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Article

When Sharing Consumption Emotions
With Strangers Is More Satisfying Than
Sharing Them With Friends

Inés López-López1, Salvador Ruiz-de-Maya1, and Luk Warlop2

Abstract
Consumers often share their service experiences with others and, in doing so, may change their evaluation of the experience. In
three studies, we analyze the influence of social sharing of consumption-related emotions on the sharer’s satisfaction with the
consumption experience and related outcomes. Study 1 demonstrates that the sharing of negative emotions amplifies the sharer’s
dissatisfaction. Study 2 shows that the specific nature of the negative emotion (anger vs. regret) and that of the recipient (friend vs.
stranger) moderate this negative effect. Study 3 finds that the effects of sharing further depend on whether the recipient is viewed
as a prospective customer or not. From a theoretical perspective, the findings contradict the claim that cathartic venting contri-
butes to a person’s relief and well-being. In addition, the assertion that strong ties are better than weak ties does not always hold.
The benefits of sharing depend on the specific emotion involved and the recipient’s interests. From a managerial perspective, the
findings should help companies devise programs to compensate the negative consequences of service failures. For example, by
offering customers the opportunity to express anger to strangers through their corporate websites or social media communities,
managers may be able to reduce customer dissatisfaction and thus maintain the relationship. In addition, such opportunities may
help the firm identify dissatisfied consumers and, in turn, apply service recovery strategies to retain them.

Keywords
social sharing, consumption-related emotions, satisfaction

Introduction

Imagine that you have booked a holiday on the Internet at what

seemed to be the perfect vacation resort, but when you arrive at

the resort, you discover that the car you rented online is not

available. You then find that your hotel room is very small and

the view is nothing like the ocean scenery you were promised.

Throughout the remainder of your stay, you also endure the

incompetence of the hotel staff. How would you react when

you returned home? Most likely, you would tell your relatives

and friends about your disappointing experience, as many other

people would do in similar circumstances. In this article, we

examine how the sharing of experiences and emotions affects

subsequent attitudes and behaviors of the sharing customer

toward the company.

Traditionally, research has described emotion as an intraper-

sonal, private event (Dubé, Cervellon, and Jingyuan 2003;

López and Ruiz, 2011; Phillips and Baumgartner 2002; Zeelen-

berg and Pieters 1999). However, emotions are so important

that people also tend to share them socially (Rimé 2007; Rimé

et al. 1999). In their studies on emotion sharing, Rimé and col-

leagues (Christophe and Rimé 1997; Rimé et al. 1999) find that

emotional experiences are shared, most often in the hours fol-

lowing the event and continuing in the following week. These

social reminiscences involve (1) the evocation of the emotion

in a socially shared language and (2) a (real or virtual)

recipient. The most common recipients are the person’s close

ties, such as a spouse/partner or friends. The sharing itself is

often accompanied by mental images, bodily sensations, and

subjective experiences that may amplify or change the origi-

nally felt emotion.

Increasingly, social sharing of emotions occurs in social

media channels. Widely available technologies, such as hand-

held devices, make social media available at all times, enabling

consumers to communicate about their experiences to anybody

at any time. For example, the 2011 price increase by streaming

television provider Netflix caused an unexpectedly large sub-

scriber loss and a massive drop of its stock value, after

infuriated customers began sharing their anger through social

media. However, despite the popularity and impact of social

media, no research to date has examined the implications of

emotion sharing for customer behavior. Prior research on
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consumer-to-consumer (C2C) communication has exclusively

focused on the receiver’s rather than the sender’s perspective

(Sundaram, Mitra, and Webster 1998; Sweeney, Soutar, and

Mazzarol 2008; Wangenheim and Bayón 2007). Our study

bridges this gap in the literature by analyzing the effects of

sharing emotions from the sender’s side.

The goals of this article are 3-fold. First, we aim to investi-

gate whether sharing consumption-related emotions affects

consumers’ own post-consumption outcomes (Study 1). Sec-

ond, we evaluate whether the specific emotion involved in the

episode and the tie strength qualify the consequences of sharing

(Study 2). Third, we test whether knowing about the recipient

status extends the benefits of sharing (Study 3). Figure 1 illus-

trates the model we test in our experiments.

Social Sharing of Emotions

Festinger’s (1954) theory of social comparison provides the

theoretical foundation for social sharing. A basic assumption

of this theory is that people constantly confirm their percep-

tions with others, especially when their emotions generate con-

fusing and ambiguous sensations. By sharing emotions

socially, people seek consensus to build their social reality

(Rimé 2009). The theory of social representation (Moscovici

1984) also helps explain how emotions stimulate conversations

in the social environment. The atypical sensations that come

with emotions force people to search for or produce socially

common representations, with the intent to find external sup-

port for their emotional state. Through conversations, people

converge toward shared representations and knowledge with

their social environment.

Early research on social sharing dealt with emotions caused

by traumatic situations (Conejero and Etxebarrı́a 2007; Rimé

et al. 1999). However, other studies documented that emotion

sharing was broadly consequential and frequently accompanied

daily hassles and uplifts (Luminet et al. 2000; Rimé et al.

1999). Emotions associated with consumption experiences

similarly classify as everyday life emotional events. Salient

examples include emotions triggered by missing a flight, by

bad-mannered salespeople, and by discovering that one paid

more for a product than another customer. Consumers fre-

quently talk about these episodes with their inner circle of

family and friends and sometimes with other people with whom

they interact.

A relevant effect of sharing emotions is the change in emo-

tion intensity, or the degree with which the consumer felt the

emotions elicited during the consumption episode. Research

has documented that writing about upsetting experiences can

be painful at the time of writing, even if there are long-term

improvements in mood and indicators of well-being (Penneba-

ker and Chung 2007). Rimé et al. (1999) warn that talking

about an emotional memory can reactivate event-related emo-

tional feelings. When consumers put their emotions into words

and describe an experienced episode, they relive at least some

of the associated facts, feelings, and sensations. Similar effects

can occur for positive experiences (Kennedy-Moore and Wat-

son 2001). Burton and King (2004) confirm that, compared

with a control group, those who wrote about a positive episode

sought less medical care and described more positive moods up

to three months later. Similarly, sharing emotions means

describing the episode and possibly reliving the associations

that form the episode’s schema. In other words, sharing reacti-

vates and intensifies emotions. Thus:

Hypothesis 1: Social sharing of consumption-related

emotions leads to more intense emotions than a no-

sharing situation.

In addition to emotional intensity, sharing may affect cus-

tomer satisfaction, an important outcome of any consumption

experience (Luo and Homburg 2007). The relationship

between emotion sharing and satisfaction is complex because

the motives behind such sharing are not necessarily the same

for positive and negative consumption experiences. With a pos-

itive experience, people may share emotions to understand that

experience better. Communicating about it both helps the con-

sumer organize and structure the consumption experience and

renders its origins (in the service experience) more salient

and focal in constructing a satisfaction response (Pennebaker

and Chung 2007). The direction of the effect corresponds to the

valence of the experience. Consumers can also have altruistic

motives for talking about their consumption experiences; shar-

ing emotions with other people enables others to make the right

consumption decision (Sundaram, Mitra, and Webster 1998).

