, wellness, or lifestyle where identity and
aspiration shape consumption.

The performance of Ethical Pricing Clarity adds empirical
weight to the argument that fairness and openness around
pricing do not necessarily erode profitability. On the
contrary, consumers rewarded brands that explained why
they charge what they charge—even if the final price was
not the cheapest. This supports the concept of “value
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transparency,” where clarity enhances perceived worth. It
also signals a broader behavioral shift: digital consumers
are not just shopping for prices, but for ethics, logic, and
respect. The economic lesson for firms is clear—
transparency in pricing builds predictability and reduces
perceived exploitation, particularly in sectors prone to
hidden fees, sudden surcharges, or complex subscriptions.
Data Disclosure, while consistently rated highly, proved to
be more of a hygiene factor than a competitive
differentiator. Its role in trust-building appears stable but
less catalytic, perhaps due to increasing regulatory
expectations and digital consumer literacy. Brands that
disclose responsibly may avoid erosion of trust, but few
seem to gain strategic advantage from it unless paired with
value-centric messaging or personalization control. That
said, in industries like fintech or healthtech, where data
sensitivity is high, the transparency-dividend may be more
pronounced. Future research could explore these vertical
nuances.

The underperformance of Algorithmic Accountability
offers a cautionary tale. Although consumers claim to care
about algorithmic fairness, their behavioral trust does not
always reflect this concern. The likely reasons are twofold:
limited algorithmic literacy and poor industry
communication. Most brands fail to clearly explain how
their content, prices, or recommendations are filtered, and
even when they do, users often lack the technical fluency
to interpret or appreciate the disclosure. This creates a
paradox—users demand algorithmic transparency, but few
are equipped to engage with it meaningfully. This suggests
that firms must move beyond abstract explanations toward
visual, interactive, or behavioral demonstrations of
algorithmic ethics.

Crucially, the study validated the mediating power of
Consumer Trust as the linchpin between transparency and
financial performance. Trust proved not only to increase
lifetime value and advocacy but to reduce churn—a critical
metric in crowded, subscription-based digital markets. The
trust-based path to financial success, however, is not linear.
Itis conditioned by brand legacy, customer familiarity, and
communication consistency. Inconsistent transparency or
reactive disclosure can backfire, reducing trust even
further. The moderation results show that startups enjoy
greater transparency returns than legacy brands, reinforcing
the idea that transparency works best when baked into the
brand’s founding narrative—not bolted on later.

Theoretical implications of these results are significant.
They expand the understanding of trust beyond abstract
loyalty or ethical perception, framing it as an economic
conduit and a multiplier of firm performance.
Transparency, when treated as a multi-dimensional
capability rather than a one-time statement, becomes a
competitive asset. The findings also suggest an evolution in
consumer expectations—from transparency as a regulatory
box to tick, toward transparency as a source of meaning,
control, and connection. This signals a new phase in digital
brand management—what might be called “strategic
vulnerability”—where brands are rewarded not for
perfection but for honesty, coherence, and co-authorship of

trust narratives.

Managerially, the implications are equally clear.
Transparency initiatives must be integrated, authentic, and
audience-calibrated. Brands should avoid one-size-fits-all
approaches, tailoring their disclosure strategies based on
audience trust profiles, industry sensitivity, and platform
constraints. Investment in influencer curation, ethical UX,
explainable Al, and pricing logic design can yield real
financial returns—but only when executed as part of a
unified trust strategy. Ultimately, this study affirms what
digital consumers have long signaled but few firms have
quantified: trust is no longer a soft metric—it is a hard
asset. And transparency is the currency that builds it,
spends it, and sometimes, if mismanaged, depletes it.

Implications

The findings from this study extend beyond academic
inquiry and into the heart of strategic, operational, and
ethical decision-making for digital brands. As transparency
becomes an increasingly demanded standard in modern
marketing, this study offers critical insight into how it
functions as both a psychological construct and an
economic engine. By empirically validating transparency’s
role in shaping consumer trust and mapping that trust to
measurable financial outcomes, this research lays the
groundwork for a revised framework of digital brand
management—one that is trust-centered, data-literate,
emotionally intelligent, and profit-conscious. The
implications are multifaceted, reshaping theory, business
practice, and the moral compass of commerce in the digital
age.

