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Social sharing is the act of discussing significant emotional events with others. Using a daily diary meth-
odology, this study investigated (1) patterns of media use for social sharing; and (2) effects of mediated
social sharing on sharers’ emotions. Results show that easily accessible and non-intrusive media (i.e., tex-
ting, Twitter) were more likely to be used for sharing positive than negative events, and intrusive and rich
media (i.e., phone calling) were more likely to be used for sharing negative than positive events. Highly
intense positive events were more likely to be shared via Twitter than low-intensity positive events, and
highly intense negative events were more likely to be shared face-to-face than low-intensity negative
events. Regardless of the medium used, people experienced increased positive affect after sharing
positive events, and increased negative affect after sharing negative events. The results extend the social
sharing framework, and advance the media use and effects literature.
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1. Introduction

Social sharing, or communicating with others about significant
emotional experiences, is a highly prevalent phenomenon. People
share these experiences with relational partners about 90% of the
time (Rimé, Philippot, Boca, & Mesquita, 1992), a rate that is strik-
ingly similar across cultures (Singh-Manoux & Finkenauer, 2001;
Yogo & Onoe, 1998). This suggests that social sharing may fulfill
fundamental human needs related to emotional expression and
social connectedness. Additionally, the simple act of social sharing
has been shown to have powerful effects on sharers’ emotional
well-being, amplifying their initial emotional response to the trig-
gering event (Gable, Reis, Impett, & Asher, 2004; Lambert et al.,
2013; Langston, 1994; Marin, Bohanek, & Fivush, 2008; Rimé
et al., 1992).

Due to its prevalence and emotional significance, social sharing
has received a great deal of empirical attention. However, the
existing body of research has exclusively examined social sharing
in face-to-face contexts – a narrow focus that does not reflect the
realities of today’s communication landscape, where a great deal
of social interaction occurs over mediated channels (Pew Internet
& American Life Project, 2012). Interpersonal media, or media used
for personal contact between users (e.g., phones, text messaging,
email, Facebook), provide access to people with whom one can
share, immediately after the triggering event has happened and
across geographical distances. Interpersonal media is therefore
likely to be used prominently for social sharing (see Lambert
et al., 2013 for a similar suggestion).

This paper is the first to examine social sharing as it takes place
via interpersonal media. In this initial examination of the topic, we
focus on two issues of theoretical significance: (1) media selection,
or how people choose media for social sharing, as a function of the
type of emotional event experienced; and (2) psychological effects,
or how sharing through various media impacts sharers’ emotional
response to the triggering event. We first identify a set of media
affordances relevant to social sharing. Then we empirically test
how people utilize these affordances to meet the psychological
needs elicited by events of varying valence (positive vs. negative)
and intensity (low vs. high). For instance, for what kinds of events
do people prefer media where messages are visible to large audi-
ences (e.g., Facebook posts), or with limited nonverbal cues (e.g.,
texting)? With respect to psychological effects, we investigate
whether the known effects of social sharing persist when the shar-
ing is done in communication environments that differ substan-
tially from face-to-face. For instance, does the sharing of positive
events amplify positive affect even when there is no nonverbal
feedback from one’s communication partner (e.g., via text)? To
address our research questions, we use an undergraduate student
population and we consider the most ubiquitous of today’s inter-
personal media: phone calling, texting, instant messenger (IM),
email, Facebook posts, Twitter posts, blogs, and video chat.
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2. Social sharing and media affordances

Social sharing is defined as the process of communicating with
others about significant emotional experiences and about the
event that triggered those experiences (Rimé, 2009). An emotional
experience is an event or issue that elicits either positive or nega-
tive emotion (Gable & Reis, 2010; Garrison & Kahn, 2010; Reis
et al., 2010). Social sharing is different from mundane sharing in
that the latter usually refers to trivial happenings or gossip that
have little emotional repercussions. For instance, revealing that
one has received a good grade on an exam constitutes social shar-
ing because this event likely elicited a notable emotional response.
However, discussing what one had for breakfast likely constitutes
mundane sharing, provided that breakfast fare did not elicit a sig-
nificant emotional response.

Further, it is important to note that social sharing, with its focus
on significant emotional experiences, constitutes one specific and
narrow type of emotional communication. It is possible to engage
in emotional communication that does not constitute social shar-
ing, for instance when expressing emotion that is not associated
with a personal event (e.g., ‘‘I’m glad it’s sunny today!’’), expressing
emotion that is associated with a mundane event (as discussed
earlier), or expressing mood, which is a low-grade emotion that
is not necessarily triggered by an event. While emotional commu-
nication, broadly defined, has been investigated in computer-med-
iated contexts (e.g., Bazarova, Taft, Choi, & Cosley, 2013; Guillory
et al., 2011; Hancock, Landrigan, & Silver, 2007), this is the first
study to investigate the more narrowly defined phenomenon of
social sharing.

The social sharing theoretical framework postulates that people
engage in social sharing in order to deal with the emotion elicited
by the triggering event (Rimé et al., 1992; see also Bruner, 1990;
Schachter, 1959). Generally speaking, dealing with this emotion
elicits two categories of psychological needs: (1) personal expres-
sion, or verbalizing one’s thoughts and feelings; and (2) feedback,
or receiving appropriate responses from communication partners
(Harber & Cohen, 2005; Rimé, 1995).

By definition, media affordances are features of the media that
are perceived by users to impact their ability to fulfill their goals
and needs (Clark & Brennan, 1991; Kraut et al., 2002). For example,
in the context of deception, relevant affordances include a reduc-
tion in nonverbal cues (because people who do not need to manage
these cues may find it easier to lie) and recordability (because hav-
ing a record of the deception may facilitate deception detection,
and thus hinder liars’ success) (Hancock, Thom-Santelli, &
Ritchie, 2004). In the context of social sharing, relevant media
affordances should be those that impact sharers’ ability to fulfill
their needs for expression and feedback. Below we identify these
affordances.

Consider first media affordances relevant to the need for
expression. Since expression facilitates the processing of emotions,
individuals typically feel a need to verbalize their thoughts and
feelings in close temporal proximity to the event that triggered
the emotional reaction (Rimé et al., 1992). For this reason, social
sharing often occurs on the same day as the triggering event. The
media affordance that can fulfill this need for immediate expres-
sion is accessibility, or the extent to which media can be quickly
and easily accessed for interpersonal contact (Lee, 2010). Highly
accessible media are those that are easily portable (such that indi-
viduals have them on their person and can access them anytime)
and do not require Internet connectivity (such that individuals
can access data even in situations where Internet connections are
not available). Cell phones meet the portability criterion. Indeed,
research shows that 85% of Americans over the age of 18 own a cell
phone, but only 45% have Internet connectivity on it (Pew Internet
& American Life Project, 2012). Of the media that can be accessed
on cell phones, voice calling, texting and Twitter meet the connec-
tivity criterion, in that they can be accessed even without Internet
connectivity (Snow, 2009). As a result, these three media can be
conceptualized as highly accessible. Conversely, media such as
Facebook, blogs, and video chat require an Internet connection
and sometimes access to a computer (which, even if it is a laptop,
is more cumbersome to carry than a cell phone), and therefore are
generally less accessible.

Another need experienced by social sharers is expressing their
thoughts and feelings to an appropriate communication partner.
The literature shows that individuals sometimes share indiscrimi-
nately, to whomever will listen, whereas other times they seek
close and trusted others (Nadkarni & Hofmann, 2012; Pempek,
Yermolayeva, & Calvert, 2009). In response to this need, the media
makes it possible to compose messages that are visible to a large
and diverse audience of communication partners. Certain media
render messages visible to audiences comprising hundreds or
thousands of members with varying degrees of relational closeness
to the sharer (i.e., Facebook, Twitter, blogs). Other media, such as
texting, phone calling, and video chat, restrict message visibility
to small groups or just one other individual (who can be targeted
to be a trusted person). We label this affordance message visibility
(private vs. public) (see also Treem & Leonardi, 2012).

Consider now media affordances relevant to the need for feed-
back. Extant research shows that sharers sometimes seek nonver-
bal feedback (e.g., a hug, a pat on the back), as these tactile
expressions are highly effective at conveying support and encour-
agement (Dolin & Booth-Butterfield, 1993). The relevant media
affordance is availability of nonverbal cues (Tidwell & Walther,
2002; Walther & Parks, 2002), which can range from (1) full, when
all nonverbal cues are present (i.e., face-to-face), (2) partial, when
only certain nonverbal cues are present (i.e., vocal cues for the
phone; vocal and gestural, but not haptic, cues for video chat), or
(3) none (i.e., texting, Facebook, Twitter).

