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Intrusiveness is a common complaint of advertising practices that inter- 
rupt the goals of consumers in traditional media such as billboards on a 
scenic highway (Vespe 1997), television commercials during an exciting 
scene in a program (Krugman 1983), or an airplane dragging a sign over a 
beach on a sunny day. In an early study of U.S. consumers, Bauer and 
Greyser (1968) recognized intrusiveness as a major cause of advertising 
annoyance. And though advertisers prefer ads that demand consumers' 
scarce attention, consumers tend to form negative attitudes toward such 
tactics. These negative attitudes can then affect brand perceptions and 
attitudes (MacKenzie and Lutz 1989) and sometimes lead to ad avoidance 
(Abernethy 1991; Clancey 1994; Krugman and Johnson 1991). 

Rust and Varki (1996) anticipated that advertisements in new media 
would be less intrusive as a result of interactivity. However, research has 
already reported that on-line ads are disturbing (Reed 1999), in that new 
tactics such as pop-up ads are relegating users to passive viewers of forced 
messages, similar to traditional television commercials. When on-line, how- 
ever, consumers are often goal directed and may believe the ads are even 
more intrusive than when they are viewed in other media. They are likely to 
have negative attitudes toward ads or avoid them altogether to the degree 
that they feel the ads are unwanted. Although the intrusiveness of adver- 
tisements has been addressed in several studies (Bauer and Greyser 1968; 
Greyser 1973; Ha 1996; Pollay 1986), it has not been operationalized, and no 
scale currently exists for measuring this important construct. 

The purpose of this paper is to develop, rehe ,  and validate a scale that measures 
the degree to which ads are perceived as intrusive. The research then distinguishes 
the new measure fi-om feelings of irritation that result from intrusive ads. The 
study follows the guidelines set forth by Churchill (1979), Gerbing and Anderson 
(1988), and Peter (1981). The process began by specifying the domain of the ad 
intrusiveness construct in relation to ad irritation and ad avoidance and then 
progressed through four methodological phases: generating sample items, purify- 
ing the measure, validating the scale with new data, and assessing reliabihty. 

Major Constructs 

Evidence of the perceived intrusiveness of advertisements can be found in 
the multitude of studies examining consumers' negative attitudes and be- 
haviors when faced with unwanted ads. However, studies have rarely fo- 



cused on intrusiveness, but rather have examined 
outcome measures such as ad irritation (Aaker and 
Bruzzone 1985; Bauer and Greyser 1968) and ad avoid- 
ance (Speck and Elliott 1997a, b). It is believed that 
perceptions of intrusion often serve as a cause of both 
irritation and avoidance of advertisements. There- 
fore, it is necessary to examine both irritation and 
avoidance behaviors in relation to ad intrusiveness to 

I provide a context in which the meaning of intrusive- 
ness can be best understood. 

Ad Irritation 

Public perceptions of advertising have been studied 
for decades, and findings show that consumers' atti- 
tudes toward advertising as an institution are usu- 
ally more favorable than unfavorable (Bauer and 
Greyser 1968; Ducoffe 1996; Sandage and Leckenby 
1980). Many consumers recognize not only the nega- 
tive societal effects of advertising, but also the positive 
economic impact of the advertising industry. However, 
individual advertisements dlffer from advertising as 
an institution of society, and research indicates that 
the content and tactics of certain ads "offend or "irri- 
tate" consumers (Aaker and Bruzzone 1985; Bauer and 
Greyser 1968; Wells, Leavitt, and McConville 1971). 

An irritating ad is often one that is "provoking, 
causing displeasure and momentary impatience" 
(Aaker and Bruzzone 1985, p. 48). Irritation in response 
to ads has been defined as more negative than dislike 
(Aaker and Bruzzone 1985) but less negative than of- 
fensiveness, which is often caused by moral concern 
about the content of an ad (Bauer and Greyser 1968). 

Causes of ad irritation can be broadly classified 
into three categories: ad content, execution, and place- 
ment. First, Bauer and Greyser (1968) found that ads 
are perceived as annoying (a synonym for irritating) 
if their content is untruthful, exaggerated, confusing, 
or insults the viewer's intelligence. Second, ads are 
deemed irritating to the degree that they are poorly 
executed. Poorly executed ads are judged to be irritat- 
ing if they are too loud, too long, or too large (Aaker and 
Bruzzone 1985; Bauer and Greyser 1968). Third, con- 
sumers are likely to get irritated when there are too 
many ads or when the same ad appears too frequently 
(Bauer and Greyser 1968). When consumers are irri- 
tated by advertisements, they are likely to avoid them. 