The feeling of being helpful to others can naturally contribute

to higher satisfaction.

Regarding negative consumption experiences, the empirical

evidence is mixed. On the one hand, when people engage in

social sharing, they might expect and receive some rewarding

outcome (Rimé et al. 1999). The idea of venting what has been

bottled up represents the most immediate benefit derived from

communicating with others (Stiles 1987). Venting means ‘‘to

relieve or unburden by giving release or expression to feelings’’

(Nyer and Gopinath 2005, p. 938). The positive feelings of

relief may have a direct favorable impact on satisfaction

(Lee-Wingate and Corfman 2011). In addition, when people

have altruistic motives to share, they experience their action

as helpful, which in turn can have a halo effect on felt

Figure 1. Theoretical model.
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satisfaction. On the other hand, as consumers communicate

about consumption episodes, they structure the story in a way

that puts the facts and feelings in order so that the event

becomes more understandable to themselves as well. Conse-

quently, its negativity becomes even more salient to the sharers

(Pennebaker and Seagal 1999). This effect might also be exa-

cerbated by reexperiencing stress. Byrd-Craven et al. (2007)

show that co-rumination (extensively discussing and revisiting

problems with others, speculating about problems, and focus-

ing on negative emotions) increases the level of the stress hor-

mone cortisol. If co-rumination amplifies the hormonal stress

response, sharing can be detrimental for people who communi-

cate experiences with others. These negative consequences

(e.g., stress) could also become apparent in consumers’ evalua-

tions of the product, leading to lower satisfaction. Moreover,

Phillips and Baumgartner (2002) show that stronger intensity

of negative emotions due to sharing leads to lower satisfaction.

As this previous literature demonstrates, both higher and lower

satisfaction can emerge after the sharing of negative consump-

tion experiences compared with a no-sharing situation. How-

ever, we predict that the negative impact on satisfaction will

prevail. The underlying reason is that immediately after shar-

ing, the intensified negative emotions and also the negative

associations with the episode become salient for the evaluation

response, which leads to lower satisfaction. At that moment,

negative information will be more diagnostic than the potential

benefits (Herr, Kardes, and Kim 1991). Thus:

Hypothesis 2a: Social sharing of positive consumption-

related emotions leads to higher satisfaction with the

consumption experience than a no-sharing situation.

Hypothesis 2b: Social sharing of negative consumption-

related emotions leads to lower satisfaction with the

consumption experience than a no-sharing situation.

Specific Emotions in Socially Shared
Consumption Episodes

In general, research has conceptualized emotions along

the general valence dimension of positive and negative affect

(Hullet 2005; López-López and Ruiz-de-Maya 2012; Schoefer

and Diamantopoulos 2008; Winkielman and Trujillo 2008).

However, recent research suggests not only that the valence

of emotions influences consumer responses but also that differ-

ent emotions lead to distinct behavioral responses (Bonifield

and Cole 2007; Mattila and Ro 2008; Zeelenberg and Pieters

2004). Laros and Steenkamp (2005) argue that important nuan-

ces in emotions are not captured in the overall valence

approach and that focusing on specific emotions is more mean-

ingful in understanding consumers’ behavioral responses to

consumption experiences. Thus, explicating exactly which

emotion researchers are investigating is important not only

when identifying the factors that influence that specific emo-

tion but also because of the distinct effects of different emo-

tions on decision making and the way consumers react to the

situation (Van der Pligt et al. 1998).

From a managerial perspective, marketers are more worried

about the consequences of consumers’ sharing of negative

experiences than positive ones because of the detrimental

impact of the former on the firm’s reputation, customer reten-

tion, and the ability to capture new customers. Within this mar-

keting management perspective, it is important to identify

context factors that moderate the main effect of sharing of neg-

ative emotions. Thus, we focus on the effect of two important

context factors: the nature of the emotion shared and the iden-

tity of the recipient of the emotion sharing.

Attribution theory provides the basis for identifying specific

emotions of interest in the consumer’s social sharing context.

This theory assumes that causal inferences influence people’s

actions (Folkes, Kotelsky, and Graham 1987). Specific emo-

tions arising in a consumption episode may relate to who the

consumer believes is to blame for the event. Regret occurs

when a forgone alternative turns out to be (or is imagined to

be) a better choice than the selected alternative (Zeelenberg,

Van Dijk, and Manstead 2000). Regret usually involves self-

blame, an acknowledgment that one has made a mistake and

lost an opportunity to undo or correct the mistake (Roseman,

Wiest, and Swartz 1994). Conversely, anger occurs when a per-

son blames another for a problem (Lazarus 1991). Angry peo-

ple think about how unfair something is; they want to hurt and

get back at someone. Regret is different from anger because (1)

an angry person usually does not think that he or she could have

done something different and (2) he or she does not relate the

cause back to himself or herself (Zeelenberg and Pieters 1999).

When consumers are exposed to a failed encounter and

receive an unexpected outcome, they frequently feel the need

to cope; that is, they attempt to manage the stressful situation

and deal with negative emotions (Lazarus 1991; Mattila and

Ro 2008). After the service failure, a consumer may initiate the

social sharing of emotions because doing so provides an oppor-

tunity to cope with the situation. The effect of such sharing will

depend on the attainment of the associated goal the consumer

pursues. Yi and Baumgartner (2004) find that the main coping

strategy consumers used to manage anger was confrontive cop-

ing, in which they tried to persuade the other party (e.g., the

salesperson who caused the trouble) to change his or her mind.

For regretful consumers, acceptance of the situation and posi-

tive reinterpretation were the coping strategies. In the same

vein, Wetzer, Zeelenberg, and Pieters (2007a) and Bonifield

and Cole (2007) find close relationships not only between (1)

felt anger and blaming the service provider, exacting revenge,

and engaging in retaliatory behavior but also between (2) regret

and self-blame, bonding, and the need for conciliatory behavior.

In summary, the specific goals consumers pursue when sharing

negative consumption experiences with others are related to the

different specific emotions these experiences evoke.

The likelihood of attaining goals when sharing depends not

only on the specific emotion elicited but also on the recipient of

the sharing. Social sharing of emotions will be more beneficial

for the consumer if the recipient facilitates the attainment of the

goal associated with the specific emotion. From the literature

on tie strength, we identify two types of recipients, depending
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on the intensity of the social relationship between consumers:

strong ties and weak ties (Brown and Reingen 1987; Steffes

and Burgee 2009). Social sharing of emotions has traditionally

occurred with intimate (i.e., strong) ties (Rimé et al. 1999; Sen

and Lerman 2007). Prior research has demonstrated that com-

munication between consumers is more influential with strong

relationships than weak relationships (Brown and Reingen

1987; Van Hoye and Lievens 2007).

Nevertheless, Granovetter (1973) highlights the critical role

of weak ties in explaining a wide range of social network link-

ing behaviors. With the advent of the Internet, new and super-

ficial connections, brought together through shared interests,

are becoming more common. Indeed, communication between

strangers has become easier and faster because consumers are

increasingly turning to computer-mediated communication for

information to use and share in their decision-making pro-

cesses (Chatterjee 2001; Fong and Burton 2006). The result-

ing ties are weak from a traditional perspective, but they

selectively connect people who share the same interests. As

a consequence, in online environments, people tend to have

more weak ties, and so the overall impact of these ties is larger

(Bakshy et al. 2012).

