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Though the study of crisis communication has broadened in the last five to ten years 
to incorporate a richer collection of topics addressed, theoretical perspectives, and nations 
included, there remains a considerable amount of work yet to do in our field (Diers-Lawson, 
2017).  One such area of research in need of development is emotion in crises; yet it is 
incredibly important for our area of study.  At their heart, crises are incredibly emotional for 
organizations and stakeholders alike with a lot of emotionally charged communication but 
with a dearth of research examining the implications of emotional reactions for 
organizations (van der Meer & Verhoeven, 2014).   Fortunately, there is an increasing 
recognition that emotional reactions affect the outcomes of crises.  For example Kim and 
Cameron’s (2011) research validating the appraisal tendency framework addressed this 
issue; however, their goal was to focus on the ways organizations could develop response 
strategies to meet public emotional reactions.  Beginning with the question of how emotion 
can be used to improve crisis response strategies has been problematized by researchers 
like Ki and Brown (2013) with findings that the crisis response itself may not affect 
attributions of blame nor relational quality outcomes.  Instead, their findings show that 
while relational quality (e.g., satisfaction and trust) do tend to decrease after the 
introduction of a crisis, prior attitudes and existing relationships are much stronger 
antecedents to post-crisis relational status between organizations and stakeholders than the 
crisis response itself.  
 These trends and findings in crisis communication suggest a closer examination of 
attitudes of stakeholders is necessary if we are to understand emotion in the context of a 
crisis, its antecedents, and its outcomes.  Focusing on the formation of attitudes is 
consistent with most approaches in persuasion research where theories, like the health 
belief model or social cognitive theory, emphasize the importance of understanding the 
implications of constructs like perceived susceptibility, severity, beliefs, demographics, and 
perceived efficacy as key predictors of reactions to stimuli and situations (Rosenstock, 
Strecher, & Becker, 1988).  Similarly theories like the theory or reasoned action or theory of 
planned behavior assume that people typically behave sensibly and that our intentions to 
act (or not) are directly related to our existing attitudes, social norms, and perceived 
situational control (Aizen, 2005).  In fact, these findings do align with some important 
research that has been done analyzing emotions in crisis communication finding that, for 
example stakeholder perceptions of their own and organizations’ control over situations and 
uncertainty affected not only the emotional reactions to crises but attitudes and actions 
towards the organizations in crisis (Jin, Liu, Anagondahalli, & Austin, 2014; McDonald & 
Cokley, 2013; Mou & Lin, 2014).  
 Yet, while some analyses of crisis communication tip their hat to the importance of 
understanding stakeholder reactions to crises (Coombs & Holladay, 2004), since 1953 a 
small percentage of studies (around 6 percent) published in crisis communication have 
directly addressed the role of emotion, with most of them being published within the last 
five to seven years (Diers-Lawson, 2017).  This suggests our understanding of the role that 
emotion plays in crises remains limited. Therefore this chapter’s purpose is to explore the 
antecedents of stakeholder anger in the crisis context by asking the central question, ‘What 
prompts strong negative stakeholder reactions at the onset of crises?’. This chapter will 
begin with a discussion of previous literature and important theoretical perspectives 
informing our current understanding crises, stakeholder relationship management, and 
emotion.  It will then introduce the context for exploring these concepts, report on the 



findings of a cross-national study drawing theoretical implications, and establishing 
arguments for future investigations of emotion and crisis communication.  

 
The Stakeholder Relationship Management Perspective on Emotion and Crisis 

  
 If we are to understand antecedents of emotional reactions to crises, it is important 
to place this in a proper organizational context. Coombs and Holladay (2015) problematize 
the ‘relational metaphor’ in public relations because: (a) they assert there is not a direct 
connection between the interpersonal and public relations contexts; (b) different identities 
affect the formation of close interpersonal relationships compared to relationships with 
organizations; (c) there are challenges in understanding the value of close relationships in 
public relations; and (d) there is really a ‘parasocial’ nature of organizational and public 
relationships.  This is precisely why there is a need for relational theory about organization 
and public relationships developed specifically for these types of relationships.   