~ Ad Avoidance 

Consumers' avoidance of television commercials has 
been described as zipping, zapping, flipping, flicking, 
and grazing (Abernethy 1991; Bellamy and Walker 
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1996; Cronin and Menelly 1992; Eastman, Neal- 
Lundsford, and Riggs 1995; Kaplan 1985; Kneale 1988; 
Yorke and Kitchen 1985; Zufryden, Pedrick, and 
Sankaralingam 1993). Regardless of the different 
names used to describe the reactions of consumers to 
irritating ads, each of the many studies has examined 
the impact of viewer control over ad exposure when 
watching television and concluded that, when consum- 
ers are given a means to avoid ads, many do just that. 
Abernethy (1991) found that viewers are likely to ei- 
ther leave the room or change the channel to avoid ads. 
Other television viewers simply participate in another 
activity or ignore the ads altogether and focus on some- 
thing else (Clancey 1994; Krugrnan and Johnson 1991). 

Speck and Elliott (1997a) found evidence of cogni- 
tive, behavioral, and mechanical ad avoidance across 
both electronic and print media. Cognitive avoidance 
consists of tuning ads out and shifting focus. Behav- 
ioral avoidance was operationalized as leaving the 
room. Mechanical avoidance focused on the use of a 
remote control to change the channel. Regardless of 
the means by which people choose to avoid ads, it seems 
clear that ad avoidance limits the ability of commercial 
messages to reach their intended audiences. 

Some evidence suggests that avoiding ads occurs as 
a result of attitudes toward advertising in general. 
Cronin and Menelly (1992) showed that viewers were 
likely to avoid an ad upon recognition of its occur- 
rence, not of specific ad content. Abernethy (1991) 
found that most avoidance behavior regarding televi- 
sion commercials occurs during the first ad in a se- 
quence. Viewers who zip or zap ads tend to see ads as 
an intrusion on media use in general. They do not 
generally discriminate between ads they avoid and 
ads they watch; they simply avoid all ads. 

However, Lee and Lumpkin (1992) found evidence 
that ad avoidance when watching taped programming 
is moderated by the degree to which people view ads as 
containing useful information. This finding is in line 
with much of the research on ad irritation. Ads contain- 
ing information perceived as usehl elicit less irritation 
than do ads not deemed useful and are less likely to be 
avoided (Aaker and Bruzzone 1985; Pasadeos 1990). 
Bauer and Greyser (1968) described irritation in re- 
sponse to changes in ad content, execution, and place- 
ment. Thus, both irritation and avoidance are outcome 
measures, or consumer responses, that can be affected 
by characteristics of specific ads. 

Ad Intrusiveness 

Although ads may ultimately be deemed irritating 
or avoided on the basis of content, execution, or place- 
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ment, these same ads will first be evaluated on the 
basis of the degree to which they interrupt the goals 
of viewers, or their perceived intrusiveness. Ha (1996, 
p. 77) defined intrusiveness as "the degree to which 
advertisements in a media vehicle interrupt the flow 
of an editorial unit." This definition, albeit useful as a 
point of departure, requires elaboration to meet the 
needs of the current study. Intrusiveness is a percep- 
tion or psychological consequence that occurs when 
an audience's cognitive processes are interrupted. 
Therefore, ads within programming or editorial units 
are not themselves intrusive, but rather, the ads must 
be perceived as interrupting the goals of the viewers 
to be considered intrusive. Speck and Elliott (1997b) 
believe that ads often act as noise in the environ- 
ment. Noise was defined as "all communication ele- 
ments that affect the availability, cost or value of 
desired content" (Speck and Elliott 1997b, p. 65). Con- 
ceptualizing ads as noise allows for the possibility of 
three communication-related problems. First, ads can 
hinder the search for programming content, in that 
ads block access to programming. Second, ads can 
interrupt the use of programming or content and there- 
fore be distractions from the mediated environment. 
Third, ads may completely disrupt the interaction 
with the desired content. In that some consumers 
view ads as noise to be filtered, it seems that the 
placement of advertisements within the programming 
affects the viewer's goals, and it is this placement 
that is likely to affect the degree to which the viewer 
perceives ads as intrusive. 