Lastly, just as individuals experience a need for immediate
expression, they sometimes also need immediate feedback from
communication partners. Immediate feedback can be obtained in
media that directly reach a communication partner and command
his/her attention through real-time conversation (i.e., the phone,
IM). These media are interactive (see also (Burgoon et al., 2002)
and, importantly for our purposes, they can be used to interrupt
the communication partner’s activities (e.g., one must suspend cur-
rent activities in order to pick up the phone). Hence, we label this
affordance intrusiveness (see also Nardi, Whittaker, & Bradner,
2000; Setlock, Fussell, Ji, & Culver, 2009), with intrusive media
being used to demand immediate feedback through real-time con-
versation. Non-interactive media (i.e., Facebook posts, Twitter
posts, texting) are not intrusive because respondents can answer
on their own time.

In sum, we expect the affordances of accessibility, message vis-
ibility, nonverbal cues, and intrusiveness to play a meaningful part
in media selection for social sharing. The importance of each affor-
dance should vary according to the type of event that triggers the
social sharing episode, as described below.

3. Patterns of social sharing via interpersonal media

Extant research shows that the valence (positive vs. negative)
and intensity (low vs. high) of emotional events substantially
shape social sharing (Uysal & Oner-Ozkan, 2007). For example,
imagine that you are a college student and have just found out
you got your first job – a highly positive event. Immediately upon
finding out the good news, you might call your family and friends.
You might post an ecstatic status update on Facebook. You might
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also share the good news with people sitting next to you in class,
even though you do not know them very well. Now imagine you
experience a negative event – you failed an important exam. You
may not tell people from your immediate surroundings (e.g., class-
mates, co-workers), because you do not want them to judge you
negatively. You may keep the news to yourself for a while, until
a close friend or family member is available to talk. You might
especially enjoy a hug, or need a shoulder to cry on. As these exam-
ples illustrate, people experience different psychological needs for
expression and feedback depending on the type of triggering event.
Consequently, we expect them to select media whose affordances
can satisfy those psychological needs.

3.1. Valence of the triggering event

Individuals experiencing positive events should feel more moti-
vated to engage in immediate expression than those experiencing
negative events, because social norms dictate that good news be
shared quickly, such that friends and acquaintances can partake
in the joy (Argyle & Henderson, 1984; Dibble & Levine, 2013). Addi-
tionally, these individuals do not need time to reflect on how to
frame the event in a way that will not elicit negative judgments
from others, nor do they need to wait until they can connect with
trusted and reliable relational partners. Conversely, individuals
experiencing negative events should be reluctant to share bad
news as quickly, because they experience self-presentational con-
cerns (Bond & Anderson, 1987; Tesser & Rosen, 1975). This ten-
dency to keep negative information to oneself, at least for a
while, is well-documented and known as the MUM effect (Rosen
& Tesser, 1972).

Consistent with this reasoning, research shows that individuals
experiencing positive events are more likely to share them on the
same day that they happen, and sometimes even self-disclose to
strangers when things are too good to keep to themselves
(Dibble & Levine, 2013; Reis et al., 2010; Rimé, 2009). By contrast,
individuals experiencing negative events often prefer to keep
things to themselves in order to process the negative emotion
(Tesser & Rosen, 1975; Yariv, 2006) and/or find trusted relational
partners with whom to share (Weenig, Groenenboom, & Wilke,
2001).

Media accessibility, which allows for immediate expression,
should then be more important when sharing positive than nega-
tive events. Message visibility, on the other hand, should be more
important when sharing negative than positive events, with a
small number of recipients comprised of trusted relational part-
ners being preferred (i.e., private messages). In support of this
claim, recent research on Facebook has found that people express
positive emotions equally in the public (i.e., status updates and
wall posts) and private (i.e., IM) modalities of Facebook. However,
they express negative emotions predominantly through private,
rather than public, Facebook messages (Bazarova, 2012).

When it comes to feedback, individuals experiencing positive
events should not feel justified in intruding upon others in order
to obtain laudatory feedback, because these events are not urgent
and do not necessitate help or assistance. Social norms dictate that
others should only be interrupted or disturbed (e.g., by being called
while at work) for urgent matters. Conversely, individuals experi-
encing highly negative events should feel justified in intruding
upon close others, because they are not simply trying to boast
(as in the case of positive sharing), but are likely to be in genuine
need of help, support, or reassurance (see Taylor, 2007). Intrusive-
ness should then be sought after when sharing negative more so
than positive events. A lack of intrusiveness, on the other hand,
should be preferred when sharing positive events.

Lastly, research shows that nonverbal behaviors are highly
effective in conveying support and providing comfort (e.g., a hug)
(Dolin & Booth-Butterfield, 1993). Individuals who experience neg-
ative events should be more likely to find such tactile expressions
helpful and to seek them than individuals experiencing positive
events. Availability of cues, either full or partial, should then be
sought after for sharing negative more than positive events.

In sum, accessibility and non-intrusiveness should be priori-
tized for positive, as opposed to negative, events. The media that
are both accessible and non-intrusive are texting and Twitter.
Intrusiveness, richness of cues, and private message visibility
should be prioritized for negative, rather than positive, events.
The media that have all these affordances are face-to-face and
phone calling. Hence:

H1. Easily accessible and non-intrusive media (i.e., texting, Twit-
ter) will be used for sharing positive events more than for sharing
negative events.
H2. Intrusive media rich in cues with private message visibility
(i.e., face-to-face, phone calling) will be used for sharing negative
events more than for sharing positive events.
3.2. Intensity of the triggering event

Now consider the intensity of events. Previously we have
argued that non-intrusive media are generally preferred for shar-
ing positive events. Among these non-intrusive media, those with
public message visibility should be preferred for sharing highly
intense positive events. These intense positive events can be justi-
fiably broadcast to a large number of people because they tend to
be rare and meaningful (e.g., getting engaged, receiving a job offer),
as opposed to less intense positive events (e.g., finishing weekly
chores) (Harber & Cohen, 2005; Rimé et al., 1992). For this reason,
research shows that sharers engage in a great deal of repetition in
recounting intense positive events (Luminet, Bouts, Rime, &
Manstead, 1996). Public message visibility is an affordance partic-
ularly suited to this need, with media increasing access to many
people with relatively little investment of time and energy on
the sharer’s behalf (i.e., Facebook, Twitter, blogs). Therefore, non-
intrusive media with public message visibility should be preferred
for highly intense positive events as compared to low intensity
positive events.

H3. Non-intrusive media with public message visibility (e.g.,
Facebook, Twitter, blogs) will be used for sharing intensively
positive events more than for sharing less intensively positive
events.

For intense negative events (e.g., a romantic break up), social
sharing has been shown to be enacted in safe contexts, consisting
of a small group of trusted others, such as parents or a romantic
partner, who typically provide supportive feedback (for a review,
see Rimé et al., 1992). Highly intense negative events are also less
likely to be shared than moderately intense and non-intense neg-
ative events, precisely because social sharers wish to minimize
their likelihood of being negatively evaluated (Luminet et al.,
1996). Messages about intense negative events should then be
made visible only to small and targeted audiences. Moreover,
social sharers experiencing these rare and potentially devastating
events have a need for obtaining immediate help, support, and
reassurance from trusted others. Demanding immediate feedback
is acceptable. Thus, intrusiveness should be important. Lastly, non-
verbal cues should also matter for sharing intensely negative
events, as nonverbal feedback is highly effective in providing
support and assurance, leading to a preference for media providing
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full nonverbal cues. The medium that has all these desirable affor-
dances (private message visibility, intrusiveness, full nonverbal
cues) is face-to-face.

H4. Face-to-face interaction will be used for sharing intensely
negative events more than for sharing less intensely negative events.
4. Effects of social sharing via interpersonal media

The effects of social sharing on sharers’ emotional well-being, as
well as their underlying mechanisms, have been shown to depend
largely on the valence of the triggering event. For positive events,
research shows that social sharing boosts sharers’ positive affect
above and beyond the positive affect generated by the event itself.
This phenomenon has been labeled capitalization (Gable et al.,
2004; Hicks & Diamond, 2008; Langston, 1994; Rimé, 2009). Sev-
eral mechanisms have been proposed to explain how capitalization
occurs. First, it has been argued that expressing personal thoughts
and feelings maximizes the salience, memorability, and signifi-
cance of the events (Langston, 1994). A second proposition is that
discussing these events enables sharers to construct and rearrange
their memory, such that their understanding of the event and their
ability to find meaning in it is enhanced (Feldman, Joormann, &
Johnson, 2008). Third, enthusiastic feedback from others has been
shown to amplify the meaningfulness of the event, suggesting that
it is, at least partially, responsible for the boost in sharers’ positive
affect (Reis et al., 2010). Finally, it has been proposed that the shar-
ing process involves deeper social interaction, which can lead to
improved social relationships with the recipients, and therefore
enhances positive affect (Rimé, Finkenauer, Luminet, Zech, &
Philippot, 1998). Note that, while empirical support for each of
these mechanisms has emerged in different studies, no research
to date has attempted to integrate the mechanisms or to establish
the boundary conditions under which they operate.