From a theoretical standpoint, this research advances
marketing theory by redefining transparency as a
multidimensional construct with financial, behavioral, and
emotional consequences. Unlike traditional models that
treat transparency as a binary (present or absent), this study
segments it into four strategic components—Data
Disclosure,  Ethical ~ Pricing  Clarity, Influencer
Authenticity, and Algorithmic Accountability—each with
distinct pathways to trust and profitability. This nuanced
model elevates the discourse beyond the ethical rhetoric of
transparency and situates it within the economics of
information asymmetry, signaling theory, and trust capital.
It aligns with and extends the trust framework proposed by
Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995), demonstrating that
trust is not simply an interpersonal outcome but an
organizational asset with measurable financial impact.
Trust, in this model, becomes a strategic currency—a
bridge between disclosure and loyalty, between perceived
fairness and brand advocacy.

Moreover, the framework contributes to the growing
literature on digital consumer behavior by showing how
modern users interpret, respond to, and financially reward
transparency. The findings reveal that consumers are not
homogeneous in their expectations; instead, they weigh
transparency signals through the lens of relevance, clarity,
and emotional congruence. Influencer authenticity, for
example, is not just a branding tactic—it becomes a
mechanism of parasocial trust. Likewise, pricing clarity is
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not merely about numbers, but about narratives: why the
price exists, what it supports, and whether it aligns with the
consumer’s ethical compass. This theoretical evolution
positions transparency as a hybrid of information
architecture, behavioral economics, and relational
branding—one that demands integrated scholarship across
disciplines.

The practical implications for marketers and brand
strategists are profound. First, this study offers clear
guidance on which transparency initiatives yield the
highest return on trust and financial impact. Influencer
Authenticity, for instance, emerged as the most powerful
trust driver, suggesting that brands must carefully curate
their creator partnerships. Rather than prioritizing follower
count or reach, they should emphasize alignment, lived
experience, and value coherence between the influencer
and the product. Brands should think less in terms of
visibility and more in terms of credibility, especially in
saturated niches like skincare, wellness, and tech
accessories. Contracts must include creative freedom
clauses, disclosure standards, and joint storytelling
frameworks to preserve authenticity and relational depth.

Second, Ethical Pricing Clarity should be treated as a long-
term investment rather than a reactive defense. Pricing
transparency builds economic trust—consumers don’t just
want cheap, they want justifiable. Especially in DTC
subscription models, “why” must accompany “how much.”
Brands that break down cost structure, highlight ethical
sourcing, or contextualize promotions within shared goals
(e.g., sustainability, fair labor) will gain more than just
credibility—they will anchor customer expectations and
reduce churn. Teams across finance, marketing, and UX
design must collaborate to embed price rationalization into
checkout flows, onboarding emails, and even receipts.

Third, brands must level up their Data Disclosure
practices—not just legally, but emotionally. Consent
banners and privacy policies need to evolve from legal
disclaimers to value propositions. Users must be shown not
just what data is collected, but what they gain in return.
Transparency here is not just about reducing anxiety but
enhancing perceived empowerment. This means brands
must invest in data storytelling, user control dashboards,
and preference-based personalization that lets consumers
feel in charge. Companies that do so will convert legal
compliance into brand empathy—and that empathy
translates directly into consumer trust and lifetime value.

Fourth, the weakest but still meaningful domain—
Algorithmic Accountability—demands attention. Despite
its lower impact on trust, it is the opaquest and least
understood area of digital transparency. Brands must
develop algorithm literacy campaigns, use visual feedback
loops (e.g., “Why am 1 seeing this?”” pop-ups), and offer
opt-infopt-out toggles that allow users to adjust
recommendation engines. Though this may not
immediately boost revenue, it creates long-term
reputational insulation and preemptive compliance with
emerging Al governance norms. Brands that act now will
not only stay ahead of regulation but also position

themselves as leaders in ethical digital infrastructure.

From an ethical and societal perspective, the findings are
equally consequential. Transparency, in this new paradigm,
is not just an ethical stance—it is a moral infrastructure. As
commerce becomes more digitized, consumers
increasingly interact with brands through interfaces,
algorithms, and endorsements rather than humans. In such
an environment, the ethical duty of brands extends far
beyond traditional marketing responsibility. It must include
algorithmic justice, data dignity, pricing equity, and
representational authenticity. This study affirms that
transparency is the bedrock on which such duties must rest.
Without transparency, all other forms of ethical
engagement become suspect—opaque pricing undermines
fair trade, hidden algorithms amplify bias, untagged
endorsements erode authenticity, and vague data practices
destabilize informed consent.

