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Abstract

Ad personalization is becoming the dominant promotional tactic, further enhanced 
by new technologies applications. Greater efficiency is the main goal of such an 
advertising approach, but it can cause the appearance of the so-called “privacy 
paradox” that can induce negative consumer reactions in terms of avoiding such 
ads. This paper investigates the factors influencing the avoidance of personalized 
ads communicated through the social network Facebook. Part of the research 
model deals with the impact of perceived personalization, perceived irritation, and 
perceived privacy concerns on skepticism towards advertising and advertising 
avoidance. Furthermore, the empirical research was conducted on data collected 
through the Facebook and WhatsApp mobile applications. Following the obtained 
results, there is no negative effect of perceived personalization to skepticism 
towards advertising while it exists toward advertising avoidance. Furthermore, a 
positive effect of perceived irritation to skepticism towards advertising does not 
exist, but positive effects to ad avoidance do. The direct positive effect of perceived 
privacy concerns to skepticism and ad avoidance was not found. Also, skepticism 
about personalized ads was found not to be positively associated with avoiding 
personalized ads. In addition to new insights, the results can help design and 
implement promotional campaigns through social media technologies.
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1. Introduction

Everyday private and business activities are virtually unthinkable without an 
internet connection. New technologies that build on the Internet connection 
completely change the current ways of performing various processes and activities, 
including marketing activities. The current mass communication in which the so-
called mass media (primarily TV) are used is increasingly being supplemented 
and combined with direct communication to each customer. The possibility of 
tracking digital traces, which people generate through using mobile devices or 
PC, and collecting and processing them, opens the door to precise targeting and 
high personalization of offers to individual customers. By monitoring customer 
behaviour, companies have the opportunity to create profiles that enable a very 
precise prediction of customer behaviour in the future. Chaffey and Smith (2017: 
476) talk about profiling as a continuous activity on data collection, processing, and 
use in precision targeting. Within Internet communication, social networks occupy 
a dominant place. 

The general definition of social networks conveyed by (Kingsnorth, 2019: 175) 
says that it is any “website or application that enables users to create and share 
content, or to participate in social networking.” The most popular social network 
globally is still Facebook, with 2.7 billion users (Statista, 2020). With the 
appearance of the first ads on Facebook in 2005, the advantage of high targeting of 
the offer (ad) was noticed (Hanlon, 2019). The possibility of collecting high-quality 
data, which modern technologies additionally enable, opens the possibility of 
precise profiling and personalization of promotional communication. Chaffey and 
Chadwick (2019: 261) state how “recommendations based on profile information, 
behaviour or predictive analytics are known as personalization.” The fact is that 
Facebook is one of the most popular social networks and that personalization is 
increasingly used as an advertising strategy; for this reason, Tran (2017) believes 
that the effect of personalized advertising on Facebook is worth exploring. The 
benefits of personalization for both advertisers and customers are clear; companies 
increase promotional productivity, and customers receive relevant advertising. 
Personalization is becoming a very effective tool to prevent ad avoidance and 
to make promotional campaigns more effective. In addition to the benefits that 
personalization provides, ads can be considered irritating and, as such, cause their 
avoidance at both the cognition and behaviour levels. New technologies (Big 
data, Artificial Intelligence, and the Internet of Things) enables the collection and 
analysis of large amounts of diverse data, which directly enters the area of privacy. 
It becomes very difficult for customers to control information that companies 
collect about them and how they use it. These perceived privacy concerns lead to ad 
avoidance. The effect of this concern on avoiding Facebook ads will be explored in 
this paper.
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This research aims to determine the factors influencing the avoidance of 
personalized ads obtained through the social network Facebook. In pursuit of this 
aim, the authors propose the following research hypotheses:

H1:	 Privacy concern has a positive effect on scepticism about Facebook 
personalized ads.

H2:	 Privacy concern has a positive effect on personalized Facebook ads 
avoidance.

H3:	 The perception of personalized Facebook ads has a negative effect on 
scepticism about those ads.

H4:	 The perception of personalized Facebook ads has a negative effect on 
avoiding those ads.

H5:	 Ad irritability is positively related to scepticism towards personalized 
Facebook ads.

H6:	 Ad irritability is positively related to avoiding personalized Facebook 
ads.

H7:	 Scepticism towards personalized Facebook ads is positively related to 
avoiding those ads.

Survey data were collected through a questionnaire available on the Facebook and 
WhatsApp mobile applications, 377 valid answers were collected. Furthermore, a 
multivariate statistical analysis technique (SEM) using IBM Statistic tools (SAS 
and AMOS) was used to test structural relationships.

The theoretical contribution of this paper is new knowledge about the attitudes 
and behaviour of customers regarding the acceptance of personalized ads on social 
networks. A literature review found only a few studies on the subject, which further 
motivated the authors of this research. In addition to new insights, the research 
results can help companies to plan marketing and sales campaigns through the 
social network Facebook. The paper consists of 4 units. Theory and research model 
development follows the introductory part. The third part presents the research 
methodology and research results. The fourth final section contains the discussion, 
contribution, and limitations of the research.