Regarding the consequences of sharing particular emotions,

the emotion-response congruency hypothesis (Wetzer, Zeelen-

berg, and Pieters 2007b) complements the tie strength litera-

ture. According to this hypothesis, the responses people

prefer from those they share their emotions with are emotion-

specific. When people share regretful experiences, they want

the other person to respond with advice and dedramatization,

but when they share angry experiences, they want responses

that confirm their anger or similarly express hostility. In both

cases, when people receive the emotion-congruent response,

they will attain a more positive self-evaluation from their inter-

action with the other person.

On the basis of these two theoretical developments, we pro-

pose that for angry consumers, exacting revenge on the source

of their emotions (the service provider or the salesperson) will

be more effective in meeting expectations if they share the

information with a stranger (i.e., a weak tie) interested in the

same product category than a friend, because doing so may dis-

courage the recipient from buying from the same provider.

However, when angry consumers express anger to a friend,

exacting some revenge on the firm is less likely (assuming that

the friend is also not interested in the product and is merely act-

ing as a close tie), thus failing to contribute to a decrease in dis-

satisfaction. Conversely, regretful consumers feel responsible

for the unsatisfactory outcome and tend to refrain from sharing

it with others (Zeelenberg and Pieters 1999, 2004). If they

decide to share the episode at all, they will likely do so with

someone from their intimate circle—that is, someone they

trust—in line with the regret–bonding relationship (Wetzer,

Zeelenberg, and Pieters 2007a). Talking to that recipient likely

provides the sharer with understanding, comfort, and bonding

(i.e., an emotion-congruent answer), subsequently contributing

to higher satisfaction. Strangers are not able to provide comfort

to regretful consumers. Thus:

Hypothesis 3: The impact of sharing specific negative

emotions associated with a negative consumption episode

on consumers’ satisfaction depends on whether the

recipient facilitates the attainment of the associated

goal for sharing. Thus,

Hypothesis 3a: When a consumer shares anger, satisfac-

tion with the consumption experience will be higher

when the recipient is a stranger interested in the product

rather than a friend.

Hypothesis 3b: When a consumer shares regret, satisfac-

tion with the consumption experience will be higher when

the recipient is a friend rather than a stranger interested in

the product.

The Moderating Role of Recipient Status

According to Hypothesis 3, the recipient represents a key factor

for the consequences of sharing to occur. However, a deeper

analysis is required to determine the underlying cause that

results in higher satisfaction. In the anger condition, does the

influence of sharing emerge because the listeners are strangers

or because they are interested in the product? We predict that it

is the interest in the product category (hereinafter ‘‘recipient

status’’) that generates the effect.

By sharing their negative experience with others, angry cus-

tomers hope to tarnish the reputation of a firm and to make oth-

ers reconsider their relationship with it (Grégoire and Fisher

2006). They want to exact revenge on the company and can

inflict damage by sharing the problem with recipients inter-

ested in the same product category. According to Hypothesis

3, not all recipients are equally effective in repairing dissatis-

faction. Friends are unlikely to prompt the sharer to exact

revenge on a company, because they mainly provide the sharer

with understanding and comfort. Conversely, talking about an

episode with a stranger interested in the same product provides

an opportunity to channel the sharer’s need for revenge. In

summary, tie strength moderates the effect of recipient status

on satisfaction:

Hypothesis 4: When a consumer shares anger associated

with a negative consumption episode with a stranger,

satisfaction with the experience will be higher when the

recipient is interested in the product than when he or she

is not.

Sharing with interested strangers may also reduce the inten-

sity of anger. Communicating with a recipient who helps in

goal attainment enables the sharer to release the emotional neg-

ative load linked to the product failure. In contrast, sharing with

friends will contribute to a reduction in anger, regardless of

their status (whether they are interested in the product or not).

Thus:

Hypothesis 5: When a consumer shares anger associated

with a negative consumption episode with a stranger, the

intensity of anger will be lower when the recipient is

interested in the product than when he or she is not.
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Study 1

The purpose of Study 1 is to test Hypotheses 1 and 2. That is, we

aim to determine the effect of socially sharing consumption-

related emotions on both the intensity of the emotions elicited

during the episode and satisfaction with the experience.

Methodology

We used a 2 � 2 between-subjects design, with social sharing

of emotions (no sharing vs. sharing) and the valence of the con-

sumption experience (positive vs. negative) orthogonally

manipulated. We recruited 102 undergraduate students in

exchange for extra course credit and randomly allocated them

to one of four experimental conditions. Data collection came

from a questionnaire, and we removed four incomplete ques-

tionnaires from the analysis.

The experiment occurred in a computer lab. Participants

were directed in groups of 8 to 12 people to take an online ques-

tionnaire. We adapted instructions from Rimé et al. (1992) and

Pennebaker (1997) to our context. After introducing the study

on the first page, the questionnaire instructed the participants to

recall either an especially negative or an especially positive

consumption experience that recently happened to them. The

recall procedure has been successful in stimulating the retrieval

of purchase-related episodes involving emotions (Yi and

Baumgartner 2004). We then assigned the participants to either

a no-sharing control condition or a social sharing condition,

which asked them to write an e-mail about their experience

to a friend, putting specific emphasis on how they felt as a con-

sequence of the episode. Participants reported their satisfac-

tion with three different multi-item scales: direct satisfaction (a¼
.97; Tsai and Huang 2007), repurchase intention (a¼ .91; Bansal,

Irving, and Taylor 2004), and recommendation (a¼ .97; Bougie,

Pieters, and Zeelenberg 2003). They also reported the positive

emotions they felt during the episode (a ¼ .95), including

enjoyment, pleasantness, euphoria, fun, entertainment, enthu-

siasm, fascination, and happiness, and the negative emotions

(a¼ .96), including anger, sadness, irritation, disappointment,

frustration, indignation, disgust, and resentment (Burke and

Edell 1989; Wetzer, Zeelenberg, and Pieters 2007a). All the

items were rated on 11-point scales (Table 1).

Results

We checked whether the valence of the emotions evoked by the

episodes the participants shared was congruent with the corre-

sponding condition. We formed positive and negative emotions

indexes by averaging the single items indicated previously.

As expected, the participants who recalled a positive episode

experienced more positive emotions than those who recalled a

negative episode, Mpos ¼ 4.83, Mneg ¼ 1.53; F(1, 96) ¼ 300.56,

p < .01, whereas those who recalled a negative episode experi-

enced more negative emotions than those who recalled a positive

episode, Mpos ¼ 1.33, Mneg ¼ 5.09; F(1, 96) ¼ 349.27, p < .01.

The analysis of variance (ANOVA) results showed that the

intensity of positive emotions for participants in the sharing

condition who reported positive consumption experiences did

Table 1. Study 1, Reliability of Scales.