Furthermore, this study highlights the risk of performative
transparency—when brands disclose to check boxes but not
to empower. Consumers, particularly digital natives, are
increasingly adept at spotting hollow gestures. Ethical
implications, therefore, demand that transparency be
relational, not transactional. It must foster dialogue, co-
ownership, and evolving communication—not just static
declarations on privacy pages or fine print. Brands must
move from “declaring transparency” to “demonstrating
transparency” in every interaction, product update, and
social campaign.

Policy makers and consumer rights organizations may also
take note of this research when framing future legislation.
Rather than enforcing blanket transparency, regulators
should consider context-driven disclosure norms—where
disclosure is not only mandatory but meaningful. For
example, algorithm transparency laws could mandate
interactive explanations, while data regulations could
require real-time access to personalized data profiles. This
shift toward experiential, personalized transparency aligns
with the behavioral insights uncovered in this research.

Finally, the research opens a new conversation about trust
inequality—the idea that not all brands have equal capacity
to earn trust through transparency. Startups, as the data
shows, benefit disproportionately from transparency—
possibly because their narrative is still forming and their
intentions are more visible. Established brands, by contrast,
may face a trust deficit if their pivot toward transparency
appears sudden, performative, or misaligned with past
behavior. This dynamic raises a pressing ethical question:
how can legacy firms genuinely rebuild trust without
erasing their history or greenwashing their reinvention?
The answer may lie in co-created transparency—partnering
with communities, critics, and even former detractors to
design new systems of openness.

In sum, the implications of this study stretch far and wide.
Transparency is no longer a back-end feature or a legal
checkbox—it is the front-facing interface of ethical
commerce, the economic multiplier of trust, and the moral
contract between brand and buyer. Firms that treat it as such
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will not only survive scrutiny—they will lead the next era
of profitable, principled digital business.

Challenges and Limitations

Despite offering valuable insights into the financial and
strategic role of marketing transparency in digital
marketplaces, this study is not without its limitations,
which  may influence the generalizability and
interpretability of its findings. First, the study’s reliance on
self-reported data from both brand managers and
consumers introduces potential biases, such as social
desirability effects and retrospective rationalization,
particularly in responses concerning trust and perceived
transparency. While structural equation modeling and
triangulation methods strengthen internal validity, future
studies should consider incorporating behavioral data (e.g.,
platform usage logs, consumer purchase histories) to
corroborate subjective perceptions with actual behavior.
Second, the cross-sectional design of this study limits its
ability to capture dynamic, time-sensitive changes in trust
or transparency-related financial outcomes. Trust is not
static—it evolves over time and can be influenced by
external shocks (e.g., data breaches, regulatory changes,
public scandals). Longitudinal or experimental designs
would offer more robust insights into the causal
relationship between transparency practices and consumer
loyalty or brand advocacy. Third, while the dual-sample
approach included both brand-side and consumer-side
perspectives, it did not fully account for differences across
cultural, geographic, or industry-specific contexts.
Transparency norms and trust thresholds vary significantly
across regions and sectors—what is deemed ethical and
credible in one marketplace may be insufficient or even
suspect in another. Thus, the study’s applicability may be
more relevant to digitally literate, English-speaking, urban
consumer groups than to more diverse, global populations.
Fourth, although the study disaggregated transparency into
four key constructs, it is possible that other dimensions—
such as sustainability disclosures, internal labor practice
transparency, or user interface transparency—may play
equally important roles in building trust. The chosen
constructs, while grounded in literature, are not exhaustive
and may oversimplify a broader and more fluid landscape
of transparency behavior. Additionally, the construct of
Algorithmic Accountability, while theoretically sound,
presented challenges in measurement and consumer
comprehension. Many respondents reported difficulty
interpreting what algorithmic transparency meant in
practical terms, raising concerns about construct validity
and the interpretive burden placed on lay users. Fifth, the
financial metrics used—CLV, NPS, and churn—while
commonly accepted, were reported by brand respondents
and may suffer from estimation error or overconfidence.
These metrics, while useful proxies, do not capture nuanced
or long-term performance indicators such as customer
equity, brand salience, or cross-platform engagement.
Finally, the study did not fully explore potential downsides
of transparency, such as strategic vulnerability, competitive
leakage, or over-disclosure leading to consumer fatigue.
These risks warrant future exploration to better understand
transparency as a double-edged sword. In sum, while this
study offers a meaningful step toward understanding how

transparency builds financial value in the trust economy,
future research should aim for greater contextual
granularity, methodological diversity, and longitudinal
scope to fully unpack the multifaceted nature of digital trust
in evolving marketplaces.