To the degree that ads are perceived as intrusive, 
feelings of irritation are likely to occur. Specifically, 
ads that interfere with consumers' processing of pro- 
gramming or editorial content in a media environ- 
ment will lead to more irritation than will ads that 
are welcomed. These negative feelings of irritation 
may be heightened to the degree that the ads are 
disturbing because of their execution (e.g., too loud or 
too long) or placement (e.g., too many or too frequent). 
Viewers that are interrupted and experiencing irrita- 
tion may then also engage in ad avoidance (Kennedy 
1971; Krugrnan 1983; Park and McClung 1986; Soldow 
and Principe 1981). 

Although intrusiveness should be considered pri- 
marily a cognitive process in which consumers may 
recognize ads as disturbing, it should be thought of as 
distinct from the negative emotions and reactions 
that may result. Intrusiveness describes the mecha- 
nism by which ads evoke negative emotional reactions, 
such as irritation or annoyance, but not the negative 
emotional reactions themselves. Also, a valid measure 
of intrusiveness should be positively correlated with 

measures of cognitive, behavioral, or mechanical ad 
avoidance. Conceptually, however, the perception of 
intrusiveness should be different from cognitive, be- 
havioral, or mechanistic intentions to respond. 

We must also expand of the concept of an "editorial 
unit," which should be broadly defined to include all 
new environments in which ads appear. Traditional 
ads are usually embedded in editorial content, such 
as newspaper or magazine stories and radio or televi- 
sion programming. As new forms of communication 
appear on the Internet and elsewhere, an ad may 
take place in noneditorial content, such as e-mail and 
chat rooms. Exposure to ads is becoming more preva- 
lent, and technology now allows for ads to be forced 
on viewers at unexpected intervals or in nontradi- 
tional settings, especially on-line. The timing of ads 
can be programmed to occur at random intervals dur- 
ing normal surfing sessions on the Web or other inter- 
active environments. The ability to target ads when viewers 
are not expecting them may s e c t  viewers' perceptions of 
intrusiveness and, thus, ad effectiveness. 

Because of the potential importance of intrusive- 
ness as the impetus in creating negative emotional 
reactions to ads and driving consumers to avoid ads, 
a measure of this construct clearly is needed. On the 
basis of the proceeding discussion, we define intru- 
siveness as a psychological reaction to ads that inter- 
fere with a consumer's ongoing cognitive processes. 
Interference is broader than interruption because it 
includes aspects of an ad itself (volume, length, or 
size) and the media schedule (frequency and clutter) 
that could add to feelings of intrusiveness. The defi- 
nition is context free, in that it applies regardless of 
when or where the interference takes place. For ex- 
ample, intrusiveness may be perceived when consum- 
ers see a pop-up ad when they read e-mail, see a 
commercial during television programming, or view 
an ad among editorial content in a magazine. As long 
as the ads interfere with cognitive processing, the 
perception of the ads as intrusive is possible. 

Scale Development Process 

Generation of  Sample Items 

Using the preceding explication of intrusiveness, 
the current study employed three methods to gener- 
ate a pool of potential scale items: literature reviews 
(Churchill 1979), thesaurus searches (Wells, Leavitt, 
and McConville 1971), and experience surveys (Chen 
and Wells 1999; Churchill 1979). First, previous stud- 
ies on negative reactions to advertising in general 
and the perception of ads as intrusive were reviewed 
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to identifj. relevant conceptualizations of the construct. 
Research indicated that consumers' criticisms are gen- 
erally directed a t  the tactics advertisers employ that 
make the experience of processing ads negative, rather 
than the institution of advertising itself (Bauer and 
Greyser 1968; Ducoffe 1996; Sandage and Leckenby 
1980). Thus, our review focuses on consumer reac- 
tions to ads as  instruments instead of on attitude 
toward advertising in general. 

In a study of consumer reactions to television com- 
mercials, Wells, Leavitt, and McConville (1971, p. 13) 
identified irritation as a reaction that can be mea- 
sured as  "the degree to which the rater dislikes what 
he has seen." Words used to measure this construct 
included terrible, stupid, ridiculous, irritating, and 
phony. Duncan and Nelson (1985) developed a three- 
item scale measuring the degree to which a person 
indicates that  a commercial is irritating, annoying, 
and not enjoyable to hear. Edell and Burke (1987) 
developed a feelings scale of three dimensions: up- 
beat, negative, and warm. The negative dimension 
included 20 items, such as annoyed, irritated, offended, 
bored, and fed-up. These three scales were compared, 
and Wells, Leavitt, and McConville's irritation scale 
(1971) was adopted for this study because of its con- 
struct relevance. 