Does social sharing through interpersonal media generate cap-
italization? Based on existing findings, we argue that it should.
Similarly to face-to-face sharing, mediated sharing allows for per-
sonal expression, such that the memorability, salience, and per-
sonal significance of the event can be enhanced. It also allows for
enthusiastic feedback to be conveyed, and for a deepening of social
relationships (Walther & Parks, 2002). Indeed, research finds that
mediated communication and face-to-face communication are
strikingly similar in terms of their degree of emotional expression
and social connectedness (Derks, Fischer, & Bos, 2008; Hancock
et al., 2007). Hence:

H5. Capitalization will occur across the media through which
social sharing is done.

Does the sharing of negative events offer psychological benefits
akin to capitalization? Theoretically, it can be expected to do so,
with the act of sharing increasing sharers’ ability to comprehend
the negative event and to vent emotion (Pennebaker, 1997).
Indeed, studies have found that writing diary entries about trau-
matic events increases psychological health (Lyubomirsky, Sousa,
& Dickerhoof, 2006; Pennebaker, 1990, 1997). However, within
the social sharing framework, where personal expression occurs
socially rather than in a private dairy, support for the beneficial
effects of sharing negative events did not emerge. Quite the oppo-
site, the social sharing of negative events has been found to
increase negative affect, rather than neutralize it (Rimé et al.,
1998; Zech & Rimé, 1996, 2005).

Theoretically, several explanations have been advanced to
explain this effect. First, the social sharing of negative events can
elicit evaluative concerns, with individuals perceiving themselves
as incompetent, or a failure, through the eyes of others
(Schlenker & Weigold, 1990). Second, as is the case with capitaliza-
tion, thinking and communicating about negative events can make
them more salient and memorable (Nolen-Hoeksema, Parker, &
Larson, 1994). Indeed, empirical evidence supports the idea that
venting anger or rumination about the negative experience makes
people angrier and more aggressive (Bushman, Baumeister, &
Stack, 1999; Bushman, Bonacci, Pedersen, Vasquez, & Miller,
2005). Third, expressing negative emotion prevents an individual
from distracting, a process which has been shown to reduce the
negative affect produced by a negative event (Nolen-Hoeksema &
Morrow, 1993; Tice & Bratslavsky, 2000; Wegner, 1994).

We suggest that the sharing of negative events over interper-
sonal media has the same negative effects as face-to-face sharing,
because mediated sharing can also elicit evaluative concerns,
increase event salience, impede distraction, and enable rumina-
tion. Interactive media prevent distraction and enhance event sal-
ience because communication partners ask questions and engage
with the sharers’ negative experiences. Media that are not interac-
tive are always textual (e.g., texting, Facebook), and writing down
the issue may aggrandize its importance and encourage rumina-
tion even further. Finally, public message visibility can maximize
the perceived salience and importance of the event. Hence:

H6. The social sharing of negative events over interpersonal media
will be associated with higher negative affect.
5. Methods

5.1. Participants

The participants were 311 undergraduates at a large Midwest-
ern university who were compensated with extra-credit in their
Communication courses. Participants were randomly assigned to
two groups. The first group was asked to report their social sharing
of positive events (N = 183, 153 women; age M = 20.37, SE = 1.16)
and the second to report their social sharing of negative events
(N = 117, 96 women; age M = 20.89, SE = 2.00). For simplicity, we
refer to these groups as the positive event group and the negative
event group.

5.2. Procedure

As a way of building on the existing literature, the present study
used the same daily diary procedure utilized in prior studies of
social sharing, where participants complete a questionnaire about
the most important emotional event of the day every night before
going to bed (Gable et al., 2004; Garrison & Kahn, 2010; Langston,
1994). The daily diary method has notable advantages, in that it
allows recording everyday events of various emotional intensities,
and eliminates retrospective biases (Rimé, 2009).

The study took place entirely online. After signing-up, partici-
pants were emailed links to the study questionnaires, in two
stages. First, participants filled out a battery of questionnaires
about their personality, demographics, and general media usage.
Second, they completed a daily diary form, where they reported
the most significant positive or negative (depending on group)
event they experienced that day. Participants in both groups
reported their positive and negative affect of the day and identified
the media through which they shared the event with others.

Participants in both groups completed the daily diary form
every day for a week (i.e., 7 days). Each day, they were emailed
the link to the diary form at 9 pm and were asked to submit it
by the following morning at 9 am. In the diary, participants were
asked to identify and then briefly describe ‘‘the most important
positive event or issue of the day’’ in the positive event group, or
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‘‘the most important problem or stressful event or issue of the day’’
in the negative event group. They were told that this may be
‘‘something that happened today, something that happened in
the past that affected you today, or something you anticipate
happening in the future.’’ This procedure was borrowed verbatim
from Gable et al. (2004).

Following the procedure of Langston (1994) and Gable et al.
(2004), only participants who completed the diary form for at least
five days were included in the analyses. This resulted in the report-
ing of 1210 positive events and 773 negative events.

5.3. Measures

5.3.1. Intensity of the event
Participants in the positive event group rated how positive they

perceived the event to be (1 – not at all positive; 5 – very positive).
Similarly, participants in the negative event group rated how neg-
ative they perceived the event to be (1 – not at all negative; 5 – very
negative). This measure was borrowed from Gable et al. (2004). On
average, positive events were rated 3.93 (SD = 1.24) on the positiv-
ity scale, and negative events were rated 3.01 (SD = 1.30) on the
negativity scale.

5.3.2. Social sharing through media
For each event, participants indicated which media they used to

discuss it from the following options: phone calls, text messages, e-
mails, IM, face-to-face interaction, Facebook posts, Twitter posts,
blogs, and video chat. They were asked to select all applicable
media, or select ‘‘did not share’’ if they had not discussed the event
with anyone.

One important note is that social media (i.e., Facebook, Twitter)
allow both publicly (i.e., status updates, wall posts) and privately
visible messages (i.e., one-on-one communication). We instructed
participants to select Facebook and Twitter posts if they had pub-
licly posted messages on these platforms. If they used the plat-
forms for one-on-one communication, we instructed them to
select IM if it was a synchronous conversation, or email if it was
an asynchronous message (i.e., one that did not get a response
immediately).

5.3.3. Amount of social sharing
For each medium selected, participants indicated how much

information they shared along five dimensions: (1) details of the
event itself, (2) their feelings during the event, (3) their thoughts
at the moment, (4) their interactions with others during the event,
and (5) their physical condition during the event. Each item was
measured on a 5-point scale (1 – very little information to 5 – very
much information, and 6 – not applicable). An overall measure of
amount of social sharing was computed by summing these five
items.

5.3.4. Positive and negative affect
Participants in both groups completed the well-established

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule questionnaire (PANAS;
Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The PANAS consists of ten posi-
tive emotion adjectives (e.g., interested, excited, enthusiastic)
and ten negative emotion adjectives (e.g., distressed, upset, irrita-
ble). Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they expe-
rienced each emotion on a scale from 1 = very slightly or not at all to
5 = extremely. Participants completed the PANAS at the end of
every day of the diary period. As such, the emotion captured by
the PANAS had been experienced after the triggering event and
the social sharing had taken place. Acceptable reliability was
achieved for both positive affect (a = .91) and negative affect
(a = .87). Consistent with previous research (Cacioppo, Gardner, &
Berntson, 1999), the ratings for positive and negative affect were
not correlated with each other r = �.05, ns for the positive event
group (at the event level, n = 1210), and r = .01, ns for the negative
event group (at the event level, n = 773).

5.3.5. Control measures
Participants reported their general demographics and general

media usage, by rating how often they use each medium in every-
day life on a 7-point scale (1 – very rarely to 7 – very frequently)
(texting M = 6.55, SD = .88; Facebook M = 5.85, SD = 1.42; e-mail
M = 5.44, SD = 1.51; phone calling M = 4.90, SD = 1.59; IM
M = 3.13, SD = 2.13; Twitter M = 3.05, SD = 2.24; video chat
M = 2.97, SD = 1.76; Blog M = 1.63, SD = 1.20).