Scale/Items Source
Cronbach’s

a

Average
Variance
Extracted

Composite
Reliability

Satisfaction .97 .89 .97
� In general, the service met my expectations Tsai and Huang (2007)
� Overall, this is a good service
� My choice to use this service was a wise one
� In general, I am satisfied with the service

Repurchase intention .91 .84 .91
� Unlikely-likely Bansal, Irving, and Taylor

(2004)� Improbable-probable
� Unsure-sure

Recommendation .97 .91 .97
� I would say positive things about the service Bougie, Pieters, and

Zeelenberg (2003)� I would recommend the service to someone who seeks my advice
� I would encourage friends and relatives to buy from this service

Negative emotions .96 .76 .96
� Anger, Sadness, Irritation, Disappointment, Frustration,

Indignation, Disgust, and Resentment
Wetzer, Zeelenberg,

and Pieters (2007a)
Burke and Edell (1989)

Positive emotions .95 .70 .95
� Enjoyment, Pleasantness, Euphoria, Fun, Entertainment,

Enthusiasm, Fascination, Happiness
Wetzer, Zeelenberg, and

Pieters (2007a)
Burke and Edell (1989)

Note. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) model fit: w2
S-B(103)¼ 170.59 (p < .001); comparative fit index (CFI)¼ 0.99; normed fit index (NFI)¼ 0.96; nonnormed

fit index (NNFI) ¼ 0.98; root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) ¼ 0.082.

López-López et al. 479

 at Universidad de Murcia on October 28, 2014jsr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jsr.sagepub.com/


not differ from the intensity of emotions of those who did not

share episodes, Mno_sharing ¼ 4.75, Msharing ¼ 4.91; F(1, 94)

¼ .35, p > .10. However, negative emotions associated with

unpleasant consumption episodes were more intense in the

sharing condition than in the no-sharing condition, Mno_sharing

¼ 4.71, Msharing ¼ 5.51; F(1, 94) ¼ 8.26, p < .01. Therefore,

the results provide partial support for Hypothesis 1. Further-

more, the ANOVA results showed a significant interaction

effect between valence and sharing for the three dependent

variables: satisfaction, F(1, 94) ¼ 5.17, p < .05; repurchase

intention (F(1, 94) ¼ 7.14, p < .01; and recommendation,

F(1, 94) ¼ 3.93, p ¼ .05. Given the consistency of the three

variables, we formed an overall satisfaction index, combin-

ing satisfaction, repurchase intention, and recommendation

(a ¼ .98) to gain further clarity. Main and interaction effects

were also confirmed for overall satisfaction—sharing: F(1, 94)¼
7.58, p < .01; valence: F(1, 94) ¼ 506.47, p < .001; interaction

effects: F(2, 94) ¼ 7.61, p < .01.

Further analyses demonstrated that when the shared experi-

ence was positive, overall satisfaction did not change as a con-

sequence of sharing, when compared with those who did not

share their experience, Mno_sharing ¼ 5.93, Msharing ¼ 5.93;

F(1, 94) ¼ .00, p > .10. This result is in line with the nonsigni-

ficant effect previously obtained for the intensity of positive

emotions; thus, Hypothesis 2a is not confirmed. Sharing neg-

ative emotions related to a consumption experience with a

friend led to lower overall satisfaction than no sharing at all,

Mno_sharing¼ 2.48, Msharing¼ 1.52; F(1, 94)¼ 14.88, p < .001.

This result is also consistent with the stronger intensity of

negative emotions in the sharing condition. For negative emo-

tions, our findings highlight an ‘‘amplification’’ effect: Shar-

ing negative emotions amplifies the emotional experience and

results in lower satisfaction, in support of Hypothesis 2b.

Discussion

Study 1 demonstrates that the effect of sharing on emotional

intensity and satisfaction depends on the valence of the emo-

tion. Thus, Hypotheses 1 and 2 are only supported for negative

episodes. That is consistent with the assumption that sharing is

more likely to occur for negative emotions because of people’s

tendency to engage in causal attribution processes. For positive

consumption episodes, consumers do not feel the urge to find

the causes of their emotions (Nyer and Gopinath 2005). Our

evidence reveals a simple amplification mechanism, such that

sharing leads to more intense negative emotions. Thus, corre-

sponding consequences on satisfaction only appear for negative

events. So far, we find that the negativity of the episode

becomes more salient and impairs satisfaction, overriding the

expected effect of letting out pent-up emotions.

Study 2

The aim of Study 2 is to test Hypothesis 3. We do so to further

understand the nuances of emotion sharing beyond valence

and to introduce the role of specific negative emotions and tie

strength.

Methodology

We used a 2� 3 between-subjects design, in which we manipu-

lated the specific emotion (anger vs. regret) and tie strength

(friend vs. stranger interested in the product vs. no-sharing con-

trol condition). A sample of 150 Spanish consumers (25 per

cell, 46.7% female, 18–37 age range) were randomly selected

from a main street in a medium-sized city and invited to go

to the headquarters of the research company administering the

study. They received a 4 GB memory stick in return for their

participation. With the goal of minimizing sample bias, inter-

viewers approached potential participants in the street at differ-

ent times (between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m.) and on different days

over a 2-week period. The person from the marketing research

firm invited every fifth person who passed the data collection

point to participate in the study (Bush and Hair 1985; Keen

et al. 2004). Those who accepted went to the firm’s lab to fill

out the questionnaire, where they were randomly distributed

over the six conditions. Of those interviewed in the street,

15% refused to cooperate before they were informed about the

investigation purposes. Of those who accepted, 97.3% reported

having gone on a trip in the past 2 years, and 59.7% reported

having experienced either anger or regret during the trip.

We used a cover story about a new, to-be-launched website

to make the study more believable and realistic. At the same

time, the story helped us manipulate the recipient of the sharing

who acted as the vehicle to attain the goal. In the friends con-

dition, to reinforce the idea that people exposed to the sharing

in the website were intimate, the website claimed ‘‘The friends’

corner. Tell your friends about your personal travel experi-

ences. Share them now!’’ In contrast, in the strangers condition,

the website claimed ‘‘The travelers’ corner. Tell future trave-

lers about your own travel experiences. Share them now!’’ The

instructions clearly stated that surfers of this website were peo-

ple unknown to the sharer.

After being seated in the lab, all participants were instructed

to recall a past consumption experience related to a recent hol-

iday trip in which either anger or regret was the main emotion

involved. In the first situation, they were asked to focus on any-

thing that went wrong with the service whose occurrence could

be attributed to an external source (e.g., the hotel room was

small and dirty, the flight was delayed without explanation).

In the second situation, they were asked to focus on a wrong

decision that led to a negative outcome (e.g., they paid a very

high price for the hotel room and then realized it was possible

to book it cheaper from a different travel agency, they chose the

wrong destination, so their companion was bored all the time).

To facilitate retrieval, the participants had 3 to 5 minutes to

remember the event. In the sharing conditions, the participants

were exposed to the corresponding website depending on the

person with whom they were going to share their consumption

experience. They were then asked to write down in a blank

space what happened during the episode they had previously
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recalled. Afterward, they reported their satisfaction (a ¼ .85),

repurchase intentions (a ¼ .90), and recommendation (a ¼ .93)

using the same instruments as in Study 1. They also rated a list

of specific negative emotions (a ¼ .81; anger, sadness, irrita-

tion, disappointment, frustration, regret, guilt, fury, and dis-

gust) and answered 5 items measuring goals for sharing

(revenge, helping, bonding, comfort, and venting; see Wetzer,

Zeelenberg, and Pieters 2007a). Finally, we checked the

manipulations for tie strength (4 items assessing how close to

the recipient the sharer felt), specific emotion (anger and fury

in the anger condition and regret and guilt in the regret condi-

tion), and external attribution (2 items measuring who was to

blame for the negative outcome).