Second, no scales specifically measuring advertis- 
ing intrusiveness were found in the review, so the- 
sauruses were consulted for possible item$. According 
to the Longn~arz Dictzonary of Contenlporury Erzgl~slz 
(p. 588), intrusiveness is "of or concerning intrusion," 
which refers to "an occasion when someone or some- 
thing forms an interruption of work, someone else's 
affair, etc." This definition of intrusiveaess in general 
is consistent with our definition of ad intrusiveness. 
Because of the relatively speczc nature of the construct, 
only a h t e d  number of synonyms was found. Synonyms 
for intrusiveness included bothersome, distracting, dis- 
turbing, invasive, interfering, and obtrusive. 

Third, a panel of advertising researchers was con- 
sulted regarding the words selected from the thesau- 
rus searches, and a list of 11 adjectives was generated 
for testing. They are bothersome, distracting, disturb- 
ing, forced, interfering, intrusive, invasive, obligated, 
obtrusive, requested, and voluntary. 

Measurement Purification 

One rule for measurement purification is to iden- 
tify items that reliably measure a single, underlying, 
unidimensional construct. The unidimensionality of 
a scale is essential because a composite score is nor- 
mally calculated on the basis of the respondents' scores 

on all items of a scale as an unweighted sum (Hattie 
1985). Exploratory factor analysis is normally used early 
in this process to discover the items that disagree with 
the common core of items and to produce additional 
dimensions (Churchill 1979). Confirmatory factory 
analysis is ideal for the final verification of the unidi- 
mensionality of a scale (Gerbing and Anderson 1988). 
In addition, the items of a scale should measure the 
construct evenly. That is, all items should have a simi- 
larly strong association with the latent construct, as 
reflected in the factor loadings. Finally, the rule of 
parsimony should be followed. If two scales have the 
same reliability, a scale with fewer items is preferred 
because it is easier to use (Hunter and Gerbing 1982). 

Study 1 

Following these practices, participants were re- 
cruited from an introductory advertising course for a 
laboratory experiment. Because the course was a cam- 
pus-wide elective, the sample of participants repre- 
sented a variety of majors. Participants viewed a Web 
site with an interstitial-an ad in a pop-up window- 
during the viewing session. After the viewing ses- 
sion, each participant was asked to fill out a 
questionnaire containing ad intrusiveness and ad ir- 
ritation measures. A total of 87 participants com- 
pleted the experiment. 

Experinzerztal Deszgn. Two Web sites were created 
for the experiment: one was a movie review site and 
the other was a financial aid site. The content of the 
two sites was selected on the basis of a pretest, which 
revealed that both movies and financial aid were mod- 
erately interesting to participants of both genders. To 
maximize the external validity of the study, each site 
had a large collection of articles and links to other 
relevant sites. Participants were randomly assigned 
to one of the two sites and asked to read an article, during 
which they were exposed to one of the pop-up ads, whch 
varied in length, position on the page, and congruence 
regarding the page content. Participants were able to close 
a pop-up ad anytme during or after its display. When the 
ten-minute viewing session was complete, participants 
were asked to fill out a questionnaire. 

Measurement. A seven-point scale was used for the 
eleven intrusiveness items with response categories 
from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." In addi- 
tion, participants were asked about the irritation of 
the interstitial. In Wells, Leavitt, and McConville's 
(1971) irritation study, respondents evaluated how 
well the terms terrible, stupid, ridiculous, irritating, 
and phony fit the ad they had just seen on a scale 
from "extremely well" to "not well a t  all." We adapted 
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Table 1 
Exploratory Factor Analysis: Initial Factor Loadings 

Items Factor I Factor I1 
- Factor 111 

Interfering .83 .01 .21 
Bothersome .82 .04 . I6  
lnvasive .81 .04 .20 
Distracting .80 .17 -.I6 
Intrusive .80 -.I4 . I 5  
Obtrusive .79 .03 .I2 
Forced .77 .02 .25 
Disturbing .74 .17 -.36 
Obligated .24 -.83 .05 
Requested .29 .75 .18 
Voluntary .20 .12 .92 

Notes: Bold items indicate items loading on each factor. 