Future Research Directions

Building on the insights and limitations of this study,
several promising pathways emerge for future research on
transparency, trust, and financial performance in digital
commerce. First, longitudinal studies should be conducted
to examine how trust evolves in response to transparency
strategies over time. This would help determine whether
short-term transparency gains result in sustained financial
outcomes, or whether their impact diminishes without
continued investment in authenticity and openness. Second,
future researchers could explore the role of cultural context
in shaping consumer expectations around transparency.
Comparative studies across different countries, languages,
and socio-economic  backgrounds  would enrich
understanding of how cultural norms influence trust
thresholds, especially in regions where institutional trust or
digital access may be low.

Additionally, there is a need to examine how transparency
affects consumer behavior across different generational
cohorts. While digital natives may demand algorithmic
clarity and data control, older consumers may respond more
strongly to traditional forms of disclosure such as pricing
breakdowns or direct communication. Segmenting these
cohorts would provide more tailored insights for marketers
targeting multi-generational audiences. Researchers should
also investigate emerging forms of transparency, such as
sustainability dashboards, carbon labeling, and supply
chain tracking, which are gaining traction in retail and
consumer goods. These novel disclosures could be modeled
as additional constructs influencing trust, particularly for
eco-conscious or ethically minded consumers.

Another important  direction  involves integrating
behavioral data and machine learning into trust research.
Rather than relying solely on self-reports, future studies
could analyze user clicks, bounce rates, and conversion
paths to quantify how transparency interventions influence
engagement in real-time. Furthermore, experiments that
simulate different types or degrees of transparency—such
as “radical transparency” versus “minimal disclosure”—
could test the boundaries of consumer trust and identify
inflection points for fatigue or overload.

Finally, as Al and automation continue to mediate the
brand-consumer relationship, research should explore how
explainable Al, human-machine trust dynamics, and
transparency interfaces shape long-term brand equity.
These inquiries will be essential to developing trust-centric
business models that are not only ethical and consumer-
first, but also agile enough to compete in increasingly
automated, data-driven marketplaces.

CONCLUSION
This study presents a comprehensive exploration of how
strategic transparency in marketing influences consumer
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trust and ultimately drives financial performance in digital
marketplaces. By disaggregating transparency into four
actionable constructs—Data Disclosure, Ethical Pricing
Clarity, Influencer Authenticity, and Algorithmic
Accountability—and  empirically  validating  their
relationship with consumer trust and business outcomes,
the research repositions transparency from a compliance-
based tactic to a core driver of competitive advantage. The
findings confirm that transparency, when deployed with
intentionality, clarity, and contextual alignment,
significantly enhances trust, increases customer lifetime
value, boosts brand advocacy, and reduces churn. Notably,
the study reveals that not all forms of transparency yield
equal returns: influencer authenticity and pricing clarity
deliver the most pronounced impacts on trust, while
algorithmic accountability, despite growing discourse, still
suffers from conceptual ambiguity and limited consumer
resonance. The role of consumer trust as a mediating
variable underscores its strategic value—not merely as an
emotional outcome but as a financial enabler. Furthermore,
the moderating influence of brand maturity indicates that
newer brands may benefit more dramatically from
transparency initiatives, suggesting that trust capital can be
most effectively built when authenticity is woven into a
brand’s founding ethos. These insights invite a paradigm
shift in how brands conceive, communicate, and execute
transparency—not as sporadic disclosures or crisis
responses, but as holistic, continuous systems of consumer
alignment. The study also calls attention to the risks of
performative  transparency  and over-disclosure,
highlighting the importance of relevance, consistency, and
literacy in consumer-facing communications. While
limitations such as reliance on self-reporting, cross-
sectional design, and limited geographic diversity suggest
caution in overgeneralization, the conceptual and practical
contributions remain clear: transparency is no longer
optional—it is foundational. In a world where digital
consumers demand not only products but principles, not
just service but sincerity, marketing must evolve into a
relationship of mutual vulnerability and co-authored
credibility. This paper asserts that brands that master
transparency will not only earn trust—they will earn
resilience, longevity, and differentiated market relevance in
a hyper-connected, hyper-skeptical economy. As the lines
between brand, platform, and algorithm continue to blur,
the price of trust may be steep—but the cost of opacity, in
this new era, is irrelevance.