Results

Manipulation Check

Participants in the anger condition experienced more anger,

Manger ¼ 8.03, Mregret ¼ 6.92; F(1, 148) ¼ 10.00, p < .01 and

fury, Manger ¼ 7.84, Mregret ¼ 7.03; F(1, 148) ¼ 4.36, p < .05

than those in the regret condition. Participants in the regret con-

dition experienced more regret, Manger ¼ 5.37, Mregret ¼ 8.12;

F(1, 148) ¼ 46.14, p < .001 and guilt, Manger ¼ 2.31, Mregret ¼
3.68; F(1, 148) ¼ 7.88; p < .01 than those in the anger condi-

tion. The mean for the external attribution of blame scale (It was

my fault/It was someone else’s fault; I made a mistake/someone

else made a mistake) was also higher in the anger condition than

in the regret condition, Manger ¼ 8.11, Mregret ¼ 4.79; F(1,

148) ¼ 56.81, p < .001, which shows that anger is associ-

ated with an external attribution of blame. For the tie

strength manipulation, the average of the 4 items that form

the scale (e.g., He/she is a person I have a friendship rela-

tionship with) showed higher scores for the friend condition

than the stranger condition, Mfriend ¼ 9.04, Mstranger ¼ 3.87;

F(1, 98) ¼ 83.35, p < .001.

Regarding the goals for sharing, the results confirmed that

the goals a consumer pursues depend on the strength of the tie

with the person with whom he or she is sharing. Thus, when

consumers felt angry, their goal to exact revenge on the firm

was higher when the recipient was a stranger interested in

the product than a friend, Mstranger ¼ 4.60, Mfriend ¼ 2.96;

F(1, 96) ¼ 5.08, p < .05. The goal of helping, though not sig-

nificantly different, showed means in the expected direc-

tion—higher for strangers than for friends, Mstranger ¼ 7.80,

Mfriend ¼ 7.20; F(1, 96) > 1. When consumers felt regret, their

aim to strengthen bonds was higher when they shared the

experience with a friend than with a stranger, Mstranger ¼ 2.56,

Mfriend ¼ 4.60; F(1, 96) ¼ 6.16; p < .05. The same pattern

occurred for comfort search, Mstranger ¼ 2.08, Mfriend ¼ 4.52;

F(1, 96) ¼ 12.55, p < .001. Finally, angry consumers wanted

to vent their emotions more than regretful consumers, Manger

¼ 6.48, Mregret ¼ 5.16; F(1, 96) ¼ 6.13, p < .05, while regretful

consumers preferred to vent more with friends than with stran-

gers, Mstranger ¼ 4.04, Mfriend ¼ 6.28; F(1, 96) ¼ 8.82, p < .01.

When consumers want to give expression to what is bottled up

inside, our results show that they prefer friends to strangers,

regardless of the specific emotion involved. This also reinforces

the importance of taking the recipient into account.

Hypothesis Testing

Before testing Hypothesis 3, we checked replication of Study

1’s results. We formed a negative emotions scale and

confirmed that the intensity of negative emotions was stronger

for consumers sharing with a friend than for those not sharing

at all, Mfriend ¼ 6.12, Mno_sharing ¼ 3.63; F(1, 146) ¼ 23.19,

p < .001. We obtained similar results for the anger and regret

conditions. That is, angry people sharing with a friend showed

more intense negative emotions than those who did not share,

Mfriend ¼ 6.96, Mno_sharing ¼ 4.00; F(1, 144) ¼ 16.32, p < .01;

the same finding emerged in the regret condition, Mfriend¼ 5.28,

Mno_sharing ¼ 3.26; F(1, 144) ¼ 7.54, p < .01. Consistently, we

also found that overall satisfaction was higher for those who did

not share their negative emotions than for those who shared with

a friend, Mno_sharing ¼ 4.04, Mfriend ¼ 2.69; F(1, 146) ¼ 11.10,

p < .001. We also compared sharing with a friend and not sharing

at all in the anger and regret conditions separately. Again, con-

sistent findings emerged. In the anger condition, overall

satisfaction was higher for those who did not share,

Mno_sharing ¼ 4.34, Mfriend ¼ 2.37; F(1, 144) ¼ 12.60, p <

.001. However, for regretful consumers, overall satisfaction

did not differ between the no-sharing and the friend condi-

tions, Mno_sharing ¼ 3.74, Mfriend ¼ 3.02; F(1, 144) ¼ 1.70,

p > .10. Note that in Study 1, the participants were

instructed to recall a negative experience. Because people

are reluctant to talk to others about their mistakes, we

assumed that they mainly shared episodes in which others

were to blame (i.e., anger), as was indicated by the higher

means for anger and related emotions. Consequently, the

conditions in Study 2 that are more equivalent to the ones

in Study 1 are those in which the participants attributed

blame to the firm and not to themselves. Thus, we can con-

clude that the same pattern found in Study 1 is replicated in

this experiment.

Next, as in Study 1, we formed an overall satisfaction index,

combining satisfaction, repurchase intention, and recommen-

dation to simplify the results. We obtained consistent results

in the index with each of the three variables. The ANOVA

revealed a main effect of tie strength, F(2, 144) ¼ 8.53, p <

.001 and a significant interaction effect between tie strength

and specific emotion, F(2, 144) ¼ 5.45, p < .01 for overall

satisfaction (see Figure 2). The main effect of specific emotions

was marginally significant, F(1, 144) ¼ 3.83, p < .10.

As the data revealed, participants in the anger condition

reported higher satisfaction when they shared the episode with

strangers interested in the product rather than with a friend,

through whom they could not achieve the goal of exacting

revenge on the firm, Mstranger ¼ 3.56, Mfriend ¼ 2.37; F(1,

144) ¼ 4.57, p < .05. Therefore, Hypothesis 3a is supported.

We also found that for angry consumers, there was no difference

in satisfaction between sharing with a stranger and not sharing at
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all, Mstranger ¼ 3.56, Mno_sharing ¼ 4.34; F(1, 144) ¼ 1.70,

p > .10. This means that when consumers share their anger

with a recipient who assists them in goal attainment, their

satisfaction is as high as that of consumers who do not share

at all (i.e., the detrimental impact of sharing on satisfaction

previously found can be neutralized by sharing with a reci-

pient who helps the sharer reach goals). In contrast, partici-

pants in the regret condition reported higher satisfaction

when they shared their emotions with a friend, who could

give them comfort, rather than a stranger, Mstranger ¼ 1.62,

Mfriend ¼ 3.02; F(1, 144) ¼ 6.39, p < .05. Thus, Hypothesis

3b is confirmed. The same pattern emerged for the three

individual dependent variables.