In the last several years, there have been some important developments in our 
understanding of these relationships.  For example, there has been a recognition that 
stakeholders are often seen as a challenge to organizations managing crises (Hyvärinen & 
Vos, 2015), but in the modern era of globalization, activism, and social media stakeholder 
relationship management is critical; yet we lack a strong understanding of relationship 
building models (Slabbert & Barker, 2014).  Moreover, it is precisely because of the changes 
in information availability and engagement that organizations must pursue new approaches 
to managing relationships, like a ‘stakeholder value co-creation’ approach to emphasize 
dialogue in order to achieve mutual understanding between organizations and stakeholders 
through trust and openness (Albu & Wehmeier, 2014).  The implications of these new 
approaches includes placing increasing emphasis on community building and risk 
management across different contexts (Gesser-Edelsburg, Shir-Raz, Hayek, & Lev, 2015) and 
realizing that reactions to organizations and personalities within them may not be as 
predictable as we would like (Brown, Brown, & Billings, 2015).  This is why an approach to 
getting stakeholders ‘on-side’ to facilitate collaboration during crises is becoming a more 
vital part of crisis management (Hyvärinen & Vos, 2015).  

Therefore, the modern era of crisis communication is changing, pushing 
organizations to improve dialogue and direct engagement with stakeholders in order to 
develop consensus, frame crisis issues, and find solutions together (Romenti, Murtarelli, & 
Valentini, 2014).  Yet much of the stakeholder analysis focues on stakeholders as a means to 
the organization’s end without a proper consideration of the stakeholders themselves.  By 
focusing on stakeholders, social media, and word-of-mouth in terms of their impact on 
brand attitudes only (e.g., Pace, Balboni, & Gistri, 2014), we lose the opportunity to improve 
dialogue and long-term relationship management.  If we want to understand relationship 
management, we need a stronger focus on stakeholder needs and interests and to reframe 
the way we look at relationship management as a long-term contruct and not merely 
something to do as a part of a crisis response strategy.  The long-term approach is 
supported that research demonstrating that existing consumers have fundamentally 
different reactions to crises and organizations in crisis compared to those without previous 
relationships (Kim & Atkinson, 2014).  Additionally, organizations focusing on crisis response 
with good information and a long-term focus on relationship building were the best 
positioned to manage crises (Kim, 2014).  
 



Stakeholder Relationship Model 
  

For the last decade Benoit’s image repair theory and Coombs’ situational crisis 
communication theory have viewed as the two dominant theories in crisis communication 
(Diers-Lawson, 2017) and while they offer important guidance for organizations in selecting 
response strategies, they are also somewhat limited because they are instrumental – that is, 
they effectively identify ‘playbooks’ for organizations to follow instead of focusing on 
relational factors as important components to understanding crisis response (Xu & Li, 2013). 
With an increasing body of research suggesting that ‘authentic’ engagement with 
stakeholders is a critical factor in not only minimising the impact of crises on organizations 
but also as an important approach to responding to crises themselves (Diers, 2012; Haigh & 
Brubaker, 2010; Lacey, Kennett-Hensel, & Manolis, 2014; Xu & Li, 2013), the importance of 
understanding relationships between organizations, stakeholders, and emergent issues is 
emerging as an integral component to evaluating crisis response as ‘successful’ (Lyon & 
Cameron, 2004).  Certainly, this resonates with the demands from a modern public relations 
environment that requires organizations to more effectively engage with many different 
stakeholder groups (Botan, 1997; Xu & Li, 2013).   
 As such, Diers’ (2012) relational model (see figure 1) provides an analytic model 
reflecting previous findings establishing that stakeholder characteristics, public pressure 
from interested stakeholders, and engagement are all likely to influence stakeholder 
evaluations and behavioral intentions towards organizations.  The model aligns with 
previous research establishing that consumer attitudes (Claes, Rust, & Dekimpe, 2010), 
public pressure from interested stakeholders in the face of crises (Piotrowski & Guyette, 
2010; Uccello, 2009), and engagement with stakeholders (Hong, Yang, & Rim, 2010) are all 
likely to influence consumer evaluations and behavioral intentions towards organizations.  
Previous applications of the model to analysis of post-crisis communication have 
demonstrated its effectiveness in identifying factors influencing consumer evaluations of 
the firm, such as an organization’s reputation, consumer knowledge of the organization, 
perceptions of the organization’s concern regarding the crisis, and consumers’ interest 
regarding the crisis (Diers 2012).   
 