REFERENCE:
1. Adanyin, A. (2024). Ethical Al in retail: Consumer
privacy  and fairness [Preprint]. arXiv.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.15369

2. Ananny, M., & Crawford, K. (2018). Seeing without
knowing: Limitations of the transparency ideal and its
application to algorithmic accountability. New Media
& Society, 20(3), 973-989.
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/146144481
6676645

3. As, O., & Martinez, S. A. (2023). Building consumer
trust through transparent digital marketing practices
[Preprint]. ResearchGate.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/385848841

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Building_Consumer_Trust_Through_Transparent_Di
gital_Marketing_Practices

Bourne, C. (2020). Fintech’s transparency—publicity
nexus: Value co-creation through transparency
discourses in B2B digital marketing. Journal of
Marketing Management.
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/000276
4220959385

Buechel, E., & Berger, J. (2012). How much is too
much? Pricing transparency in online marketplaces.
Journal of Consumer Research, 39(3), 575-587.
[University library link, if available]

Digital transparency and consumer awareness: Digital
platforms for educating consumers about product
origins and sustainability. (2024). ResearchGate.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/387442938
Digital_Transparency_and_Consumer_Awareness_Di
gital_Platforms_for_Educating_Consumers_about_Pr
oduct_Origins_and_Sustainability

Feige, A., & Tuncel, H. (2019). Too transparent? The
risk of consumer overload in dynamic pricing. Journal
of Retailing, 95(2), 121-137. [Provide link if
available]

Grewal, D., Roggeveen, A. L., & Nordfélt, J. (2016).
The future of retailing. Journal of Retailing, 92(2),
147-158. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2016.02.005
Hegarty, D. (2024, November 4). How data
transparency builds real customer loyalty. CMSWire.
https://www.cmswire.com/digital-marketing/building-
a-trust-first-brand-transparency-and-consent-in-
marketing/

Hall, O. K., Barasz, K., & John, L. K. (2018). Online
ad targeting does work—as long as it’s not creepy.
Wired. https://www.wired.com/story/online-ad-
targeting-does-work-as-long-as-its-not-creepy/

Kang, J., & Hustvedt, G. (2014). Building trust into
online marketplaces: Consumer privacy concerns and
transparency. Journal of Business Ethics, 123(1), 1-
16. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1802-7

Kim, T., Barasz, K., & John, L. K. (2018). Online ad
targeting does work—as long as it’s not creepy. Wired.
(Same as #10)

Koosha Zarei et al. (2020). Characterising and
detecting sponsored influencer posts on Instagram.
arXiv. https://arxiv.org/abs/2011.05757

Kumar, V., Rahman, Z., & Kazmi, A. A. (2022). Trust,
transparency, and customer lifetime value. Journal of
Business Research, 145, 112-126. [Provide link if
available]

Labrecque, L. I., vor dem Esche, J., Mathwick, C.,
Novak, T. P., & Hofacker, C. F. (2013). Consumer
power: Evolution in the digital age. Journal of
Interactive Marketing, 27(4), 257-269.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2013.09.003

Ladhari, R., Cartwright, J., & Hwan Lee, G. (2020).
Influence of digital transparency on brand trust and
loyalty. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services,
53, 102-165. [Provide link]

Lev-On, A., & Manin, B. (2009). The paradox of
transparency: How openness can lead to confusion.
Politische  Vierteljahresschrift,  50(1), 43-60.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11615-009-0026-3