Discussion

In Study 2, we found support for the idea that the impact of shar-

ing negative specific emotions on satisfaction varies depending

on the recipient, thus confirming Hypothesis 3. When consumers

are angry, they are more satisfied after sharing emotions with

strangers interested in the product than with friends (Hypothesis

3a). Conversely, regretful consumers report higher satisfaction

when they share the episode with a friend than with a stranger

(Hypothesis 3b). We also found that when consumers share their

anger with a recipient who helps in goal attainment (stranger

interested in the product), their satisfaction is as high as that of

those who do not share at all. In other words, the initial negative

effect of sharing that emerged in Study 1 was qualified by shar-

ing with a suitable listener. Thus, sharing emotions could be less

harmful for a firm that wrongs consumers as long as it can chan-

nel consumers’ tendency to share.

Barasch and Berger (2014) suggest that the number of reci-

pients can influence what people talk about and share. Thus, in

accordance with our results, it is conceivable that angry consu-

mers attain higher satisfaction because the number of potential

recipients in an open website is large, thus helping reap stron-

ger revenge by affecting more prospective consumers. In other

words, the sharer can use the web as an opportunity to reach

more recipients to exact revenge by persuading more potential

customers not to buy from the firm that caused the wrong. This

reasoning could serve as an alternative to our proposed expla-

nation and would also imply that regretful consumers prefer a

smaller number of listeners because they try to avoid publicly

admitting their mistakes. To distinguish between both possibi-

lities, we conducted a follow-up experiment in which we

induced either anger or regret using the scenario procedure

(Weiner 2000). With a sample of 86 undergraduate students

(44 in the anger condition and 42 in the regret condition), we

found no difference in the number of recipients with whom

regretful and angry participants wanted to share their experi-

ence, Manger ¼ 6.20, Mregret ¼ 5.76; F(1, 84) ¼ 2.2, p > .10.

With regard to goals, students in the anger condition pursued

revenge more than those in the regret condition, Manger ¼
4.50, Mregret ¼ 3.62; F(1, 84) ¼ 4.99, p < .05, whereas the

goal of strengthening bonds with the recipient was higher in

the regret condition than in the anger condition, Manger ¼ 1.73,

Mregret¼ 2.33; F(1, 84) ¼ 4.42, p < .05, consistent with our pre-

vious arguments. In summary, we can dismiss the alternative

explanation of the number of recipients.

Study 3

Finally, the goal of Study 3 is to test Hypotheses 4 and 5. We do

so to gain insights into the consequences of sharing anger

depending on the recipient status, that is, whether the recipient

is interested in the product or not.

Methodology

We used a 2� 3 between-subjects design, in which we manipu-

lated tie strength (friend vs. stranger) and recipient status (not

in the market vs. in the market vs. no-information control con-

dition). A sample of 192 consumers (42% male, 18–35 age

range) was randomly selected from a main street following a

procedure similar to that in Study 2. They received a 2 GB

memory stick in return for their participation. We used a sce-

nario in which participants were told that a new restaurant had

just opened in the city center and they had persuaded their best

friend to join them for dinner the following day. The experi-

ence turned out to be highly unsuccessful (long waiting time,

no waiter at the entrance, their favorite dish was not available,

the waiter failed to bring the beverages, and the bill was really

expensive). After that, the manipulations for tie strength and

recipient status were introduced. The participants were

informed that when at home, they felt a strong need to share

what happened at the restaurant. In the friends condition, each

participant was asked to imagine the episode and then to write

an actual e-mail in which they shared the experience and their

feelings about it with (1) some friends who lived outside the

city and were planning to visit him or her soon and try out the

new restaurant (in-the-market condition), (2) some friends who

lived outside the city and were not planning on visiting any

time soon and probably would never go to the restaurant

(not-in-the-market condition), and (3) some friends whose sta-

tus was unknown (control condition).
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Figure 2. Study 2, Overall satisfaction across conditions.
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In the strangers condition, the participants were asked to

share the episode in the same manner with (1) people from a

Facebook community they recently joined who were planning

to hold a meeting soon in the city and would be really interested

in trying the new restaurant (in-the-market condition), (2) peo-

ple from a Facebook community they recently joined who were

not planning to come to the city and probably would never go to

the restaurant (not-in-the-market condition), and (3) people

from a Facebook community they recently joined (control con-

dition). After sharing their experience in the restaurant, either

by sending an e-mail or by writing on the Facebook group’s

wall, the participants reported their satisfaction (a ¼ .75),

repurchase intentions (a ¼ .80), and recommendation (a ¼
.85) using the same instruments as in Studies 1 and 2. They also

rated a list of specific negative emotions (a ¼ .85; anger, dis-

appointment, fury, and irritation). The manipulation checks

appeared at the end of the questionnaire.

Results

Manipulation Check

We asked participants the extent to which they knew the people

with whom they shared the episode. Higher scores indicated

that they considered the recipients friends. As expected, the

ANOVA showed significant differences between the stranger and

friend conditions, Mstranger ¼ 4.15, Mfriend ¼ 8.34; F(1, 191) ¼
114.18, p < .001.

The recipient status manipulation also worked as expected.

The ANOVA showed significant differences depending on

the condition, Mnot in the market ¼ 3.77, Min the market ¼ 5.31,

Mno_information ¼ 4.44; F(1, 191) ¼ 13.15, p < .001. Pairwise

comparisons revealed significant differences between the not-

in-the-market and in-the-market conditions, F(1, 191) ¼ 38.17,

p < .001, between the not-in-the-market and no-information con-

ditions, F(1, 191)¼ 7.20, p < .01, and between the in-the-market

and no-information conditions, F(1, 191) ¼ 12.21, p < .01.

Realism Check and Attribution

We conducted a posttest to check whether the participants per-

ceived the scenario as credible and attributed blame to an exter-

nal source. We asked 50 people to rate the scenario in terms of

credibility and realism and to identify who was to blame. We

used three 11-point items (range 0–10) to measure credibility

(unbelievable/believable, unrealistic/realistic, it is impossible

that an episode like that occurs in a restaurant/it is possible that

an episode like that occurs in a restaurant). The average mean

reported was 7.14 (a ¼ .83), which confirms that they per-

ceived the situation as believable and likely to occur. More-

over, the ANOVA revealed no differences depending on tie

strength, Mstranger ¼ 7.00, Mfriend ¼ 7.27; F(1, 48) < 1. We also

used two 11-point items to assess the external attribution of

blame (it was my fault/it was someone else’s fault, I made a

mistake/someone else made a mistake), in which higher scores

suggested external attribution. We summed the items (a¼ .73),

and the mean was 8.02, confirming that the participants

identified a third party as the cause of the failure. In addition,

the ANOVA revealed no differences for each of the three items

depending on tie strength, Mstranger ¼ 7.85, Mfriend ¼ 8.17; F(1,

48) < 1.

Hypotheses Testing

The main effects of tie strength, F(1, 186) ¼ 7.74, p < .01 and

recipient status, F(1, 186)¼ 8.74, p < .001 on overall satisfac-

tion were statistically significant, as was their interaction,

F(2, 186) ¼ 16.36, p < .001. The analyses for the three indi-

vidual dependent variables were in line with those reported

for the global measure. With regard to anger, the ANOVA

revealed a main effect of recipient status, F(1, 186) ¼ 11.02,

p < .001 and a significant interaction effect, F(2, 186) ¼ 10.88,

p < .001. Tie strength did not reach significance, F(1, 186)

¼ 1.32, p > .10.