Table 2 
Factor Loadings of the Eight-Items of Ad Intrusiveness 

Items Factor Loading 

lnterfering 
Bothersome 
lnvasive 
Intrusive 
Forced 
Obtrusive 
Distracting 
Disturbing 

the response categories from Wells, Leavitt, and (voluntary) with an eigenvalue of 1.09 and 9.9% of 
McConville (1971) to be consistent in format with the variance. The loadings of these factors, as generated 
intrusiveness items and used a seven-point scale an- with principal component extraction and varimax ro- 
chored from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." tation, are provided in Table 1. 

To explore the surfing behavior and ad avoidance, A decision was made to reduce the three factors to 
viewing sessions were recorded using a screen cap- one for several reasons. First, the eigenvalue of each 
turing software, of which the participants were un- factor was examined. The first factor carried an eigen- 
aware to avoid sensitizing them. Participants were value of 5.37, and the remaining two factors had eigen- 
debriefed about the recording method, and all agreed values slightly higher than 1, the borderline. A scree 
to the use of their data in the study. Ad avoidance plot was conducted, and the slope between the second 
was used for testing the validity of the measure of ad and third factors was flat. The pattern indicates that 
intrusiveness. the inclusion of the second and third factors does 

Data Analysis. Exploratory factor analysis was con- little to increase the explanatory power of the scale 
ducted on the eleven items of intrusiveness, and the (Hair et al. 1998). Second, we were concerned that 
initial result revealed three factors. The first factor the small number of items loading on the second and 
included eight items (interfering, bothersome, inva- third factors did not accurately and completely mea- 
sive, intrusive, distracting, obtrusive, forced, and dis- sure distinct aspects of intrusiveness. For example, 
turbing) with an eigenvalue of 5.37 and 48.8% of the word "requested" could mean either the viewer is 
variance, the second factor included two items (obli- requested to view the interstitial or the viewer re- 
gated and requested) with an eigenvalue of 1.36 and quests the interstitial. It may have caused confusion, 
12.3% of variance, and the third factor had one item as indicated by the direction of factor loadings of the 
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Table 3 
Standardized Coefficients of the Seven ltems of Ad Intrusiveness 

Items Pop-up Ads Television Commercials Magazine Ads 

Distracting .71 .84 .63 
Disturbing .63 .45 .47 
Forced .74 .42 .62 
Interfering .84 .88 .81 
Intrusive .79 .53 .59 
lnvasive .81 .74 .85 
Obtrusive .80 .83 .85 

two items (obligated and requested! on Factor 2 (a 
negative factor loading for obligated). In addition, a 
single item for Factor 3 is not a robust solution. Third, 
without the three items (obligated, requested, and 
voluntary ), the remaining eight items converged on 
one factor, with factor loadings from .70 to .85. The 
extracted variance was .64, higher than the value of 
.50 suggested by Hair and colleagues (1998). These 
analyses convinced us that a one-factor solution is 
appropriate for the intrusiveness items. The eight 
items that  remained were bothersome, distracting, 
disturbing, forced, invasive, interfering, intrusive, and 
obtrusive. The factor loadings of the eight items are 
provided in Table 2. 

Study 2 

In accordance with the suggestions of Churchill 
(1979) and Gerbing and Anderson (19881, new data 
were collected to verify the unidimensionality and 
internal consistency of the eight items measuring ad 
intrusiveness. To add to the generalizability of the 
scale, the eight intrusiveness items were tested with 
television coinmercials and magazine ads. Participants 
viewed a television program and read a magazine in 
two separate sessions, one day apart. The order of 
presentation was counterbalanced. The television pro- 
gram contained three commercials, and the maga- 
zine article was interrupted by five sets of ads. 
Following the television viewing or magazine read- 
ing, participants were asked to fill out a question- 
naire measuring the intrusiveness and irritation of 
the ads overall using the items from Study 1. A total 
of 57 participants completed both sessions, and their 
data were used in this validation analysis. 