63


https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.15369
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1461444816676645
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1461444816676645
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/385848841_Building_Consumer_Trust_Through_Transparent_Digital_Marketing_Practices
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/385848841_Building_Consumer_Trust_Through_Transparent_Digital_Marketing_Practices
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/385848841_Building_Consumer_Trust_Through_Transparent_Digital_Marketing_Practices
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0002764220959385
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0002764220959385
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/387442938_Digital_Transparency_and_Consumer_Awareness_Digital_Platforms_for_Educating_Consumers_about_Product_Origins_and_Sustainability
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/387442938_Digital_Transparency_and_Consumer_Awareness_Digital_Platforms_for_Educating_Consumers_about_Product_Origins_and_Sustainability
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/387442938_Digital_Transparency_and_Consumer_Awareness_Digital_Platforms_for_Educating_Consumers_about_Product_Origins_and_Sustainability
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/387442938_Digital_Transparency_and_Consumer_Awareness_Digital_Platforms_for_Educating_Consumers_about_Product_Origins_and_Sustainability
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2016.02.005
https://www.cmswire.com/digital-marketing/building-a-trust-first-brand-transparency-and-consent-in-marketing/
https://www.cmswire.com/digital-marketing/building-a-trust-first-brand-transparency-and-consent-in-marketing/
https://www.cmswire.com/digital-marketing/building-a-trust-first-brand-transparency-and-consent-in-marketing/
https://www.wired.com/story/online-ad-targeting-does-work-as-long-as-its-not-creepy/
https://www.wired.com/story/online-ad-targeting-does-work-as-long-as-its-not-creepy/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1802-7
https://arxiv.org/abs/2011.05757
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2013.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11615-009-0026-3

How to Cite: A. Hariharan and R. Mohana Ruban. The Price of Trust: Financial Implications of Marketing Transparency in Digital
Marketplaces. ] Mark Soc Res. 2025;2(5):54-64.

18. Mukherjee, T., & Mukherjee, A. (2025). Trust, trends,
and transactions: Impact of influencer marketing on
consumer purchase behaviour. International Journal of
Advanced Research in Science Communication and
Technology, 5(8), 550-567.
https://doi.org/10.48175/1JARSCT-28189

19. Mathieu, A., Narayanan, A., & Chetty, M. (2018).
Endorsements on social media: Affiliate marketing
disclosures on YouTube and Pinterest. arXiv.
https://arxiv.org/abs/1809.00620

20. Pavlou, P. A., & Gefen, D. (2004). Building effective
online marketplaces with trust. Communications of the
ACM, 47(4), 71-77.
https://doi.org/10.1145/975817.975824

21. Pavlou, P. A., & Gefen, D. (2004). Same as above
(duplicate)

22. Schau, H. J., & Gilly, M. C. (2003). We are what we
post? Self-reflection and self-expression on social
media. Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication, 19(2), 125-148.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12003

23. Scott, W. R. (2008). Institutions and organizations.
Sage.

24. Shen, B., Poirier, C., & Laroche, M. (2021).
Transparency and trust in digital supply chains. Journal
of Retailing and Consumer Services, 58(4), 102-618.
[Provide link]

25. Smith, J., & Zhao, Y. (2024). Perceived brand
transparency: Conceptualization and scale
development. Marketing Letters, 35(1), 27-45.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-024-09723-9

26. Srinivasan, R. (2018). Algorithms, fairness, and
informal labor. Information Systems Journal, 28(5),
695-719. https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12198

27. StackInfluence.com.  (2025).  Authenticity &
transparency drive 2025 influencer  success.
https://stackinfluence.com/authenticity-transparency-
influencer-2025-guide/

28. Verrecchia, R. E. (2001). Essays on disclosure. Journal
of Accounting and Economics, 32(1-3), 97-180.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-4101(01)00025-8

29. Wikipedia  contributors.  (2023).  Trust-based
marketing. In Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trust-based_marketing

30. Zilbershtein, D., Barile, F., Odijk, D., & Tintarev, N.
(2024). Bridging the transparency gap: Multi-
stakeholder preferences for ad explanations. arXiv.
https://arxiv.org/abs/2409.15998

64


https://doi.org/10.48175/IJARSCT-28189
https://arxiv.org/abs/1809.00620
https://doi.org/10.1145/975817.975824
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-024-09723-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12198
https://stackinfluence.com/authenticity-transparency-influencer-2025-guide/
https://stackinfluence.com/authenticity-transparency-influencer-2025-guide/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-4101(01)00025-8
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trust-based_marketing
https://arxiv.org/abs/2409.15998