5.4. Analytic approach

Since the data were hierarchical – events nested within persons,
we used hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) to test H5 and H6.
HLM enables researchers to simultaneously address effects of both
events and persons, and provides independent estimates of the
relationships among constructs at the lower level (level 1: events
within persons) and models them at the upper level (level 2:
between persons) as a random effect. Using HLM may prevent an
overestimation of the effect of demographics and an underestima-
tion of the theoretical variables’ effects. Because of insufficient var-
iance in the data for some of the media, we were unable to use
HLM for testing H1–H4. Instead, we used chi-square analyses,
which are appropriate for testing associations between two cate-
gorical variables, such as event valence and whether or not the
media was used (Rovai, Baker, & Ponton, 2013).
6. Results

6.1. Media use for social sharing: Descriptives

Positive events were shared 78.2% of the time and negative
events were shared 76.4% of the time. These rates were not statis-
tically different, X2ð1;N ¼ 2043Þ ¼ :82; ns, and are consistent with
previous studies (Gable et al., 2004; Langston, 1994).

For both positive and negative events, social sharing through
face-to-face interaction occurred most frequently, with about
half of the events shared face-to-face, followed by texting, phone
calling, Facebook posts, e-mail, IM, Twitter posts, video chat, and
blog. The percentage of social sharing instances through each
medium is presented in Fig. 1. Note that participants could
have shared each event via more than one medium. Therefore,
the total sharing attempts (%) for all the media combined exceed
100%.

Participants commonly used interpersonal media for their
social sharing. 77.5% of reported events were shared with others
and 69.8% of the shared events were shared via at least one
interpersonal media. The average number of media used for shar-
ing a positive event was 1.34 (SD = 1.14; min = 0; max = 7) and
1.28 (SD = 1.10; min = 0; max = 7) for a negative event. This dif-
ference was not statistically significant, X2ð7;N ¼ 2043Þ ¼
4:46; ns. In the positive event group, 43% of the events were
shared through only one medium. Similarly, in the negative
events group, 45% of the events were shared through only one
medium. When only one medium was used, most events were
shared face-to-face (i.e., 21.85% of positive events and 25.69%
of negative events).

6.2. Media use for social sharing: Hypotheses testing

H1 proposed that positive events are more likely than negative
events to be shared through easily accessible and non-intrusive



Fig. 1. Percentage of social sharing instances across the media for positive and negative events across the media. Note. Participants could have shared each important event
via more than one medium. Therefore, the total sharing attempts (%) for all the media combined exceed 100%.

Fig. 2. Percentage of social sharing instances across the media for high and low-intensity positive events. Note. Participants could have shared each important event via more
than one medium. Therefore, the total sharing attempts (%) for all the media combined exceed 100%.
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media (i.e., texting and Twitter posts). Chi-squared analyses show
that positive events were more likely than negative events to be
shared via texting, X2ð1Þ ¼ 12:99; p < :001, and Twitter posts,
X2ð1Þ ¼ 11:57; p < :001, providing support for H1 (see Fig. 1).

H2 proposed that negative events are more likely than positive
events to be shared through intrusive media rich in cues (i.e., face-
to-face, phone calls). Chi-squared analyses show that negative
events were more likely than positive events to be shared via
phone calls X2ð1Þ ¼ 3:25; p < :05, but not via face-to-face
X2ð1Þ ¼ 1:27; ns, providing partial support for H2 (see Fig. 1).

H3 predicted that non-intrusive media with public message vis-
ibility (e.g., Facebook posts, Twitter posts, blogs) will be used for
sharing more intense compared to less intense positive events.
Chi-squared analyses show that more intensely positive events
were more likely than less intense positive events to be shared
via Twitter posts X2ð1Þ ¼ 5:16; p < :05, but not via Facebook posts,
X2ð1Þ ¼ 1:32; ns or blogs X2ð1Þ ¼ 0:08; ns. H3 then received partial
support (see Fig. 2).

H4 predicted that face-to-face will be preferred for sharing
more intense compared to less intense negative events. Chi-
squared analyses show that highly intense negative events were
more likely to be shared through face-to-face interaction,
X2ð1Þ ¼ 4:77; p < :05, providing support for H4 (see Fig. 3).
6.3. Effects of social sharing: HLM analyses

H5 predicted that capitalization, an enhancement of positive
affect as a result of sharing positive events, will occur across all
the media. To test this hypothesis, a hierarchical linear model
was built with positive affect (PA) as the dependent variable, and
the overall amount of social sharing done through each medium,
including face-to-face interaction, as an independent variable
nested within participants. Separate models were built for each
medium. Gender, age, participants’ general use of each medium,
and event intensity were included as controls in all of these mod-
els. Only the four most frequently used channels, face-to-face, text,
phone call, and Facebook posts, were entered in the analyses.
Email, IM, Twitter posts, and blogs were excluded because of insuf-
ficient sample size for HLM analyses.

As an illustration, consider the HLM model predicting daily
positive affect (PA) from the overall amount of sharing done via
text. The event-level (Level 1) equation was:

PAij ¼ b0j þ b1j � ðINTENSITYijÞ þ b2j � ðTEXT SHAREijÞ þ rij

where b0j refers to the intercept (i.e., the person’s PA on an average
day); b1j represents slopes between PA and intensity ratings of the
positive event; b2j represent the slope between daily PA and the



Fig. 3. Percentage of social sharing instances across the media for high and low-intensity negative events. Note. Participants could have shared each important event via more
than one medium. Therefore, the total sharing attempts (%) for all the media combined exceed 100%.
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overall social sharing variable indicating how much information
was shared about the positive event via texting, and rij represents
error. Intensity ratings of the positive event were centered around
each participant’s mean, and therefore the coefficients represent
the degree to which a rated event intensity on the ith day deviated
from the person’s average event intensity rating. Thus, person j’s PA
on the ith day is predicted from his or her average PA (b0j), the per-
ceived intensity of each day’s most positive event weighted by its
coefficient (b1j), and overall social sharing via texting weighed by
its coefficient (b2j), plus error (rij). Person-level (Level 2) effects
were estimated as follows:

b0j ¼ c00 þ c01 � ðGENDERjÞ þ c02 � ðAGEjÞþ c03 � ðText UsejÞ þ u0j

b1j ¼ c10 þ u1j

b2j ¼ c20 þ u2j

where gender, age, and general text use are person-level control
variables, and u0j represents residual variances of the intercepts
between persons (a random effect). Here, age and text use were
grand mean-centered so that for cases with average values those
variables’ coefficients could be interpreted as the effect of age and
text use.

The mixed model is a combined model with all the equations
merged into one. By substituting the second-level model for each
coefficient (bxj) into the first-level model, a combined model is
obtained.

PAij ¼ c00 þ c01 � GENDERj þ c02 � AGEj þ c03 � Text Usej þ c10

� INTENSITYij þ c20 � TEXT SHAREij þ u0j þ u1j

� INTENSITYij þ u2j � TEXT SHAREij þ rij

The same model was generated for each medium (face-to-face,
phone calling, and Facebook) separately, and a model for face-to-
face was generated without controlling for general media use.
Results show that the sharer’s positive affect increased signifi-
cantly with the overall amount of social sharing done through
face-to-face communication, phone calls, texting, and Facebook
posts, respectively (see Table 1). Thus, H5 was supported. The coef-
ficients of the covariates are presented in Table 1, but are not dis-
cussed here since they are not a primary interest in this study.

The exact same procedure was applied to test H6, which con-
cerned the effects of sharing negative events. HLMs were built with
negative affect as the dependent variable, the overall amount of
sharing done through each medium as an independent variable
nested within participants, and gender, age, general media use,
and intensity of negative events as controls. As predicted, across
the four separate HLMs built for each medium, negative affect
increased with social sharing done through face-to-face, phone
call, text, and Facebook posts, providing support for H6 (see
Table 2).
7. Discussion

The present study examined patterns of social sharing across
interpersonal media and the effect of social sharing on sharers’
affect. Results indicate that people used media affordances to fulfill
the psychological needs for expression and feedback elicited by
significant emotional events. Moreover, evidence emerged that
social sharing via interpersonal media impacted sharers’ emotional
well-being, by increasing positive affect when the event shared
was positive, and boosting negative affect when the event shared
was negative. This research contributes to theory on several fronts.
First, it advances the social sharing framework, which, to date, has
only been applied to face-to-face settings, by considering how
media affordances can meet the psychological needs experienced
by social sharers. Second and relatedly, it offers insight into
whether the effects of social sharing on emotional well-being per-
sist when the sharing is done in communication environments that
differ substantially from face-to-face. Third, it advances under-
standing of media use by showing how people use media when
they experience significant emotional events, and what effects this
use may have. These contributions are discussed below.
7.1. Media affordances and social sharing

Existing research has only examined social sharing in face-to-
face settings (e.g., Gable & Reis, 2010; Gable et al., 2004;
Langston, 1994). However, the extraordinary proliferation of inter-
personal media, which allow users to easily contact friends and
family, invites a broadening of this research focus. Indeed, the
present study found that undergraduate students utilized interper-
sonal media, particularly texting, phone calling, and Facebook
posts, for about 70% of their social sharing. While face-to-face
was still the preferred setting for social sharing in our sample, it
was used in conjunction with interpersonal media for the majority
of social sharing instances. Only about 30% of sharing instances
occurred exclusively through face-to-face. In all, this initial pattern



Table 1
HLM results for predicting daily positive affect (PA) from the overall amount of social sharing of positive events done through each medium.