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to ex- 
amine the unidimensionality and internal consistency 
of the eight intrusiveness items (bothersome, distract- 
ing, disturbing, forced, interfering, intrusive, inva- 
sive, and obtrusive). The data were found to fit well 

for television commercials ( x 2  ,2,,=31.22, p>.05) but 
not for magazine ads (~"(,,,=38.47, p<.01). An exami- 
nation of the modification indices suggested that  the 
item "bothersome" had excessive covariance with other 
items in magazine ad data. Thus, it was dropped in 
the second round of analysis. The seven-item solution 
resulted in an adequate fit for both television com- 
mercials (xL i,,,=19.90, p>.10, goodness-of-fit index 
[GFIl=.9 1, adjusted goodness-of-fit index [AGFIl= .83, 
root mean  squared e r ro r  of approximation 
[RMSEAl=.09) and magazine ads (xLt,,,=22.35, p> .05, 
GFI= .90, AGFI=.80, RMSEA=.lO), as the GFI reached 
the rule of .90 for both media types (Bentler 1590). 
For the interstitial ad data, these seven items re- 
mained fit (~",,,,=18.56, p>.10, GFI= .94, hGFI=.89, 
RMSEA=.O6). The seven items were used in all sub- 
sequent analyses. Standardized coefficients for the 
seven items are presented for the pop-up ads, televi- 
sion commercials, and magazine ads in Table 3. 

Assessment of Reliability and Validity 

Unidimensionality is not sufficient to ensure the 
usefulness of a scale, because even a perfectly unidi- 
mensional measure can be affected by measurement 
error. Therefore, Gerbing and Anderson (1988) be- 
lieve that the reliability of a measure should be ex- 
amined af ter  i t s  unidimensionali ty h a s  been 
established. Coefficient alpha is one of the most widely 
used coefficients of equivalence. Following Churchill 
(1979) and Gerbing and Anderson (1988), the seven- 
item scale of ad intrusiveness was found to be reliable 
(a= .go). Construct reliability was further calculated 
manually using the standardized loading of pop-up 
ads from Amos (4.0), following Hair and colleagues 
(1998, p. 612), and the coefficient was .91, well above 
the rule of .50. 

A scale that  is proven to be unidimensional and 
reliable must be further examined in terms of the 
construct validity, or whether the construct is mea- 
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suring what it is supposed to measure. Churchill 
(1979) maintains that, to establish the construct va- 
lidity of a measure, the analyst must determine (1) 
the extent to which the measure correlates with other 
measures designed to measure the same thing and 
(2) whether the measure behaves as expected. Litera- 
ture shows that ad intrusiveness and ad irritation 
are two different but highly related constructs. If a 
measure of ad intrusiveness is valid, it should bear a 
relatively high correlation with ad irritation. In addi- 
tion, ad intrusiveness should be associated with ad 
avoidance. Because ad avoidance is a behavioral mea- 
sure, it offers evidence of convergent validity (Hair et 
al. 1998). The relationships of ad intrusiveness with 
irritation and avoidance were tested in a structural 
model in the study. 

To examine the relationship between ad intrusive- 
ness and ad irritation, a previously validated scale of 
irritation was used (Wells, Leavitt, and McConville 
1971). The five-item scale was found to be reliable 
(tc=.88). To examine the relationship between ad in- 
trusiveness items and ad avoidance behavior, partici- 
pants' captured computer screens were coded. Viewing 
each participant's interaction with a pop-up ad gen- 
erated two variables. The first variable, cognitive ad 
avoidance, details time spent viewing the ad in four 
levels: "viewed almost nothing," "viewed less than 
half of the interstitial," "viewed more than half of the 
interstitial," and "viewed from the beginning to the 
end of the interstitial." The lower amount of viewing 
indicates a higher level of cognitive ad avoidance. 
The second variable measures behavioral ad avoid- 
ance by observing the participants' behaviors in re- 
sponse to the interstitial. Viewers' actions were coded 
as "closed the interstitial before it was over," "made 
the interstitial into background before it was over," 
"moved the interstitial around but left it on," and "did 
not touch the interstitial before it was over." These 
four categories of interaction indicated different lev- 
els of behavioral ad avoidance, with "closed the inter- 
stitial before it was over" as the greatest act of 
avoidance. Two coders coded 30% of the sessions in- 
dependently, and the intercoder agreement was .96. 
One coder finished the rest of the sessions, with a 
total of 59 complete sessions available for analysis. 