2. Literature review

Today’s trends of connecting, communicating, and entertaining people are related 
to the usage of social networks. Such a role and importance of social networks 
utterly change the current marketing patterns of action towards individual 
customers. Marketing strategies are changing and directed towards establishing 
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and nurturing quality customer relationships based on their engagement with the 
company or brand. Unlike other communication channels that companies use, 
social networks are not under their control because users themselves decide when 
and how to communicate through social networks (Lacy et al., 2013). Realizing 
the importance of social networks for establishing high-quality long-term 
relationships, companies seek to establish control over this channel, and through 
honest and fair communication, turn customers into promoters of the company 
(Florea et al., 2018). New technologies facilitate this task by enabling the collection 
and analysis of large amounts of data used to shape marketing strategies. In this 
context, personalization based on established behaviors, desires, and expectations 
of customers also occurs. Personalization or mass customization as a marketing 
concept is not a novelty of today, so at the end of the twentieth century Pine (1993) 
defined it as “the production and distribution of customized goods and services on 
a mass basis.” What is new is the full ability to implement this concept thanks to 
the applications of new technologies in business. As Goldsmith and Freiden (2004) 
state, personalization comes in a variety of forms. This paper will investigate 
customer behavior regarding the acceptance or non-acceptance of personalized ads 
they receive through the social network Facebook. Personalized ads have the task 
of focusing on what customers are interested in and what will provoke a certain 
reaction in them (Bleier and Eisenbeiss, 2015). Meeting this goal depends on the 
ability to collect and analyse large amounts of customer data and information 
(Bang and Wojdynski, 2016). The benefits of personalized ads are clear; however, 
customers may experience some discomfort related to their constant monitoring 
resulting in avoiding this type of ad. In addition to directly avoiding ads, it can 
also lead to less engagement in communicating with a brand or company (Tucker, 
2014).

Figure 1: Conceptual model and research hypothesis

Source: Author’s research
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Perceived personalization

Perceived ad irritation
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Advertising Avoidance
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This paper investigates the factors that influence the avoidance of personalized 
ads on Facebook. Hadija et al. (2012) point out that even though the theoretical 
framework of ad avoidance is available in several research papers, social media 
advertising has not received enough research attention. The same was found by 
Tran (2017), who states that little attention has been paid to examining the effects 
of personalized ads on Facebook. In this regard, this research is being conducted in 
which the selected model is being tested on Facebook users in Croatia.

In order to clarify the influence of certain predictors on the behavior of recipients 
of personalized ads via Facebook, a research model applied and tested by Baek 
and Morimoto (2012) was basically used. Within the proposed research model, it 
will analyse the impact of perceived privacy concerns, perceived personalization, 
and perceived ad irritation on ad avoidance. Furthermore, in order to get a clearer 
view of this relationship, skepticism towards personalized Facebook ads is also 
analysed. 

Figure 1 shows the conceptual model and research hypothesis. 

2.1. Perceived privacy concerns (PPC)

In the Big data environment, privacy concern is taking on a whole new dimension. 
Any user interaction with the company through any channel can be recorded and 
analysed. Privacy concerns stem from the fact that users of the Internet and social 
networks are often not aware of their exposure and do not have enough knowledge 
about how they can and must protect themselves (Grmuša et al., 2019). Truyens 
and Eecke (2010) point out that social media users are not even aware of what 
information they expose through social media. According to Sheehan and Hoy 
(1999), concerns may elicit negative reactions to the ads received. Various studies 
have found that privacy concerns and compromised security (transmission of 
viruses and malware) are, in addition to irritation, the main reasons for avoiding 
ads. (Piorunkiewicz et al., 2019; PageFair, 2017; Li and Huang, 2016). Based on 
these findings, research hypotheses H1 and H2 were proposed.

H1:	 Privacy concern has a positive effect on skepticism about Facebook 
personalized ads.

H2: Privacy concern has a positive effect on personalized Facebook ads 
avoidance.

2.2. Perceived personalization (PPE)

According to Li (2016), personalization is defined as delivering individualized 
information to message recipients based on previously collected data about their 
preferences. Personalization is considered effective because it makes the message 
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personal (Maslowska et al., 2016), and a higher level of attention can be achieved 
by greater ad tailoring (Malheiros et al., 2012). Baek and Morimoto (2012) point 
out that well-personalized ads contain useful and relevant information, making 
advertising itself more valuable. In that context, it is important to emphasize 
that when users perceive ads as valuable and useful, they will avoid them 
to a lesser extent (Pasadeos, 1990). Various previous research confirms that 
personalization raises advertising effectiveness (Keyzer et al., 2015). According 
to Habeahan (2016), personalized ads reduce the level of user skepticism, that is, 
mistrust and ad avoidance. The subject of various studies on the effectiveness of 
advertising is also ad skepticism, which is considered through various aspects, 
from the truth of the advertisement to the motive of the advertiser (Obermiller 
and Spangenberg, 1998; Baek and Morimoto, 2012). Baek and Morimoto (2012) 
find that ad personalization strongly influences skepticism toward advertising 
and ad avoidance in the context of personalized advertising media (unsolicited 
commercial e-mail, postal direct mail, telemarketing, text messaging). In the 
context of Facebook ads, Tran (2017) also determine the impact of personalization 
on ad avoidance.

Based on the above findings, research hypotheses H3 and H4 were proposed.

H3: The perception of personalized Facebook ads has a negative effect on 
skepticism about those ads.

H4: The perception of personalized Facebook ads has a negative effect on 
avoiding those ads.