DV PA

Fixed effect Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Level-2 individual variables
Intercept 31.62*** 1.86 32.33*** 1.80 33.22*** 2.15 32.65*** 1.88
Age �.42 .34 �.49 .34 �.40 .34 �.36 .35
Female �2.83** 1.01 �2.93** 1.00 �3.51** 1.17 �3.03** 1.03
Phone call use .36 .32
Text use .87 .65
Facebook use .61 .35

Level-1 event variables
Intensity 2.00*** .19 2.06*** .19 2.02*** .19 2.04*** .19
Face-to-face sharing .10*** .02
Phone call sharing .07** .03
Text sharing .09** .03
Facebook sharing .11* .05

Random effects Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E.

Level-two random part
Intercept 36.25*** 6.02 34.59*** 5.88 36.02*** 6.00 34.92*** 5.91
Intensity slope 1.22** 1.48 1.79*** 1.34 1.66** 1.29 1.61 1.27
Face-to-face sharing slope .01* .12
Phone call sharing slope .00 .06
Text sharing slope .00 .07
Facebook sharing slope .02 .13

Level-one variance
r2

0 ¼ varðRijÞ 30.86 31.77 31.67 31.84

Deviance 8241.50 8261.44 8254.89 8259.38

Note. Level-1 N = 1210, Level-2 N = 178.
* p < .05.
** p < .01.
*** p < .001.

Table 2
HLM results for predicting daily negative affect (NA) from the overall amount of social sharing of negative events done through each medium.

DV NA

Fixed effect Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Level-2 individual variables
Intercept 21.37 2.14 21.50*** 2.22 20.75*** 2.12 21.24*** 2.04
Age �.46** 0.16 �.44** .14 �.44** .15 �.51*** .15
Female �2.02 1.18 �2.23 1.21 �1.67 1.13 �1.81 1.12
Phone call use �.25 .28
Text use �.04 .37
Facebook use .04 .32

Level-1 event variables
Intensity 1.50*** .20 1.55*** .20 1.59*** .21 1.58*** .20
Face-to-face sharing .05* .02
Phone call sharing .15*** .03
Text sharing .10*** .03
Facebook sharing .17** .05

Random effects Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E.

Level-two random part
Intercept 23.49*** 4.85 20.87*** 4.57 23.57*** 4.86 22.69*** 4.76
Intensity slope 2.12*** 1.46 2.14*** 1.46 2.38*** 1.54 2.18*** 1.48
Face-to-face sharing slope .00** .05
Phone call sharing slope .02** .14
Text sharing slope .02** .15
Facebook sharing slope .02* .15

Level-one variance
r2

0 ¼ varðRijÞ 18.33 16.78 17.17 18.16

Deviance 4922.10 4880.44 4909.11 4915.59

Note: Level-1 N = 798, Level-2 N = 117.
* p < .05.
** p < .01.
*** p < .001.
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of results suggests that interpersonal media is widely used for
social sharing and therefore merits scholarly attention.

Consequently, one of the important goals of this study was to
enhance the ecological validity of the social sharing framework
by considering how people utilize interpersonal media to fulfill
the psychological needs related to social sharing (i.e., expression
and feedback). To do so, we conceptualized a set of media affor-
dances that, theoretically, should be able to address the psycholog-
ical needs experienced by sharers: (1) accessibility, which meets
the need for immediate expression; (2) message visibility, which
meets the need for public dissemination of messages, or, con-
versely, restricted dissemination to selected partners; (3) availabil-
ity of nonverbal cues, which meets the need for receiving
nonverbal feedback; and (4) intrusiveness, which meets the need
for requesting immediate feedback and help from others. As a gen-
eral principle, we argued that people will use media whose affor-
dances can meet their psychological needs. Since these
psychological needs vary with the valence (positive or negative)
and intensity (low or high) of the triggering event, we proposed
that media affordances will be used differently for each of these
types of events.

Specifically, immediate expression and upholding politeness
norms are salient needs for positive events; therefore, sharers
should prioritize media that provide accessibility and non-intru-
siveness (i.e., texting, Twitter) for positive more than negative
events. This claim was supported by the data. Conversely, immedi-
ate feedback and nonverbal manifestations of support are salient
needs for negative events; therefore, sharers should prioritize
media that offer intrusiveness and richness of cues (i.e., phone call-
ing, face-to-face) for negative more so than positive events. This
proposition was partially supported by the data. Phone calling
was indeed preferred for sharing negative rather than positive
events. Face-to-face, however, was used equally for sharing both
positive and negative events. It is possible that the face-to-face set-
ting is chosen regardless of the valence of the triggering events
because it is so widely available, with our undergraduate respon-
dents likely surrounded by peers who are willing to engage in con-
versation most of the time (e.g., in dorms, classes, etc.). Therefore,
positive events may be expressed face-to-face in a non-intrusive
fashion by our sample.

For highly intense positive events, the need for wide dissemina-
tion is salient, in order to conform to social norms about sharing
these rare and meaningful events. Therefore, we predicted that
media with public message visibility (e.g., Twitter and Facebook
posts) would be chosen for more intense rather than less intense
positive events. This hypothesis was supported for Twitter posts,
but not Facebook posts. One possible explanation is that social
norms are developing whereby boasting is viewed as undesirable
through Facebook posts, with users preferring to share mundane,
rather than intensely emotional events on this social media plat-
form. Lastly, for individuals experiencing highly intense negative
events, we predicted that the need for immediate and supportive
feedback would be particularly acute. Consequently, they would
prefer face-to-face interaction (which is intrusive, provides full
nonverbal cues, and has private message visibility) for sharing
intensely negative events compared to less intensely negative
events. This hypothesis was supported.

In sum, our affordance framework was generally supported by
the data, suggesting that media affordances are meaningful when
people decide how to use media for social sharing. The affordance
framework captures a complex web of factors that affect people’s
decisions about how to socially share, such as temporal factors
(i.e., when to share), politeness norms (i.e., when it is appropriate
to interrupt others), and indicators of the relational status of the
communication partner (i.e., with whom to share). However, the
affordance framework may be refined by future research by
considering additional factors that shape people’s decisions about
social sharing. For instance, the current affordance of message vis-
ibility represents only a coarse indicator of the relationship
between sharers and those with whom they share, in that it
assumes that media with public message visibility (i.e., Facebook
posts, Twitter posts, blogs) indiscriminately reach people of vari-
ous relational closeness, whereas media with private message vis-
ibility can be used to target select, close others. Future research
should consider whom exactly social sharers want to reach
through interpersonal media. An additional factor that future
research may consider is that of social norms for disclosure across
media platforms, particularly those with public message visibility
(i.e., Facebook and Twitter posts). Research has only begun to cap-
ture such norms (see McLaughlin & Vitak, 2012). For instance,
Bazarova (2012) shows that intimate disclosures are viewed as less
appropriate when posted on Facebook’s wall, rather than transmit-
ted through its email function. Similarly, our results suggest that
social norms of Facebook use may dictate that only mundane,
rather than private, information should be posted through status
updates. As research identifies disclosure norms across the media,
these norms should be incorporated into the social sharing frame-
work. Finally, it is possible that individual differences shape peo-
ple’s psychological needs related to social sharing and, in turn,
may determine their media use. For example, research has shown
that having an avoidant attachment style leads people to prefer
mediated channels compared to face-to-face (Jin & Pena, 2010;
Morey, Gentzler, Creasy, Oberhauser, & Westerman, 2013). Individ-
ual differences should be examined by future research.