 



 
Exploring Stakeholder Identities and Attitudes as Antecedents for Strong Emotions 
 
 While researchers in crisis communication have developed a stronger understanding 
of crisis outcomes, there has been relatively little research about different stakeholder 
reactions to crises themselves (Hajibaba, Gretzel, Leisch, & Dolnicar, 2015).  However, some 
of the most vital work advancing the field’s understanding of emotion and crises has 
emerged from Jin and her research partners over the last several years.  For example, Jin, 
Liu, Anagondahalli, and Austin’s (2014) research to develop the social-mediated crisis 
communication model (SMCC) provides instrumental insight into understanding the 
measures of emotions and types of emotional reactions to crises. 

In the context of stakeholder relationship management, SMCC very clearly links 
stakeholder attitudes about crisis issues and the organization to the production of 
emotional reactions to the crises.  As such, because of the unique nature of relationship 
management in the organizational/ stakeholder context (as compared to the interpersonal 
context), key findings from the SMCC help to support a stakeholder relationship 
management approach to understanding the antecedents of emotion and crisis.  For 
example, the research finds that there is a strong positive relationship between attributions 
of blame and anger – that is, the more stakeholders attribute blame to an organization for a 
crisis, the more likely they are to be very angry about the situation (Jin, 2009, 2010; Jin et 
al., 2014). Similarly, in research about food safety, Mou and Lin (2014) found positive 
relationships between perceived incident awareness, factual awareness, risk perception, 
emotional reactions to previous actions, and reduced perceived control over the situation 
with increased emotional responses to the situation.  In particular, Mou and Lin (2014) 
found that the negative emotions produced increased stakeholders perception of risk and 
their likelihood to take action.  In fact, the majority of the existing research on emotion 
focuses on negative emotions.  Yet, the majority of the research examines the emotions and 
their implications for the acceptance or rejection of crisis response messages and not 
mechanisms for reliably judging when these emotions are emerging in a crisis context and 
what the antecedents for their emergence might be.  Thus, the aim of this section is to take 
the previous research and use it to produce some testable hypotheses regarding the 
antecedents and indicators of anger.  This chapter’s goal, therefore, is to move beyond 
descriptive research of what happens during and after crises to predictive research 
attempting to understand what causes people to react and how we might measure that in 
real-world contexts.  

 
Individual factors influencing strong emotional reactions to crises. Certainly in a 

global environment there are several individual factors, identified in different studies as 
influencing reactions to crises.  However, research about individual factors influencing 
reactions to crises is lacking.  One important study of individual factors within the tourism 
industry focused on ‘crisis resistant tourists’ – that is those people whose attitudes and 
planned behaviors were less likely to be affected by emerging crises.  Hajibaba, et al., (2015) 
found that people who are more likely to take risks, travel more, actively involved in travel 
planning, were younger, were interested in a number of other activities, and had a number 
of personal and lifestyle preferences were all less likely to perceive substantial risk from 
individual crises.  This suggests that we must assume that individual factors like gender, age, 



income, and experience with the crisis issue, and attitudes about the crisis issue are likely to 
influence emotional reactions to crises.   