2.3. Perceived ad irritation (PAI)

Transferring research results by several authors Arora and Agarwal (2019) indicate 
that the effectiveness of ads decreases if ads are treated as irritating. According to 
HubSpot, (2020), too many ads, annoying or irrelevant ads, and intrusive ads are 
the top three ad-blocking motivations. Aaker and Bruzzone (1985) emphasize that 
irritation is an emotional response associated with dissatisfaction and impatience, 
while Li et al. (2002) state that irritation by advertising is seen as a feeling of 
discomfort that is less intense than feelings of insult and more intense than 
disagreement (Aaker and Bruzzone, 1985). Accordingly, Smith (2007) states that 
intrusive ads create a sense of irritation for the user and lead them to avoid them, 
while valuable ads, on the other hand, have a “calming” effect. On that track are 
the claims that the perception of ad irritation directly influences the formation of 
negative consumer attitudes about advertising itself (Rau et al., 2013; Aktan et al., 
2016). Also, it is especially important to emphasize that according to Amyx and 
Lumpkin (2016), irritation directly affects consumer distrust, and they become 
less accessible and open to promotional communication, i.e., they try to avoid it. 
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Related to personalized advertising media, Baek and Morimoto (2012) establish a 
direct positive connection between PAI and personalized advertising skepticism and 
ad avoidance. Based on the analysis of previous research, research hypotheses H5 
and H6 were proposed.

H5:	 Ad irritability is positively related to skepticism towards personalized 
Facebook ads.

H6:	 Ad irritability is positively related to avoiding personalized Facebook 
ads.

2.4. Skepticism toward advertising (STA)

Transferring research results by several authors Arora and Agarwal (2019) indicate 
that the effectiveness of ads decreases if ads are treated as irritating. According to 
HubSpot, (2020), too many ads, annoying or irrelevant ads, and intrusive ads are 
the top three ad-blocking motivations. Aaker and Bruzzone (1985) emphasize that 
irritation is an emotional response associated with dissatisfaction and impatience, 
while Li et al. (2002) state that irritation by advertising is seen as a feeling of 
discomfort that is less intense than feelings of insult and more intense than 
disagreement (Aaker and Bruzzone, 1985). Accordingly, Smith (2007) states that 
intrusive ads create a sense of irritation for the user and lead them to avoid them, 
while valuable ads, on the other hand, have a “calming” effect. On that track are 
the claims that the perception of ad irritation directly influences the formation of 
negative consumer attitudes about advertising itself (Rau et al., 2013; Aktan et al., 
2016). Also, it is especially important to emphasize that according to Amyx and 
Lumpkin (2016), irritation directly affects consumer distrust, and they become 
less accessible and open to promotional communication, i.e., they try to avoid it. 
Related to personalized advertising media, Baek and Morimoto (2012) establish a 
direct positive connection between PAI and personalized advertising skepticism and 
ad avoidance. Based on the analysis of previous research, research hypothesis H5 
and H6 were proposed.

H5:	 Ad irritability is positively related to skepticism towards personalized 
Facebook ads.

H6:	 Ad irritability is positively related to avoiding personalized Facebook 
ads.

2.5. Advertising avoidance (AAV)

The goal of each ad is to convey the message successfully. Avoiding this message 
signals a problem whose causes are various. Cho and Cheon (2004), investigating 
the causes of avoiding online ads, find that this problem cause: perceived goal 
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impediment, perceived ad clutter, and prior negative experiences. The importance 
of these factors as predictors of ad avoidance is also confirmed by Seyedghorban 
et al. (2016). In the context of social networks, Kelly et al. (2010), in addition 
to the predictors, determine some other as the relevance of the product, lack 
of credibility of the medium, and lack of trust of advertisers. Speck and Elliot 
(1997) define ad avoidance as: “all actions by media users that differentially 
reduce the exposure to ad content.” According to them, this avoidance takes place 
on a cognitive, behavioral, and mechanical level. Accordingly, Cho and Cheon 
(2004) define three components of ad avoidance: cognition, affect, and behavior. 

Cognitive refers to beliefs about an object, affection to the emotional experience 
of an ad, and behavior to a way of avoiding an ad. It is assumed that users who 
are skeptical of personalized ads on Facebook will also have a greater tendency to 
avoid them.

3. Methodology

The section includes a presentation of the measuring instrument and statistical 
methods used in the analysis of the results.

3.1. Research instrument

In the implementation of the empirical part of the research, a measuring instrument 
used by Baek and Morimoto (2012) and Tran (2017) was used. Following the 
research model, the impact of predictor variables on STA and AAV is measured; 
accordingly, the measuring instrument is divided into five parts with the 
corresponding number of questions. Respondents expressed their agreement with 
the proposed statements in the questionnaire on the Likert scale ranging from 1 to 
5 (1 = complete disagreement, 5 = complete agreement). The original measurement 
instrument is attached to this paper appendix.

3.2. Statistical methods

This research implemented different statistical techniques. The correctness of the 
measuring instrument is determined by checking its validity and reliability. The 
validity of a measuring instrument represents “the degree to which a test measures 
what it claims, or purports, to be measuring” (Brown, 1996: 231). Validity was 
determined by measuring construct, content, convergent, and discriminant validity. 
Construct validity is ensured by using a verified construct in the literature. The 
proposed conceptual model consists of five constructs, three of which become 
predictor variables and two dependent variables.
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Regarding content validity, variables are being measured by questions (items) 
that have been tested in the literature through several studies. Additional construct 
verification was performed through exploratory factor analysis (in terms of 
determining the dimensionality of the scale) using the IBM SPSS 23 software 
package. As part of construct validity, convergent and discriminant validity was 
also checked. Convergent validity tests the relationships within the variables and is 
measured by determining the external loadings factor (running a CFA), calculating 
average variance extracted (AVE), and composite (construct) reliability (CR). For 
checking discriminant validity (uniqueness of the construct) confirmatory factor 
analysis (IBM AMOS 26) was performed. 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient analysed the measuring instrument’s internal 
reliability, and it can take values between 0 and 1; the closer the coefficient is to the 
value 1, the more reliable the measurement scale. Since Cronbach’s alpha tends to 
underestimate internal consistency reliability, composite reliability is often used to 
measure internal reliability (Hair et al., 2014).