As mentioned earlier, our affordance framework for social shar-
ing rests on the assumption that people use media affordances to
meet their psychological needs. This assumption lies at the core
of the media selection literature and has received much attention
in the field of computer-mediated communication. For instance,
media richness theory (Daft & Lengel, 1986) proposes that people
choose media based on its ability to satisfy their needs for reducing
the equivocality, or ambiguity of a message. According to this the-
ory, media that possesses affordances such as interactivity and
richness of cues is selected for highly equivocal messages, while
non-interactive media lean in cues is more efficient when convey-
ing simple, straightforward messages. Similarly, O’Sullivan’s (2000)
self-presentational framework proposes that people have a need to
control the flow of information when revealing negative aspects of
self, and therefore they select mediated channels, whose affor-
dances allow such control. However, when revealing positive
aspects of self, they relish the pleasant nonverbal feedback likely
to ensue (e.g., hug, high-five) and therefore select face-to-face
communication. Finally, Hancock et al.’ (2004) features-based
approach to deception argues that people consider media affor-
dances when deciding in which medium to lie. For instance, liars
experience a need not to get caught, and therefore they avoid
recordable media (e.g., email). By the same token, they select
media whose affordances make it easy to lie (e.g., distribution, or
not sharing the same physical space, lack of recordability).

The present study adds to this body of research by examining
how people match media affordances with their psychological
needs in the context of social sharing, and as such makes an impor-
tant contribution to the field of computer-mediated communica-
tion. It bears noting that the focus on media affordances
espoused by our work, as well as by the research cited earlier,
has been both lauded and criticized (e.g., Treem & Leonardi,
2012; Walther, 2012). On the one hand, it has been praised for
not viewing the media as monolithic entities with uniform effects,
but rather recognizing that they have a complex and sophisticated
set of features (i.e., affordances) that may affect social processes
differently. Therefore, identifying individual affordances and
conceptualizing how they work together to produce effects is
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important. On the other hand, the affordance approach has been
criticized for often failing to identify the individual effect of any
one of the affordances studied, and for not specifying whether each
affordance matters equally as the others. Indeed, since each med-
ium bundles several affordances together, it is hard to disentangle
the effect of any one of its affordances. For instance, does intrusive-
ness matter as much as nonverbal cues for the sharing of intense
negative events? While studies that unbundle these affordances
are rare because of the difficulty in separating affordances from
each other, we recommend that future research extends our pres-
ent work by attempting to do so in a social sharing context.

7.2. Effects of mediated social sharing

An equally important goal of the present study was to examine
the effects of social sharing via interpersonal media on users’ emo-
tional well-being. Results indicate that the same effects identified
by prior research in face-to-face settings also occur when the shar-
ing is done through interpersonal media. That is, the act of sharing
aggrandizes the emotional tone of the triggering events, increasing
the positive affect generated by a positive event, but also the neg-
ative affect generated by a negative event. These findings shed
some light on the mechanism through which social sharing
impacts affect – an issue of theoretical importance.

Consider first the effect of sharing positive events (i.e., capitali-
zation). The face-to-face literature has proposed that capitalization
occurs because the act of sharing (1) elicits enthusiastic feedback
from others; (2) entails deep social interaction; (3) maximizes
the salience and memorability of the events; and (4) enhances
sharers’ ability to find meaning in the event by rearranging mem-
ory structures. The present findings have implications for several of
these mechanisms. First, we are finding that capitalization
emerged even when social sharing was done through restrictive
media, such as texting. Indeed, texting completely lacks nonverbal
cues, constrains personal expression to very short messages, and
has limited interactivity (i.e., while recipients tend to reply quickly,
the medium is not interactive per se). This suggests that it may not
be necessary for enthusiastic feedback to be expressed nonverbally
in order to induce capitalization, nor is it necessary for this feed-
back to be offered immediately after the social sharing has
occurred. Verbal messages of congratulations and praise offered
at some time after the sharer’s disclosure (i.e., through texts)
may be sufficient for inducing capitalization. Second, capitalization
occurred when social sharing was done via Facebook wall postings,
where social interaction is notoriously brief and superficial (i.e.,
through ‘‘likes’’ and short wall comments) and users oftentimes
connect with ‘‘weak’’ ties – that is, acquaintances and friends
who may not be especially close (Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe,
2007). Therefore, deep social interaction may not be necessary
for capitalization to occur, with quick feedback that is low in cost
to produce (i.e., pressing the ‘‘like’’ button) potentially able to
induce capitalization on its own. Third, while the face-to-face liter-
ature has found that talking about important events induced capi-
talization, our findings show that writing can do so as well. Since
writing has been shown to facilitate cognitive restructuring
(Pennebaker & Graybeal, 2001), these results support for the claim
that memory rearrangement and increased memorability of the
event operate as mediators of capitalization.

One notable finding is that the standardized coefficient (i.e.,
beta) for capitalization was bigger when participants shared the
good news face-to-face than through media, denoting a larger
effect. Since face-to-face interaction provides access to all the pro-
posed mechanisms of capitalization (e.g., enthusiastic feedback,
deep social interaction, extensive elaboration of the events), it is
possible that these factors have a cumulative effect, working
together to enhance capitalization. Future research is necessary
to investigate how these mechanisms of capitalization work
together.

Consider now the effect of sharing negative events. The face-to-
face literature has proposed that the social sharing of negative
events enhances negative affect because it impedes distraction
and encourages rumination (Lyubomirsky, Caldwell, & Nolen-
Hoeksema, 1998). Our findings advance this claim by suggesting
that even brief messages conveyed through lean and non-interac-
tive media (i.e., through text or Facebook posts) may also impede
distraction. Therefore, the act of written expression, even in the
absence of immediate feedback and of nonverbal cues, may be suf-
ficient to impede distraction and generate negative affect.

Interestingly, the data shows that the association between shar-
ing negative events and sharers’ negative affect was weaker when
the events were shared face-to-face than through media. As we
speculated above, one possible explanation is that the richness of
face-to-face interaction provides more comfort for sharers.
Although it appears that sharing negative events is not the best
way to cope with the events, sharing face-to-face may be the least
undesirable channel for doing so.

7.3. Implications for Facebook

Recent research has been particularly concerned with the psy-
chological uses and effects of Facebook, due to its extraordinary
pervasiveness in everyday relationship management. The present
research contributes to this large literature. Our findings show that
while Facebook is widely used on a daily basis, it is less likely to be
used for sharing significant emotional events. Participants reported
that they used Facebook more than phone calling in everyday life;
however, Facebook posts were less used than phone calling for
social sharing. Moreover, the intensity and valence of triggering
events were not related to social sharing through Facebook posts,
suggesting that people do not turn to Facebook to share their emo-
tional events more so than mundane events. Our results suggest
that Facebook is more of an everyday habitual communication
channel, rather than a channel used for the sharing of special,
meaningful events (see also Debatin, Lovejoy, Horn, & Hughes,
2009; Pempek et al., 2009).

Research on the psychological effects of Facebook has identified
both positive and negative such effects stemming from Facebook
use. On the one hand, presenting oneself positively on Facebook
and accumulating more friends was associated with an increase
in subjective well-being (Kim & Lee, 2011). Similarly, examining
one’s own profile self-presentation led to a boost in self-esteem
(Gonzales & Hancock, 2011; Toma, 2013) and to self-affirmation
(Toma & Hancock, 2013). On the other hand, more time spent on
Facebook was associated with a decline in subjective well-being
(Kross et al., 2013). The present research finds both positive (when
sharing positive events) and negative (when sharing negative
events) effects of Facebook posts on users’ subjective well-being.
In all, this body of research suggests that Facebook is a complex
psychological platform that can be both helpful and hurtful to
users depending on what exactly they do on it. Here we find that
when communicating positive news, users experience psychologi-
cal benefits, but the opposite is true when communicating negative
news.

7.4. Limitations and additional directions for future research

This study has several noteworthy limitations. First, we used a
sample of college students. While this is common in studies of
social sharing (Gable et al., 2004; Reis et al., 2010) and useful in
investigating theoretical relationships between variables, such as
the intensity and valence of the experienced events, media use,
and emotional well-being, future research should examine
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non-student samples, who may use the media differently. Relat-
edly, our sample included a disproportionately high number of
women. Future research should attempt to include equal gender
distributions.

Second, in order to enhance the ecological validity of the data,
we allowed participants to select all the media they used for shar-
ing each significant event. Results show that, indeed, respondents
used multiple media for sharing about half of the events they expe-
rienced. While ecologically valid, this procedure makes it difficult
to isolate the effects of individual media on sharers’ emotional
well-being. It will be important for future research to follow-up
on this initial study with research where individuals share through
only one medium at a time.

Further, we used a diary study procedure that assesses correla-
tions between the variables of interest, rather than causation.
While diary studies are the typical methodology used in the field
(Gable et al., 2004; Langston, 1994), we invite future research to
complement it with experimental or longitudinal studies that can
establish causality.