Before proceeding to test our hypotheses, we checked

whether Study 2’s results were replicated. We found consistent

results; angry consumers were more satisfied when they shared

with strangers interested in the product rather than with friends

whose status was not explicitly mentioned, Mstranger ¼ 1.41,

Mfriend ¼ .99; F(1, 62) ¼ 3.90, p¼ .05. Moreover, sharing with

a friend who was in the market did not contribute to higher

satisfaction than sharing with a friend who was not in the mar-

ket, Min the market ¼ .77, Mnot in the market ¼ .94; F(1, 186) ¼ .66,

p > .10 or whose status was unknown, Min the market ¼ .77,

Mno_information ¼ .99; F(1, 186) ¼ 1.10, p > .10. However, shar-

ing with a stranger who was in the market yielded higher satis-

faction than sharing with a stranger who was not in the market,

Min the market ¼ 1.41, Mnot in the market ¼ .18; F(1, 186) ¼ 33.76,

p < .001 or whose status was unknown, Min the market ¼ 1.41,

Mno_information ¼ .08; F(1, 186)¼ 39.48, p < .001. These results

provide support for Hypothesis 4.

Analyses also confer support to Hypothesis 5. Sharing with

a friend who was in the market did not contribute to a reduction

in anger more than sharing with a friend who was not in

the market, Min the market ¼ 7.72, Mnot in the market ¼ 7.94;

F(1, 186) ¼ .13, p > .10 or whose status was unknown, Min the

market ¼ 7.72, Mno_information ¼ 7.53; F(1, 186) ¼ .09, p > .10.

However, sharing with a stranger who was in the market

resulted in reduced anger more than sharing with a stranger who

was not in the market, Min the market ¼ 5.81, Mnot in the market ¼
9.28; F(1, 186)¼ 32.19, p < .001 or whose status was unknown,

Min the market ¼ 5.81, Mno_information ¼ 9.31; F(1, 186) ¼ 32.77,

p < .001.

Figure 3, Panel A, shows a reverse image from Figure 3,

Panel B, suggesting a negative relationship between anger and

satisfaction. To check for a mediation effect, we conducted a

mediation analysis (Hayes 2012). Because the pattern in the

no-information condition was similar to that in the not-in-

the-market condition, we excluded the former from the media-

tion analysis. We then estimated the two models, whose results

appear Table 2. In other words, we checked the mediating

effect of anger on the effect of recipient status, moderated by

tie strength, on satisfaction. Figure 4 shows the mediation
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process when sharing information with strangers. The effect

of recipient status on anger was negative and significant (b

¼ –3.47, t ¼ –5.21, p < .001). In addition, reduced anger led

to higher satisfaction (b ¼ –.19, t ¼ –6.60, p < .001). The

direct effect of recipient status on satisfaction was positive

and significant (b ¼ .48, t ¼ 2.08, p < .05), while the indirect

effect also showed a positive and significant effect (indirect

effect ¼ .65, Bootstrap 95% confidence interval [CI]: [.33,

1.08]). Neither the direct effect (b ¼ –.24, t ¼ –1.13, p ¼
.26) nor the indirect effect (.04, Bootstrap 95% CI: [–.25,

.27]) was significant when participants shared information

with friends. This analysis confirmed that sharing anger

associated with a negative consumption episode reduced the

intensity of anger when the recipient was also interested in the

product, which in turn led to higher satisfaction, but only

when addressing strangers.

Discussion

Our findings provide support for the proposition that the conse-

quences of sharing anger with other people depend on who

those people are and whether they are interested in the product

or not, in support of Hypotheses 4 and 5. Moreover, because the

prevalent emotion is anger, we found that it mediates the effect

of recipient status and tie strength on satisfaction. This media-

tion is consistent with previous findings (Dubé and Menon

2000; Phillips and Baumgartner 2002). The relevance of this

mediating role of emotions is also present in other studies

examining the relationship between perceived justice and loy-

alty (Chebat and Slusarczyk 2005), perceived justice and satis-

faction (Schoefer and Ennew 2005), and perceived justice and

satisfaction with the service recovery (Del Rı́o-Lanza et al.

2009). Most of this research is based on the cognitive appraisal

theory, which emphasizes that ‘‘emotions arise in response to

appraisals one makes for something of relevance to one’s

well-being’’ (Bagozzi, Gurhan-Canli, and Priester 2002,

p. 39). Consistently, communicating the episode to others rep-

resents an appraisal that can influence satisfaction through

emotions both directly and indirectly.

General Discussion

Theoretical Contributions

C2C communication has extensively been investigated from

the recipient’s point of view. However, it is also important to

analyze the effect of talking about consumption episodes from

the sharer’s perspective. Although such communication often

includes a factual description of the consumption experience,

there is also a strong tendency to share the emotions elicited
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Figure 3. Study 3, Overall satisfaction and intensity of anger across conditions.

Table 2. Study 3, Mediation Analysis: Results of the Two Models.

Outcome Anger Satisfaction

Constant 9.28*** 1.91***
Recipient status (no market ¼ 0, market ¼ 1) �3.47*** .48*
Tie strength (stranger ¼ 0, friend ¼ 1) �1.34* .54*
Recipient status � Strength tie 3.25*** �.72*
Anger �.19***
R2 .18*** .38***

Note. 5,000 bootstrap samples.
*p � .05. **p � .01. ***p � .001.

Figure 4. Study 3, Mediation by anger when tie strength ¼ stranger.
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during the episode. Study 1 demonstrates the directionality of

the effect of sharing. In contrast with what the literature on

catharsis indicates, we found no short-term benefits of venting

on satisfaction when we compared the sharing and no-sharing

conditions. On the contrary, we found that venting negative

consumption emotions reduced satisfaction even further. This

result is in line with Bushman (2002), who concludes that rumi-

nation about a negative event does not help diffuse anger. For

positive emotions, sharing did not result in more intense posi-

tive emotions or higher satisfaction.

Studies 2 and 3 shed more light on the initial results by doc-

umenting the conditions under which the negative effect of

sharing negative consumption emotions occurs. In Study 2,

we show that the negative effects of sharing are neutralized

when emotions are shared with a recipient who helps in goal

attainment. We also show that the effect depends on the nature

of the negative consumption emotion and on tie strength.

Whereas sharing anger with a stranger leads to higher satisfac-

tion than sharing with a friend, sharing regret with a friend con-

tributes to higher satisfaction than sharing with a stranger.

Thus, in contrast with previous literature claiming that strong

ties are more influential than weak ties in C2C communication

(Van Hoye and Lievens 2007), our findings confirm that for

angry consumers, sharing with strangers after a negative con-

sumption episode can be more beneficial than sharing with

friends. At first, this finding may seem counterintuitive. How-

ever, in our research, just as in the daily experience of social

media C2C communication, strangers were fellow consumers

with similar consumption interests. Communicating with this

group can satisfy sharers’ desire for revenge against the com-

pany that caused the wrong, whereas friends do not always

serve that goal. Study 3 provides support for this rationale by

confirming that strangers were ideal recipients when they were

interested in the product involved in the shared episode. The

intensity of anger mediated the effect on satisfaction.