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) under the structural equation modeling (SEM) 
was used for testing the match between the empirical and theoretical models. For 
the purpose of matching, fit indices were used: Chi-square index, the Goodness of 
Fit (GIF), Adjusted Goodness of fit (AGFI), Incremental fit index (IFI), Normed fit 
index (NFI), Comparative fit index (CFI), Root mean square error (RMSEA) and 
Standardized root mean square (SRMR) as an absolute measure of fit. The CFA 
was also used to check the research hypothesis by testing the relationships between 
variables in the structural model.

4. Empirical data and analysis

In this sector, the results of the empirical analysis are presented, which includes 
the presentation of data collection methods and sample structure, validity, and 
reliability of the measuring instrument, testing of the conceptual model, and testing 
of the proposed hypotheses.

4.1. Data collection and sample used

For the purposes of empirical research, a survey via Facebook and the WhatsApp 
mobile application was conducted. A survey was taking place in the period 
from May to July 2020, and 377 duly completed questionnaires were collected. 
According to gender, 124 (32.81%) respondents are male, and 253 (67.11%) are 
female. Between 18 and 23 years of age, there are 193 respondents (51.19%), 
between 24 and 40 years, 150 (39.79%) respondents and above 40 years, 34 
(9.02%) respondents.
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4.2. Validity analysis

Construct validity (the dimensionality of the scale) was performed through 
exploratory factor analysis (under the principal components model with varimax 
rotation) using the IBM SPSS 23 software package. To determine the suitability 
of the data for conducting the factor analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure for 
all variables and the Bartlett-off test were performed. Both tests show satisfactory 
values (KMO = 0.931, p = 0.000 <0.05). Values less than 0.6 indicate that the data 
are not suitable for performing factor analysis (Yong and Pearce, 2013). Also, 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity is greater than the chi-square’s critical value, which 
indicates a significant difference in the variances. 

Exploratory factor analysis was performed on 33 items in the measuring instrument. 
During the analysis, two items variable skepticism toward advertising, and one item 
variable perceived privacy concerns due to low factor loading was omitted from 
further analysis. The repeated analysis identified five factors with eigenvalues 
above 1 and factor loads above 0.5. The selected five factors explain 68.489% of 
the total variance.

Convergent validity tests the relationships within the variables and is measured 
by determining the external loadings factor (running a CFA), calculating average 
variance extracted (AVE), and composite (construct) reliability (CR). Outer 
loadings factors are greater than the cut-off value of 0.5, which indicates their 
reliability (Hulland, 1999), average variance extracted (AVE) is higher than 0.5 
and composite reliability is higher than 0.6 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). To determine 
the internal consistency of variables, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was determined 
whose value should be higher than 0.7. Thus, all values obtained are above the limit 
(Table 1).



Damir Dobrinić, Iva Gregurec, Dunja Dobrinić • Examining the factors of influence... 
Zb. rad. Ekon. fak. Rij. • 2021 • vol. 39 • no. 2 • 401-428	 411

Table 1: Reliability and validity of the measuring instrument

Variables Items Cronbach’s 
alpha

Outer factor 
loading CR AVE Mean SD

Perceived 
Privacy 
Concerns

PPC1
PPC2
PPC4
PPC5
PPC6

0.900 0.685
0.788
0.878
0.831
0.757

0.892 0.624 3.714
3.727
3.814
3.610
3.615

1.168
1.130
1.100
1.083
1.166

Perceived 
personalization

PPE1
PPE2
PPE3
PPE4
PPE5

0.901 0.708
0.812
0.853
0.811
0.813

0.899 0.641 2.639
2.637
2.515
2.196
2.516

0.990
0.966
1.039
1.061
1.087

Perceived ad 
irritation

PAI1
PAI2
PAI3
PAI4
PAI5
PAI6
PAI7
PAI8

0.927 0.730
0.754
0.789
0.861
0.790
0.866
0.706
0.742

0.926 0.611 3.247
3.753
3.440
3.387
3.406
3.430
3.000
2.822

1.059
1.028
1.082
1.007
0.982
1.029
1.118
1.212

Skepticism 
toward 
advertising 

STA1
STA4
STA5
STA6
STA7
STA8
STA9

0.9020 0.670
0.742
0.816
0.682
0.842
0.801
0.719

0.902 0.571 2.451
3.032
2.690
2.448
2.684
2.538
2.443
2.769

0.980
1.048
0.968
0.993
0.966
0.991
0.979
1.014

Advertising 
Avoidance

AAV1
AAV2
AAV3
AAV4
AAV5

0.853 0.852
0.867
0.856
0.810
0.417

0.880 0.608 3,509
3,464
3,255
3,504
3,244

1.077
1.122
1.245
1.246
1.421

Source: Author’s research

Running a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) discriminate validity was also 
checked, and the uniqueness of each variable and their mutual difference was 
determined. (Table 2) The results show good discriminant validity; the second root 
of the mean-variance (AVE) for each variable is the highest value in the vertical and 
horizontal directions, while the correlation between the variables is less than 0.85, 
which is considered a good result (Altintas and Tuzunkan, 2017).
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Table 2: Discriminant Validity

PPC PPE PAI STA AAV
PPC
PPE
PAI
STA
AAV

 0.790
-0.160
 0.496
-0.248
 0.378

 0.800
-0.416
 0.668
-0.385

 0.782
-0.432
 0.710

 0.755
-0.344 0.779

PPC – Perceived Privacy Concerns; PPE – Perceived personalization; PAI – Perceived ad 
irritation; STA – Skepticism toward advertising; AAV – Advertising Avoidance; Bold numbers 
are Square Root of AVE.
Source: Author’s research

4.3. Estimation of model fit

With the help of the statistical software package SPSS AMOS 26, confirmatory 
factor analysis was performed. The analysis sought to determine the matching of 
the research model with current data. Fit indices whose values are given in Table 3 
were used to show the degree of matching. 