Finally, as mentioned earlier, it will be important for future
research to identify the role of individual affordances both in peo-
ple’s selection of media for social sharing, and in the effects the
media produce on emotional well-being. For instance, do nonver-
bal cues matter equally as media accessibility in engendering cap-
italization? Relatedly, future research should identify affordances
that affect emotional well-being over a longer time frame (recall
that in this study we only examined emotional effects that took
place within one day of the social sharing). For instance, it is pos-
sible that message persistence, or the extent to which a message is
recorded and archived (see Hancock et al., 2004), produces emo-
tional effects long after the social sharing has taken place, as it
enables the sharer to reminisce about the triggering event (see also
Cosley, Sosik, Schultz, Peesapati, & Lee, 2012).
8. Conclusion

Sharing emotional events is prevalent in daily life, and it is
increasingly done through the intermediary of interpersonal
media. The present study shows that people choose communica-
tion channels to meet their emotional needs depending on the
valence and intensity of the events they experience. Further,
mediated sharing affects people’s emotional well-being. In all, we
conclude that interpersonal media and their technological affor-
dances have notable consequences on people’s everyday affective
experiences, both as an outlet for expressing emotions and as an
instrument for enhancing already felt emotions.

Acknowledgement

The authors are grateful to the Hamel Family Foundation for
financial assistance; to Zhongdang Pan and Lyn Van Swol for valu-
able feedback; and to Gavin Jacobs, Emily Sperka, and Kahla Weber
for their help with data collection.

References

Argyle, M., & Henderson, M. (1984). The rules of friendship. Journal of Social and
Personal Relationships, 1(2), 211–237.

Bazarova, N. N. (2012). Public intimacy: Disclosure interpretation and social
judgments on Facebook. Journal of Communication, 62(5), 815–832.

Bazarova, N. N., Taft, J. G., Choi, Y. H., & Cosley, D. (2013). Managing impressions and
relationships on Facebook self-presentational and relational concerns revealed
through the analysis of language style. Journal of Language and Social Psychology,
32(2), 121–141.

Bond, C. F., Jr., & Anderson, E. L. (1987). The reluctance to transmit bad news: Private
discomfort or public display? Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 23(2),
176–187.

Bruner, J. S. (1990). Acts of meaning. Harvard University Press.
Burgoon, J. K., Bonito, J. A., Ramirez, A., Dunbar, N. E., Kam, K., & Fischer, J. (2002).
Testing the interactivity principle: Effects of mediation, propinquity, and verbal
and nonverbal modalities in interpersonal interaction. Journal of
Communication, 52(3), 657–677.

Bushman, B. J., Baumeister, R. F., & Stack, A. D. (1999). Catharsis, aggression, and
persuasive influence: Self-fulfilling or self-defeating prophecies? Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 76(3), 367–376.

Bushman, B. J., Bonacci, A. M., Pedersen, W. C., Vasquez, E. A., & Miller, N. (2005).
Chewing on it can chew you up: Effects of rumination on triggered displaced
aggression. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(6), 969–983.

Cacioppo, J. T., Gardner, W. L., & Berntson, G. G. (1999). The affect system has
parallel and integrative processing components: Form follows function. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 76(5), 839–855.

Clark, H. H., & Brennan, S. E. (1991). Grounding in communication. Perspectives on
Socially Shared Cognition, 13(1991), 127–149.

Cosley, D., Sosik, V. S., Schultz, J., Peesapati, S. T., & Lee, S. (2012). Experiences with
designing tools for everyday reminiscing. Human–Computer Interaction, 27(1–2),
175–198.

Daft, R. L., & Lengel, R. H. (1986). Organizational information requirements, media
richness and structural design. Management Science, 32(5), 554–571.

Debatin, B., Lovejoy, J. P., Horn, A. K., & Hughes, B. N. (2009). Facebook and online
privacy: Attitudes, behaviors, and unintended consequences. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication, 15(1), 83–108.

Derks, D., Fischer, A. H., & Bos, A. E. (2008). The role of emotion in computer-mediated
communication: A review. Computers in Human Behavior, 24(3), 766–785.

Dibble, J. L., & Levine, T. R. (2013). Sharing good and bad news with friends and
strangers: Reasons for and communication behaviors associated with the MUM
effect. Communication Studies, 64(4), 431–452.

Dolin, D. J., & Booth-Butterfield, M. (1993). Reach out and touch someone: Analysis
of nonverbal comforting responses. Communication Quarterly, 41(4), 383–393.

Ellison, N. B., Steinfield, C., & Lampe, C. (2007). The benefits of Facebook ‘‘friends:’’
Social capital and college students’ use of online social network sites. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication, 12(4), 1143–1168.

Feldman, G. C., Joormann, J., & Johnson, S. L. (2008). Responses to positive affect: A
self-report measure of rumination and dampening. Cognitive Therapy and
Research, 32(4), 507–525.

Gable, S. L., & Reis, H. T. (2010). Good news! Capitalizing on positive events in an
interpersonal context. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 42, 195–257.

Gable, S. L., Reis, H. T., Impett, E. A., & Asher, E. R. (2004). What do you do when
things go right? The intrapersonal and interpersonal benefits of sharing positive
events. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87(2), 228–245.

Garrison, A. M., & Kahn, J. H. (2010). Intraindividual relations between the intensity
and disclosure of daily emotional events: The moderating role of depressive
symptoms. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 57(2), 187–197.

Gonzales, A. L., & Hancock, J. T. (2011). Mirror, mirror on my Facebook wall: Effects
of exposure to Facebook on self-esteem. CyberPsychology, Behavior, and Social
Networking, 14(1–2), 79–83.

Guillory, J., Spiegel, J., Drislane, M., Weiss, B., Donner, W., & Hancock, J. (2011). Upset
now?: Emotion contagion in distributed groups. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI
conference on human factors in computing systems (pp. 745–748). ACM.

Hancock, J. T., Landrigan, C., & Silver, C. (2007). Expressing emotion in text-based
communication. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on human factors in
computing systems (pp. 929–932). ACM.

Hancock, J. T., Thom-Santelli, J., & Ritchie, T. (2004). Deception and design: The
impact of communication technology on lying behavior. In Proceedings of the
SIGCHI conference on human factors in computing systems (pp. 129–134). ACM.

Harber, K. D., & Cohen, D. J. (2005). The emotional broadcaster theory of social
sharing. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 24(4), 382–400.

Hicks, A. M., & Diamond, L. M. (2008). How was your day? Couples’ affect when
telling and hearing daily events. Personal Relationships, 15(2), 205–228.

Jin, B., & Pena, J. F. (2010). Mobile communication in romantic relationships: Mobile
phone use, relational uncertainty, love, commitment, and attachment styles.
Communication Reports, 23(1), 39–51.

Kim, J., & Lee, J.-E. R. (2011). The Facebook paths to happiness: Effects of the number
of Facebook friends and self-presentation on subjective well-being.
CyberPsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking, 14(6), 359–364.

Kraut, R., Kiesler, S., Boneva, B., Cummings, J., Helgeson, V., & Crawford, A. (2002).
Internet paradox revisited. Journal of Social Issues, 58(1), 49–74.

Kross, E., Verduyn, P., Demiralp, E., Park, J., Lee, D. S., Lin, N., et al. (2013). Facebook
use predicts declines in subjective well-being in young adults. PLoS ONE, 8(8),
e69841.

Lambert, N. M., Gwinn, A. M., Baumeister, R. F., Strachman, A., Washburn, I. J., Gable,
S. L., et al. (2013). A boost of positive affect the perks of sharing positive
experiences. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 30(1), 24–43.

Langston, C. A. (1994). Capitalizing on and coping with daily-life events: Expressive
responses to positive events. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67(6),
1112–1125.

Lee, C. S. (2010). Managing perceived communication failures with affordances of
ICTs. Computers in Human Behavior, 26(4), 572–580.

Luminet, O., Bouts, P., Rime, B., & Manstead, A. (1996). Social sharing of emotion:
Experimental evidence. Paper presented at the Social Psychology in Europe.
Abstracts Book 11th General Meeting of the European Association of
Experimental Social Psychology.

Lyubomirsky, S., Caldwell, N. D., & Nolen-Hoeksema, S. (1998). Effects of ruminative
and distracting responses to depressed mood on retrieval of autobiographical
memories. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(1), 166–177.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0180


M. Choi, C.L. Toma / Computers in Human Behavior 36 (2014) 530–541 541
Lyubomirsky, S., Sousa, L., & Dickerhoof, R. (2006). The costs and benefits of writing,
talking, and thinking about life’s triumphs and defeats. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 90(4), 692–708.