Ad avoidance variables were then merged with the 
ad intrusiveness and ad irritation of the same partici- 
pants for validity assessment. Ad intrusiveness was 
specified as an exogenous variable and ad irritation, 
cognitive ad avoidance, and behavioral ad avoidance 
as endogenous variables in a structural model. Two 
models were tested with Amos (4.0), and the results 
are presented in Figure 1. Two models were tested 

separately to examine the relative importance of in- 
trusiveness versus irritation on the avoidance mea- 
sures. The two models could not have been run 
simultaneously, because the single model would have 
been underidentified. 

Models A (x2 =5.12, p>.05, GFI= .96, AGFI=.80, 
RMSEA=.16) and B (~"2.27, pz.10, GFI= .98, 
AGFI=.91, RMSEA=.05) were both found to fit the 
data well. However, Model B is a better fit of the 
data. These findings show that, though intrusiveness 
affects avoidance to a certain degree, irritation is a 
stronger predictor. Tests of the strength of the indi- 
vidual path coefficients suggested a significant rela- 
tionship between ad intrusiveness and ad irritation 
(r=.77, p<.01) and between ad intrusiveness and be- 
havioral ad avoidance (r= .27, pc.05). The relation- 
ship between ad intrusiveness and cognitive ad 
avoidance was not significant(r=.23, pz.05). The rela- 
tionships were significant between ad irritation and 
behavioral ad avoidance (r=.30, p <  .05) and between 
ad irritation and cognitive ad avoidance (r=.34,p<.01). 
However, the size of the effects was relatively small, 
possibly due to the small size of a sample (n=59) and 
the discrete nature of the ad avoidance measures. 
The relationship between cognitive ad avoidance and 
behavior ad avoidance was significant in both Model 
A (r=.81, p<.01) and Model B (r=.80, pc.01). 

Scale Validation with New Data 

Finally, the construct validity of a measure should 
be validated with new data (Churchill 1979). Kerlinger 
(1986) believes that construct validity requires preoc- 
cupation with theoretical constructs and scientific 
empirical inquiry involving the testing of hypothesized 
relations. Thus, it is necessary to test the construct 
validity of the measure with additional data. There- 
fore, the seven-item intrusiveness scale was used to 
measure participants' reactions to both television and 
magazine advertisements. 

Literature indicates that television commercials are 
generally perceived to be more intrusive than are 
magazine ads (Bauer and Greyser 1968; Pasadeos 
1990). Thus, if a scale of intrusiveness is valid, it 
should be able to register such a difference. The reli- 
ability of the seven items was first calculated for both 
television commercials ((I= .85) and magazine ads (<I= 

.88), as measured in Study 2. A t-test was then con- 
ducted to compare the means of the composite intru- 
siveness score between television commercials (G= 
3.42) and magazine ads (%= 2.99). The results showed 
that television commercials were perceived as signifi- 
cantly more intrusive than were magazine ads (t= 
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Figure 1 
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2.73,pi  .01), though both means were below the mid- Discussion 
point of four on a seven-point scale. 

The construct validity of the scale was further tested Initially, this study sought to explain consumers' 
by examining its relationship with irritation of televi- cognitive and behavioral reactions to advertisements 
sion commercials and magazine ads. As discussed, on-line in forced exposure situations. The occurrence 
previous research found a relatively high association of pop-up ads is believed to interrupt consumers' cog- 
between ad intrusiveness and ad irritation. This find- nitive processes and, therefore, should be perceived 
ing was confirmed with measures of Study 2. The cor- as an intrusion in individuals' goals. The intmsive- 
relation coefficient between ad intrusiveness and ad ness of an advertisement was found to be related to 
irritation was .70 for television commercials and .77 for feelings of irritation and thus could affect the pro- 
magazine ads, both statistically significant @< .0 1). cessing of the ad. If perceived as intrusive and feel- 
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ings of irritation develop, ads are unlikely to elicit 
positive attitudes in consumers. Rather, consumers 
are more apt to engage in ad avoidance behaviors. 
Therefore, understanding how to minimize the causes 
of irritation in ads will enable the design of more 
effective communications. 

Although academics have studied aspects of ads 
that cause irritation, few have examined the psycho- 
logical mechanisms by which ads elicits these feel- 
ings. It is believed that the interruption of cognitive 
processing may be useful as a means of describing 
how negative feelings are elicited from advertise- 
ments. Before this proposition could be investigated, 
a measure of the degree to which interruptions are 
perceived as intrusive was needed. 