Table 3: Fit indices

 (Fit indices) Research model Recommended 
value Source

Chi-square 688.360; 382, p < .0.001
χ2/df 1.802 < 5 Park & Kim (2014)
GFI 0.890 > 0.8 Halmi (2016, p. 175)
AGFI 0.866 > 0.8 Halmi (2016, p. 175)
IFI 0.960 > 0.9 Park & Kim (2014)
TLI 0.954 > 0.9 Kim & Han (2014)
NFI 0.915 > 0.9 Park & Kim (2014)
CFI 0.960 > 0.9 Hu & Bentler (1999)
RMSEA 0.046 0.03 – 0.08 Hair et al. (2014, p. 579)
SRMR 0.045 < 0.08 Hair et al. (2014, p. 579)

Source: Author’s research

By comparing the actual values with the recommended values, it can be seen that 
all values are within the reference, which means that the tested model is good, 
i.e., that it has a good “fit model” (Table 3 and Figure 2). The correction of the 
measuring scale omits the statements PPC3, STA2, and STA3.
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Figure 2: Path diagram*

*Maximum Likelihood Estimates

4.4. Research hypothesis testing

Structural equation modelling (SEM) has also been used to test research hypotheses 
or “tests hypothesized patterns of directional and nondirectional relationships among 
a set of observed (measured) and unobserved (latent) variables” (MacCallum and 
Austin, 2000). According to the test results, research hypothesis H1 was not accepted 
(β = -0.08, C.R. = -1.527, p > 0.05). Privacy concerns have not been found to affect 
skepticism about ads. Research hypothesis H2 was also not accepted (β = 0.04,  
C.R. = 0.862, p > 0.05); it was found that privacy concern had no effect on ad 
avoidance. Research hypothesis H3 was not accepted (β = 0.60, C.R. = 8.769,  
p < 0.001). The negative correlation between the perception of ad personalization 
and skepticism towards ads does not exist. Research hypothesis H4 was accepted  
(β = -0.13, C.R. = -2.101, p < 0.05), a negative impact of personalization perception 
on ad avoidance was found. Furthermore, a positive effect of perceived ad irritability 
on ad skepticism was not found, which does not support research hypothesis H5  
(β = -0.14, C.R. = -2.496, p <0.05). Research hypothesis H6 (β = 0.65, C.R. = 9.731, 
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p < 0.001) was accepted, with a positive effect of ad irritation on ad avoidance. 
Research hypothesis H7 was not accepted (β =0.03, C.R. = 0.563, p > 0.05), which 
found that skepticism towards advertisements was not positively correlated with ad 
avoidance.

Table 4: Regression weights structural equation model

Hypothesis Independent 
variable

Dependent 
variable

Standard 
estimate CR P-value Supported

H1 (+) PPC STA -0.08 -1.527 0.127 N/A
H2 (+) PPC AAV 0.04 0.862 0.388 N/A
H3 (-) PPE STA 0.60 8.769 *** N/A
H4 (-) PPE AAV -0.13 -2.101 0.036 Accepted
H5 (+) PAI STA -0.14 -2.496 0.013 N/A
H6 (+) PAI AAV 0.65 9.731 *** Accepted
H7 (+) STA AAV 0.03 0.563 0.574 N/A

PPC – Perceived privacy concerns; PPE – Perceived personalization; PAI – Perceived ad 
irritation; STA – Skepticism toward advertising; AAV – Advertising avoidance. N/A – Not 
accepted, *** p < 0,001.
Source: Author’s research

The representativeness of the model was measured using the squared multiple 
correlation coefficient. Coefficient (R2) indicates “the percentage of the variance 
in the dependent variable that the independent variables explain collectively” 
(Hair et al., 2014). The value of the coefficient ranges from 0 to 1. The measured 
values show that 48% of the variance of the dependent variable skepticism towards 
advertisements is explained by the influence of independent variables of perceived 
privacy concerns, perceived ad personalization, and perceived ad irritability. 
On the other hand, 51.6% of the dependent ad avoidance variable variance was 
explained by the independent variables of perceived privacy concerns, perceived 
ad personalization, perceived ad irritability, and skepticism toward advertising. The 
summary of the research hypothesis testing results is shown in Table 4.

5. Results and discussion

The research aims to determine the factors influencing the avoidance of 
personalized ads sent via Facebook. This goal examines the correlations between 
perceived privacy concerns, perceived ad personalization, and the perceived 
irritability of ads with skepticism about ads and ad avoidance. Previous research 
in the field of ad avoidance through determining the values and attitudes of 
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advertising is largely based on the theory of media Uses and Gratifications (Murillo 
et al., 2016), according to which users expose themselves to the media as needed 
to meet their needs. However, technological development, primarily in the field of 
data collection and analysis (Big Data, AI), enables a high level of personalization 
and prediction, which requires that the personalization of ads be included in 
models of researching attitudes about advertising and their acceptance or rejection. 
Therefore, the results of this research allow us to look at the psychological process 
of accepting or avoiding personalized ads through the aforementioned influencing 
factors (motivators).