Marin, K. A., Bohanek, J. G., & Fivush, R. (2008). Positive effects of talking about the
negative: Family narratives of negative experiences and preadolescents’
perceived competence. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 18(3), 573–593.

McLaughlin, C., & Vitak, J. (2012). Norm evolution and violation on Facebook. New
Media & Society, 14(2), 299–315.

Morey, J. N., Gentzler, A. L., Creasy, B., Oberhauser, A. M., & Westerman, D. (2013).
Young adults’ use of communication technology within their romantic
relationships and associations with attachment style. Computers in Human
Behavior, 29(4), 1771–1778.

Nadkarni, A., & Hofmann, S. G. (2012). Why do people use Facebook? Personality and
Individual Differences, 52(3), 243–249.

Nardi, B. A., Whittaker, S., & Bradner, E. (2000). Interaction and outeraction: Instant
messaging in action. In Proceedings of the 2000 ACM conference on computer
supported cooperative work (pp. 79–88). ACM.

Nolen-Hoeksema, S., & Morrow, J. (1993). Effects of rumination and distraction on
naturally occurring depressed mood. Cognition & Emotion, 7(6), 561–570.

Nolen-Hoeksema, S., Parker, L. E., & Larson, J. (1994). Ruminative coping with
depressed mood following loss. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
67(1), 92–104.

O’Sullivan, B. (2000). What you don’t know won’t hurt me. Human Communication
Research, 26(3), 403–431.

Pempek, T. A., Yermolayeva, Y. A., & Calvert, S. L. (2009). College students’ social
networking experiences on Facebook. Journal of Applied Developmental
Psychology, 30(3), 227–238.

Pennebaker, J. W. (1990). Opening up: The healing power of confiding in others. New
York: Morrow.

Pennebaker, J. W. (1997). Writing about emotional experiences as a therapeutic
process. Psychological Science, 8(3), 162–166.

Pennebaker, J. W., & Graybeal, A. (2001). Patterns of natural language use:
Disclosure, personality, and social integration. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 10(3), 90–93.

Pew Internet and American Life Project. (2012). Pew Internet: Mobile. Retrieved
November 4, 2012. <http://pewinternet.org/Commentary/2012/February/Pew-
Internet-Mobile.aspx>.

Reis, H. T., Smith, S. M., Carmichael, C. L., Caprariello, P. A., Tsai, F.-F., Rodrigues, A.,
et al. (2010). Are you happy for me? How sharing positive events with others
provides personal and interpersonal benefits. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 99(2), 311–329.

Rimé, B. (2009). Emotion elicits the social sharing of emotion: Theory and empirical
review. Emotion Review, 1(1), 60–85.

Rimé, B., Finkenauer, C., Luminet, O., Zech, E., & Philippot, P. (1998). Social sharing of
emotion: New evidence and new questions. European Review of Social
Psychology, 9(1), 145–189.

Rimé, B. (1995). Mental rumination, social sharing, and the recovery from emotional
exposure. In J. W. Pennebaker (Ed.), Emotion, disclosure, & health (pp. 271–291).
Washington, DC, US: American Psychological Association.

Rimé, B., Philippot, P., Boca, S., & Mesquita, B. (1992). Long-lasting cognitive and
social consequences of emotion: Social sharing and rumination. European
Review of Social Psychology, 3(1), 225–258.

Rosen, S., & Tesser, A. (1972). Fear of negative evaluation and the reluctance to
transmit bad news. Journal of Communication, 22(2), 124–141.

Rovai, A. P., Baker, J. D., & Ponton, M. K. (2013). Social science research design and
statistics: A practitioner’s guide to research methods and IBM SPSS. Watertree Press
LLC.
Schachter, S. (1959). The psychology of affiliation: Experimental studies of the sources
of gregariousness (Vol. 1). Stanford University Press.

Schlenker, B. R., & Weigold, M. F. (1990). Self-consciousness and self-presentation:
Being autonomous versus appearing autonomous. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 59(4), 820–828.

Setlock, L. D., Fussell, S. R., Ji, E., & Culver, M. (2009). Sorry to interrupt: Asian media
preferences in cross-cultural collaborations. In Proceedings of the 2009
international workshop on intercultural collaboration (pp. 309–312). ACM.

Singh-Manoux, A., & Finkenauer, C. (2001). Cultural variations in social sharing of
emotions an intercultural perspective. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
32(6), 647–661.

Snow, B. (2009). Twitter: No internet required. Retrieved November 12, 2012.
<http://gigaom.com/2009/06/19/twitter-no-internet-required/>.

Taylor, S. E. (2007). Social support. Foundations of Health Psychology, 145–171.
Tesser, A., & Rosen, S. (1975). The reluctance to transmit bad news. Advances in

Experimental Social Psychology, 8, 193–232.
Tice, D. M., & Bratslavsky, E. (2000). Giving in to feel good: The place of emotion

regulation in the context of general self-control. Psychological Inquiry, 11(3),
149–159.

Tidwell, L. C., & Walther, J. B. (2002). Computer-mediated communication effects on
disclosure, impressions, and interpersonal evaluations: Getting to know one
another a bit at a time. Human Communication Research, 28(3), 317–348.

Toma, C. L. (2013). Feeling better but doing worse: Effects of Facebook self-
presentation on implicit self-esteem and cognitive task performance. Media
Psychology, 16(2), 199–220.

Toma, C. L., & Hancock, J. T. (2013). Self-affirmation underlies Facebook use.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 39(3), 321–331.

Treem, J., & Leonardi, P. (2012). Social media use in organizations: Exploring the
affordances of visibility, editability, persistence, and association. Communication
Yearbook, 36, 143–189.

Uysal, A., & Oner-Ozkan, B. (2007). A self-presentational approach to transmission
of good and bad news. Social Behavior and Personality: An international journal,
35(1), 63–78.

Walther, J. B. (2012). Affordances, effects, and technology errors. Communication
Yearbook, 36, 190–194.

Walther, J. B., & Parks, M. R. (2002). Cues filtered out, cues filtered in: Computer-
mediated communication and relationships. Handbook of Interpersonal
Communication, 3, 529–563.

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief
measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 54(6), 1063.

Weenig, M. W., Groenenboom, A. C., & Wilke, H. A. (2001). Bad news transmission as
a function of the definitiveness of consequences and the relationship between
communicator and recipient. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80(3),
449–461.

Wegner, D. M. (1994). Ironic processes of mental control. Psychological Review,
101(1), 34–52.

Yariv, E. (2006). ‘‘Mum effect’’: Principals’ reluctance to submit negative feedback.
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 21(6), 533–546.

Yogo, M., & Onoe, K. (1998). The social sharing of emotion among Japanese students.
Poster Session Presented at ISRE, 98, 4–8.

Zech, E., & Rimé, B. (1996). Does talking about an emotional experience affect
emotional recovery. Paper presented at the Poster presented at the Conference
on The (non) Expression of Emotion in Health and Disease, Tilburg.

Zech, E., & Rimé, B. (2005). Is talking about an emotional experience helpful? Effects
on emotional recovery and perceived benefits. Clinical Psychology &
Psychotherapy, 12(4), 270–287.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h9000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h9000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h9000
http://pewinternet.org/Commentary/2012/February/Pew-Internet-Mobile.aspx
http://pewinternet.org/Commentary/2012/February/Pew-Internet-Mobile.aspx
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0305
http://gigaom.com/2009/06/19/twitter-no-internet-required/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0747-5632(14)00235-0/h0395

	Social sharing through interpersonal media: Patterns and effects  on emotional well-being
	1 Introduction
	2 Social sharing and media affordances
	3 Patterns of social sharing via interpersonal media
	3.1 Valence of the triggering event
	3.2 Intensity of the triggering event

	4 Effects of social sharing via interpersonal media
	5 Methods
	5.1 Participants
	5.2 Procedure
	5.3 Measures
	5.3.1 Intensity of the event
	5.3.2 Social sharing through media
	5.3.3 Amount of social sharing
	5.3.4 Positive and negative affect
	5.3.5 Control measures

	5.4 Analytic approach

	6 Results
	6.1 Media use for social sharing: Descriptives
	6.2 Media use for social sharing: Hypotheses testing
	6.3 Effects of social sharing: HLM analyses

	7 Discussion
	7.1 Media affordances and social sharing
	7.2 Effects of mediated social sharing
	7.3 Implications for Facebook
	7.4 Limitations and additional directions for future research

	8 Conclusion
	Acknowledgement
	References