Our research adds to the literature on C2C communication

in three ways. First, we adopted the perspective of the sharer

instead of the receiver. Traditionally, researchers have focused

on the effects of C2C communication on the receiver and

examined how such communication serves as an input in the

decision-making process (e.g., Lim and Chung 2011; Sen and

Lerman 2007). An exception is recent work by Strizhakova,

Tsarenko, and Ruth (2012), who, from a customer-centric point

of view, find that rumination and coping strategies mediate the

relationship between anger and consumers’ behavioral inten-

tions. They demonstrate that the strategies consumers apply

when facing the situation and their tendency to think repeti-

tively about failed events contribute to greater intentions to

spread negative word of mouth and lesser intentions to repurch-

ase and recommend the service provider. However, they do not

focus on actual sharing. Our research goes beyond intentions

and assesses the effect of actually engaging in coping strate-

gies, such as sharing experiences with others, especially

because who these others are has a significant influence on the

outcomes of sharing and coping. Second, we focused on spe-

cific emotions, which allowed us to delve deeper into the

impact of sharing on satisfaction. To our knowledge, this com-

bination of social sharing and discrete emotions has not been

undertaken in either the consumer or service literature. Third,

we demonstrated that strangers are sometimes better recipients

than friends. This finding qualifies prior research that claims

only benefits of strong ties in C2C communication (Brown and

Reingen 1987; Van Hoye and Lievens 2007).

Managerial Implications

Regarding managerial implications, our findings should help

companies develop actions to compensate for the negative con-

sequences of service failures. Social media allow for virtually

unrestricted communication among consumers, and the negative

opinions that follow a service failure can quickly reach many

actual and potential customers. C2C sharing of negative con-

sumption emotions implies the retrieval and elaboration of the

negative consumption episodes from memory, which leads to

lower satisfaction and a reinforcement of negative associations

with the company. Although this process may cause problems,

companies can do little to stop it; however, our findings provide

clues to reduce its impact. First, managers could provide oppor-

tunities to express anger to strangers, through their corporate

website or social media communities associated with the com-

pany or brand. Second, they could also facilitate and promote the

expression of regret to circles of close friends (e.g., on Face-

book). In both cases, they may be able to reduce dissatisfaction

significantly and increase the likelihood of maintaining the rela-

tionship with the customer. These activities will create opportu-

nities to identify dissatisfied consumers, which in turn will

enable managers to apply service recovery strategies to retain

wronged customers. After recovery, and after the problem has

been repaired, dissatisfied consumers may voluntarily engage

in positive sharing, with subsequent benefits for the firm.

A public platform to channel complaints not only helps con-

sumers release negative emotions but also allows them to per-

ceive that they are helping other consumers in their decision

processes. This effect could even be reinforced by the com-

pany, communicating this possibility to angry consumers and

increasing the positive effects associated with this solidarity

with unknown consumers. Although this may have a negative

effect on other consumers exposed to these negative emotions,

the company could use the same communication environment

to reply, explain, and provide satisfactory compensations to the

angry consumers, actions that would also be displayed for other

consumers visiting the website. This might even improve the

image of the company by associating it with honesty and cor-

rect behavior on which trust is built. That way, satisfaction may

be higher for wronged customers, and though the information

provided to prospective consumers may be negative, it will also

include the favorable reaction of the company, with the corre-

sponding positive effect on consumers.

In today’s social media environment, companies are fated to

deal with angry customers who verbalize their negative emo-

tions openly on the Internet. As Grégoire, Tripp, and Legoux

(2009) explain, social media provide easy outlets for customer
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information-sharing and revenge-seeking behaviors. Conse-

quently, marketers are increasingly aware of the need to pay

attention to consumers who raise their voices on the web. How-

ever, while some marketers actively interact with customers

and try to retain them by applying recovery strategies, others

do not make the effort to repair the failure, do not facilitate the

expression of emotions, and do not respond to customers’

claims. However, according to our findings, in addition to

channeling the process of sharing through appropriate websites

or online communities, company salespeople can act as recipi-

ents of comments. Revengeful consumers can vent their anger

and relieve the pressure in their minds by sharing their negative

experiences with the salesperson, even before having the

opportunity to spread the word more broadly and reach hun-

dreds of potential buyers. This implication is in line with Nyer

and Gopinath’s (2005) finding that dissatisfied consumers who

engage in direct complaining are less likely to engage in subse-

quent negative word of mouth.

Limitations and Further Research

Finally, regarding future lines of research, although anger and

regret are two important consumption-related emotions, further

investigation could build on our results by examining the effects

of sharing other negative emotions, such as irritation, resentment,

frustration, and disappointment. In the same vein, the study of

specific positive emotions, such as pride, euphoria, and joy, could

extend the benefits of sharing to the positive side of emotions.

Furthermore, we focused on the verbal sharing of emotions.

However, Fromkin and Rodman (1983) note that the nonverbal

component of behavior tends to dominate during service inter-

actions. With the advancement of technology, nonverbal (face-

to-face) interactions are increasingly part of communication

through social media. For example, Dallimore, Sparks, and

Butcher (2007) show that during a complaint episode, angry

consumer outbursts initiated the emotional contagion process,

and service providers were susceptible to ‘‘catching’’ consumer

anger through emotional contagion. In line with that, research

could evaluate in a C2C context the extent to which the poten-

tial emotional contagion from the sharer to the recipient might

affect the latter’s response and the final outcome of the sharing.

Another extension of this research is related to service recov-

ery strategies. The occurrence of negative consumption episodes

leads consumers to a state of dissatisfaction. To deal with those

situations, firms should offer different service recovery strategies

to repair such dissatisfaction. Identifying which actions can best

serve the goal of repairing consumers’ negative emotions and dis-

satisfaction would be of both theoretical and practical interest.
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Social Sharing of Emotion: Emotional Impact, Listener Responses

486 Journal of Service Research 17(4)

 at Universidad de Murcia on October 28, 2014jsr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jsr.sagepub.com/


and Secondary Social Sharing,’’ European Journal of Social Psy-

chology, 27 (1), 37-54.

Conejero, Susana and Itziar Etxebarria (2007), ‘‘The Impact of the

Madrid Bombing on Personal Emotions, Emotional Atmosphere

and Emotional Climate,’’ Journal of Social Issues, 63 (2), 273-287.

Dallimore, Karen S., Beverly A. Sparks, and Ken Butcher (2007),

‘‘The Influence of Angry Customer Outbursts on Service Provi-

ders’ Facial Displays and Affective States,’’ Journal of Service

Research, 10 (1), 78-92.

Del Rı́o-Lanza, Ana B., Rodolfo Vázquez-Casielles, and Ana M.

Dı́az-Martı́n (2009), ‘‘Satisfaction with Service Recovery: Per-

ceived Justice and Emotional Responses,’’ Journal of Business

Research, 62 (8), 775-781.
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Rimé, Bernard (2007), ‘‘Interpersonal Emotion Regulation,’’ in Hand-

book of Emotion Regulation, J. J. Gross, , ed. New York, NY: Guil-

ford Publications, 466-485.
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