New technologies enable the very efficient collection, storage, analysis, copying, 
and distribution of data and information related to a particular person, and, as 
such, it represents the basis for personalization. Personalization enters the area 
of privacy and increases the possibility of privacy violations, which increases the 
concern of individuals for their privacy. The research hypothesis H1 and H2 test 
results did not confirm a positive correlation between privacy concerns and ad 
skepticism and ad avoidance. The arithmetic mean of the answers to the privacy 
questions indicates the respondents’ relative neutrality regarding their privacy 
concerns. As over 51% of respondents are up to 23 years of age and over 39% up 
to 40 years of age, it can be concluded that the younger generation does not attach 
much importance to the issue of privacy in the online environment. The result is 
on the trail of more research showing that Millennials and Generation Z generally 
do not show too much attention to their data privacy in online communication. 
According to Gallup’s research (2016), Millennials are aware of the dangers of 
sharing information but trust the institutions they share that information with. It is 
a generation that grows with the development of social networks and realizes that 
something negative can happen, but it is not the end of the world for them. Similar 
results come from the Center for Digital Future survey (2013), where the 18-34 
generation shows awareness of the problem of privacy and the sharing of personal 
data. Still, more than 50% of them will share information if they get something in 
return. Aima research (2011) finds that 50% of Millennials will share their data to 
access reward programs, while 36% register on a website. These are in the wake 
of the confirmation of the existence of the so-called “privacy paradox” where the 
irrational behavior of users who, despite concerns about the security of their data, 
still share them with some benefit (Norberg et al. 2007; Brown, 2001; Oetzel and 
Gonja, 2011).

The obtained result is not in accordance with the results of the research Beak 
and Morimoto (2012), which shows the privacy concern as predictors of ad 
skepticism and ad avoidance in the context of personalized advertising media 
(unsolicited commercial e-mail, postal direct mail, telemarketing, text messaging) 
and Tran, (2017) in the context of personalized ads on Facebook. On the other 
hand, Youn and Shin (2019) find that younger Facebook users’ privacy concern 



Damir Dobrinić, Iva Gregurec, Dunja Dobrinić • Examining the factors of influence...  
416	 Zb. rad. Ekon. fak. Rij. • 2021 • vol. 39 • no. 2 • 401-428

has no impact on ad avoidance. In their study, Li and Huang (2016) also found 
that privacy concern has no impact on the negative experience (pandan of 
ad skepticism) but has on ad avoidance in the context of online behavioural 
advertising. That privacy concern has no effect on ad avoidance in the generation 
of Millennials is also established by the research of Nyheim et al. (2015) in 
the application of smartphones in advertising. Kusyanti et al. (2017) find that 
younger Facebook users, although believing that a privacy risk exists, it does not 
affect their intention to share private data. The reason for such behaviour is the 
benefits that Facebook as a social network provides. The find that Facebook users 
put benefits ahead of potential privacy risk is also found by Debatin et al. (2009) 
in his research. The tendency of reduced influence of privacy concerns on the 
behaviour of social network users is also indicated by the research of Kim and 
Wang (2020), who find that privacy concern has no influence on behaviour in 
terms of using social media privacy settings. Fear of misuse of their data is not 
a sufficient motive to take action to prevent it. In general, several reasons can be 
given for the absence of privacy concern on ad skepticism and ad avoidance 1) 
the ability to control one’s privacy and control over ads received that Facebook 
provides through privacy settings (Wiese et al., 2020; Kim and Wang, 2020), 
and users have knowledge for it (Debatin et al. 2009), 2) the existence of trust 
in communication through social networks (Wiese et al. 2020; Håkansson and 
Witmer, 2015) and the GDPR regulation (Presthus and Vatne, 2019), 3) the 
benefits that Facebook communication provides, which in the younger population 
goes in the direction of maintaining social contact and self-expression (Youn and 
Shin 2019; Debatin et al., 2009).

Furthermore, the result shows no negative correlation between perceived 
personalized Facebook ads and skepticism towards ads (hypothesis H3). The result 
is not in line with previous research (Beak and Morimoto, 2012; Li and Huang, 
2016; Tran, 2017). Ads tailored to specific individuals have been found not to 
affect their attitude toward advertising. Beak and Morimoto (2012) believe that 
personalized ads, i.e., ads tailored to specific individuals, reduce his resistance to 
ads. In that sense, their skepticism about advertising should be lower. The results of 
this research show the opposite, personalization of ads does not reduce skepticism 
about advertising. The benefits of personalization still do not improve the attitude 
about advertising.

Research hypothesis H4 was accepted, and a negative impact of perceived 
personalized ads on Facebook on ad avoidance was found. The result is consistent 
with Beak and Morimoto’s research (2012) and Nyheim et al. (2015), who find 
that the values delivered by personalized ads reduce the intention to avoid them. 
In addition, Van den Broeck et al. (2020) find that personalized ads also contribute 
to greater engagement of recipients of such ads. On the other hand, Tran (2017) 
emphasizes the role of personalized Facebook ads in increasing their credibility and 
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positive attitude about Facebook advertising. His research does not find a significant 
impact of perceived personalized ads on ad avoidance. However, this indicates that 
this impact exists through the mediation of a credibility variable.