This study initially developed eight items for mea- 
suring the perceived intrusiveness of interactive ads. 
These items showed an  acceptable reliability and conver- 
gent validity with irritation and coptive and behavioral 
ad avoidance. The scale was then vahdated with new data 
collected h m  exposure to television commercials and maga- 
zine ads. Through fkrther rehement, a more parsimoni- 
ous seven-item scale was created that can be used to 
measure the perceived intrusiveness of advertisements 
across m&a (see the Appendix). 

Limitations and Future 
Research Directions 

This study, though it enhances our understanding 
of the role of intrusiveness, is not without limitations. 
First, the pool of items used to construct the measure 
of intrusiveness was relatively small. Churchill (1979) 
and Wells, Leavitt, and McConville (19711 suggested 
that scale development begin with a large pool of 
items to ensure that the best indicators are included. 
Although we used multiple methods, including a lit- 
erature review, a thesaurus, and expert surveys, only 
eleven items were identified from which to create the 
measure of intrusiveness. Second, scale development 
was conducted using student participants. Although 
care was taken in the design of tests, including selec- 
tion of programs and stimulus materials to suit the 
student audience, the validity and reliability of the 
final scale is still subject to tests among adult audi- 
ences. Third, perceived intrusiveness was measured 
after exposure to a single pop-up ad, three television 
commercials, and five sets of magazine ads. That is, 
Study 1 examines the intrusiveness of an ad, whereas 
Study 2 examines the intrusiveness of a pod or a 
series of advertisements. Although not directly com- 
parable, it is believed that initial feelings of intru- 
siveness occur in response to the first ad that 

interrupts content. However, continued interruption, 
as is the case with a series of ads, may exacerbate the 
feeling. Although we anticipate that no significant 
discrepancies will arise from such a design, we be- 
lieve a more consistent design would possibly gener- 
ate more robust results. Such limitations call for 
further research on the perceived intrusiveness of 
different forms of ads and the various media in which 
they are presented. 

The goal of developing a measure of intrusiveness 
was to allow for further research exploring the means 
by which forced exposure can be used to deliver ad- 
vertising messages, while minimizing the negative 
impacts generally associated with irritating ads. The 
measure of intrusiveness developed in this study dem- 
onstrates many desirable psychometric properties and 
therefore has the potential to explain the complex 
interactions consumers have with advertisements. 
However, not all interruptions are perceived nega- 
tively. Instead, the perception of intrusiveness may 
be moderated by other factors in the advertisements 
themselves. Therefore, research is needed to identify 
means by which the perception of ads as intrusive 
can be limited. 

Specifically, research is needed to investigate how 
consumers' goals interact with aspects of the adver- 
tisements themselves to increase or decrease percep- 
tions of intrusiveness. The intensity of different tasks 
may affect the degree to which advertising will be 
perceived as an interruption and therefore intrusive. 
When under time constraints and faced with ads that 
interrupt a given task, consumers may feel greater 
intrusiveness than when not under time pressures. 
The intrusiveness of ads may also be moderated by 
the utility that consumers derive from their content. 
For example, consumers engrossed in a television show 
may become irritated when a television station inter- 
rupts regularly scheduled programming for a news 
bulletin. The interruption was unexpected and occurred 
as the consumers were motivated to process the televi- 
sion show. Thus, consumers might view an interrup- 
tion as extremely intrusive when it is unexpected. 
Alternatively, those same consumers may not view an 
ad that contains "news" as intrusive if it provides some 
form of utility (e.g., valuable information or entertain- 
ment). The means by which people define what is in- 
trusive and what is not is unclear, and therefore, our 
understanding of the role of intrusion as a possible 
cause of irritation needs further examination. 

Overall, the development of an intrusiveness scale 
provides a tool that can be used to examine one of the 
mechanisms underlying negative responses to adver- 
tisements. The value of such a scale lies in its ability 
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to be applied in multiple environments. It is hoped that 
the development of this scale will stimulate further re- 
search on the circumstances in which consumers d e h e  
advertisements as intrusive and add to our understanding 
of negative reactions to advertisements in general. 
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Appendix 
The Ad Intrusiveness Scale 

When the ad was shown, I thought it was .... 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

Distracting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Disturbing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Forced 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Interfering 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Intrusive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
lnvasive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Obtrusive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Notes: u= .90 for interstitials, .85 for television commerc~als, and .88 for magazine ads 
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