Research hypothesis H5 was not accepted. Facebook ad irritability has not had a 
positive effect on ad skepticism, which is not consistent with previous research by 
Smith (2007), Beak and Morimoto (2012), Nyheim et al. (2015), and (Youn and 
Shin, 2019). The result is not expected. However, some previous research conducted 
on a younger population related to determining the impact of ad irritability on 
ad value perception (in the context of different media) also finds that irritability 
perception does not negatively affect ad value (Dar et al. 2014; Murillo and Merino 
2016; Dobrinić, 2020). Respondents’ opinion regarding the irritability of ads is 
mostly neutral (mean range 2.82 to 3.75, on a 5-point scale), which indicates their 
resistance to irritability of personalized ads. The reason for this resistance can be 
found in their technological skills that allow them to easily navigate the social 
networks and neutralize the negative impact of unwanted content without many 
cognitive efforts. 

Research hypothesis H6 was accepted, a positive correlation was found between 
Facebook ad irritability and ad avoidance. Path analysis shows the most significant 
impact (0.65) of ad irritation on ad avoidance. (Table 4). Results are consistent 
with previous research by Smith (2007), Beak and Morimoto (2012), Nyheim et al. 
(2015), and Youn and Shin (2019) where it was confirmed that intrusive ads create 
a sense of irritation for the user and lead him to avoid them.

Research hypothesis H7 has not been accepted. The significant impact of 
skepticism on ad avoidance has not been established, so skepticism is not a driver 
of ad intent avoidance. A review of previous research hypotheses found that these 
were perceived personalization and perceived ad irritation. The obtained result 
is contrary to Beak and Morimoto (2012) research in contexts of personalized 
advertising media and Li and Huang (2016) in the context of online advertising 
negative experience to ad avoidance, but in line with Tran (2017) research in the 
context of personalized ads on Facebook. Tran (2017) explains this result by the 
role and significance of personalized ads for Facebook users who, despite some 
skepticism, maintain a positive attitude about those ads as well as the type of 
products and brands that are advertised. This study also confirms the high impact 
of perceived personalization on personalized ad skepticism. Participants show some 
neutrality regarding skepticism towards Facebook advertising (mean responses 
range from 2.44 to 3.03 on a scale of 1 to 5). They are neutral in terms of the 
veracity of the ads, their informativeness, and their reliability. At the same time, 
they show neutrality towards avoiding these ads (mean responses range from 3.25 
to 3.50). They do not hate personalized ads, they do not ignore them, and they do 
not reject them a priori upon receipt.
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6. Conclusion

Social networks are becoming the most important communication medium with a 
great impact on society as a whole. Social media marketing today is more than ever 
focused on developing customer engagement in which personalized ads are of great 
importance. In this section, the scientific, as well as a practical contribution to the 
development of marketing strategies through social networks, will be presented.

6.1. Contribution to the theory

Currently, different ways and techniques of personalization are used (according to 
location, interests, searches, preoccupation, etc.) in order to try to meet the needs 
of a particular individual. Personalization inevitably contributes to increased sales 
(BCG, 2020), but it can also cause the opposite effect, which in theory is known 
as the “personalization paradox” Thus, personalization based on the collected 
(obtained) data and information provide the potential buyer with a more relevant 
offer; however, it can induce concerns regarding customers’ vulnerability and 
compromised privacy. To keep the negative sides of personalization under control, 
it is necessary to pay attention to the perception of personalization by Facebook 
users. Therefore, it is necessary to determine which elements affect the acceptance 
of personalized ads and their less avoidance.

Previous research in the context of different media has established the relationship 
between the perception of personalized ads and ad avoiding. There are very few 
papers that explore this in the context of Facebook ads, which is understandable 
given those technologies of more recent date support this form of advertising. The 
research included mainly the younger population, which shows that they are aware 
of the dangers of sharing personal data and information via Facebook, but this 
does not affect their behavior in terms of avoiding personalized ads. What bothers 
them and what is the main reason for avoiding ads is their irritability. Path analysis 
confirms that fact and shows that the influence of perceived irritability on avoiding 
personalized ads is the greatest (0,65). Perceived personalization, privacy concern, 
and perceived ad irritation explain 48% of ad skepticism variance and 51.6% of 
the variance in avoidance. Although the independent variables from the model 
satisfactorily predict changes in the dependent variables, the introduction of new 
variables of influence that the further development of this form of advertising will 
bring is necessary in order to better predictions.

6.2. Managerial implications

This research shows that a younger group of users does not show much concern 
about privacy, and it does not affect their attitude about Facebook advertising and 
avoiding Facebook personalized ads. The result is a trace in the literature of present 
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knowledge about the behaviour and characteristics of Generation Z and Millennials 
who are aware that the danger of data misuse exists but trust the institutions. It 
signifies that advertisers must continue to focus on protecting privacy and not 
compromise this trust. This ensures the exchange of information that will enable 
more precise targeting. According to the research results, the younger population of 
Facebook users is looking for certain benefits that can be considered as the reason 
for reduced privacy concerns. Those benefits have to be clearly communicated, 
recognized, and to be on the trail of the credibility of the advertising itself. Precise 
targeting of users with the offer requires additional effort to create content that 
users recognize, leading to reducing skepticism and avoidance of ads. The research 
results show a strong influence of the perception of ad irritation on their avoidance. 
Irritability can be caused by untrue, confusing, and intrusive content and too 
many ads or too often to send ads. These are the elements to pay attention to when 
creating and implementing advertising campaigns. In order to ensure the credibility 
(as well as greater efficiency) of advertising, these elements must be aligned with 
the requirements and wishes of the recipient.

6.3. Limitations and future research

The structure of the sample can be highlighted as a limiting factor of this research. 
The sample consists of a younger population (members of Generation Z and 
Millennials). Given that the structure of Facebook users is increasingly changing 
in favour of the older population, future research should include them. It would 
also be interesting in future research to investigate the impact of ad personalization 
and ad irritability on advertising skepticism about advertising. Personalization, 
supported by the development of new technologies, primarily AI and Big Data, 
is changing the current patterns of marketing activities, which requires constant 
research of customers’ attitudes about it. In adopting these marketing approaches, it 
is important to consider the generations according to which they are implemented. 
Younger generations are more receptive to change than older ones, who still have 
some market power. So, there will be a very turbulent period in which generations 
will cope differently, and different circumstances (variables) will affect their 
satisfaction and certain behavior. Exploring these impacts will be a condition sine 
qua non of new customized marketing approaches.
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Istraživanje čimbenika utjecaja na izbjegavanje personaliziranih oglasa na 
Facebooku

Damir Dobrinić1, Iva Gregurec2, Dunja Dobrinić3

Sažetak

Personalizacija oglasa postaje dominantna promotivna taktika koja se dodatno 
poboljšava primjenom novih tehnologija. Veća učinkovitost glavni je cilj takvog 
pristupa oglašavanju koji može uzrokovati i pojavu takozvanog „paradoksa 
privatnosti“ te time izazvati negativne reakcije potrošača u smislu izbjegavanja 
takvih oglasa. Ovaj rad istražuje čimbenike koji utječu na izbjegavanje 
personaliziranih oglasa komuniciranih putem društvene mreže Facebook. U 
okviru istraživačkog modela razmatra se utjecaj percipirane personalizacije, 
percipirane iritacije i percipirane zabrinutosti za privatnost na skepticizam prema 
oglasima i njihovom izbjegavanju. Provedeno je empirijsko istraživanje nad 
podacima prikupljenih putem mobilnih aplikacija Facebook i WhatsApp. U skladu 
s dobivenim rezultatima, utvrđeno je da ne postoji negativan utjecaj percipirane 
personalizacije na skepticizam prema oglasima dok postoji prema njihovom 
izbjegavanju. Izravni pozitivni utjecaj percipirane zabrinutosti za privatnost na 
skepticizam i izbjegavanje oglasa nije utvrđen. Utvrđeno je da pozitivan utjecaj 
percipirane iritacije oglasa na skepticizam ne postoji ali postoji vrlo jak utjecaj te 
varijable na izbjegavanje oglasa. Također, utvrđeno je da skepticizam prema 
personaliziranim oglasima nema pozitivan utjecaj na izbjegavanje personaliziranih 
oglasa. Osim novih spoznaja, rezultati ovog rada mogu biti korisni u osmišljavanju 
i provedbi promotivnih kampanja putem društvenih medija.

Ključne riječi: Facebook personalizirani oglasi, skepticizam prema oglasima, 
izbjegavanje oglasa, nove tehnologije
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Appendix 

Table A1: Original measurement items

Variables       Measurement items
Advertising 
Avoidance

AAV1 I intentionally ignore any personalized advertising on Facebook.

AAV2 I hate any personalized advertising on Facebook.

AAV3 It would be better if there were no personalized advertising on 
Facebook.

AAV4 I discard (throw away, hang up) personalized advertising on 
Facebook immediately without opening (reading, listening to) it.

AAV5 I have asked marketers to take me off their e-mail (mailing, 
telephone) lists.

Scepticism 
toward 
advertising

STA1 We can depend on getting the truth in most personalized 
advertising on Facebook.

STA2* Personalized advertising’s aim is to inform the consumer.

STA3* I believe personalized advertising on Facebook is informative.

STA4 Personalized advertising on Facebook is generally truthful.

STA5 Personalized advertising on Facebook is a reliable source of 
information about the quality and performance of products.

STA6 Personalized advertising on Facebook is truth well told.

STA7 In general, personalized advertising on Facebook presents a 
true picture of the product being advertised.

STA8 I feel I have been accurately informed after viewing (reading, 
listening to) most personalized advertising on Facebook.

STA9 Most personalized advertising on Facebook provides 
consumers with essential information.

Perceived 
Privacy 
Concerns

PPC1 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook I feel 
uncomfortable when information is shared without permission.

PPC2 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook I am 
concerned about misuse of personal information.

PPC3* When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook It bothers 
me to receive too much advertising material of no interest.

PPC4 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook I feel 
fear that information may not be safe while stored.

PPC5 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook I believe 
that personal information is often misused.

PPC6 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook I think 
companies share information without permission.
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Variables       Measurement items
Perceived ad 
irritation

PAI1 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook, I think it 
is negative.

PAI2 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook, I think it 
is irritating.

PAI3 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook, I think it 
is pointless.

PAI4 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook, I think it 
is unappealing.

PAI5 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook, I think it 
is regressive.

PAI6 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook, I think it 
is unattractive.

PAI7 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook, I think 
it is vulgar.

PAI8 When I receive personalized advertising on Facebook, I think 
it is awful.

Perceived 
Personalization

PPE1 This personalized advertising on Facebook makes purchase 
recommendations that match my needs.

PPE2 I think that this personalized advertising on Facebook enables 
me to order products that are tailor-made for me.

PPE3 Overall, this personalized advertising on Facebook is tailored 
to my situation.

PPE4 This personalized advertising on Facebook makes me feel that 
I am a unique customer.

PPE5 I believe that this personalized advertising on Facebook is 
customized to my needs.

Source: Author’s research