Moreover culture is likely to influence emotional reactions. Unfortunately, there is a 
genuine dearth of cultural contextualization in understanding crises (Diers-Lawson, 2017; 
Falkheimer & Heide, 2006; Lee, Woeste, & Heath, 2007).  Crisis communication theory is 
primarily based on a Western-oriented paradigm with little reference to its cross-cultural 
aspects (Haruta & Hallahan, 2009).  In recent years, there has been an increased recognition 
that national identity matters in understanding crisis communication (Chen, 2009; Molleda, 
Connolly-Ahern, & Quinn, 2005; Rovisco, 2010) and certainly, culture should influence 
emotional reactions to crises as well.  Therefore, we can expect culture to influence 
reactions; however, the degree and nature of that influence is unclear.  

In addition, there is increasing evidence to suggest that media use is likely to 
influence peoples’ reactions to crises and so we must better understand how traditional and 
social media use – both reading and posting – influence emotional reactions to crises 
(Brummette & Sisco, 2015; Brynielsson, Johansson, Jonsson, & Westling, 2014; H. J. Kim & 
Cameron, 2011; Pace et al., 2014; Utz, Schultz, & Glocka, 2013; Yin, Feng, & Wang, 2015).  
Based on the previous research, we should expect that there is a connection between use, 
posting, and strong emotions.  In fact, McDonald and Cokley’s (2013) taxonomy of 
emotional reactions to expect online found that there were two key ways to classify 
reactions – those that were problem-focused and those that were emotional focused.  In 
particular, they found a number of online behaviors indicating direct action taken against 
the ‘offending’ organization ranging from different word-of-mouth (WOM) behaviors to 
boycotts, reduced product usage, and buying alternative brands.  As such, these findings 
suggest that there are many individual factors that help us to understand and predict 
emotion in reactions to crises.  

 
Antecedents and indicators of anger.  As one of the primary emotions investigated 

in crisis communication, previous research in crisis communication provides us with several 
potential antecedents and indicators of anger.  Certainly Jin’s research (e.g., 2009; 2010; Jin, 
et al., 2014) clearly indicates that perceptions of the ‘controllability of the crisis’ is likely to 
generate stakeholder anger.  The more perceived control that an organization is believed to 
have the more likely a crisis is to produce anger because the organization is seen as being 
able to have prevented the crisis in these cases.  Thus, the question of an organization’s 
perceived competence is likely to affect stakeholder anger as one indicator of perceived 
control.  Likewise, in these situations we also see a clear indicator of whether stakeholders 
are angry – they are more likely to blame the organization for the crisis (Jin, 2009; 2010).  
However, controllability is not fully conceptually defined within the crisis communication 
research and previous persuasion research provides additional clarification on the concept 
of controllability with research finding that stakeholder perceptions of controllability of 
situation are likely to affect emotional responses (e.g., Aizen, 2005) and even intentions to 
comply with organizational messages during crises (Freberg, 2013).   

Alongside the question of whether an organization can control a situation, is the 
perceived control individuals feel about situations.  Bandura (1997) discusses the concept of 
efficacy indicating that our self-efficacy (our belief in our ability to correctly perform 
particular actions) as well as our response efficacy (our belief that if actions are performed, 
they will meet with desirable outcomes) substantially affects our perceptions of situations.  
In his discussion of social cognitive theory, he demonstrates that interactions between 



individual attitudes, social interactions, and external influences (e.g., media) all affect our 
reactions to situations.  Thus, in considering factors that produce anger in a crisis context, 
Diers’ (2012) stakeholder relational model provides a framework for considering both 
antecedent and indicators of emotion together to more fully understand the complex 
dynamics of stakeholder relationships with organizations, issues, and crises.  

However, there are also other antecedents and indicators of stakeholder anger 
towards organizations found in previous research.  For example, Choi and Lin (2009) as well 
as Rhee and Yang (2014) found that an increased exposure to a crisis also increased the 
likelihood of stakeholder anger.  These findings suggests that organizations with a history of 
crises were also more likely to be met with greater levels of stakeholder anger – particularly, 
if the crisis was viewed as more controllable.  For example, Kim (2013) found that previous 
beliefs about a company were most likely to influence attitudes about the company.  
Likewise, Coombs (2004) and Maresh and Williams (2007) have drawn similar conclusions 
across different industries.  As such, measuring an individual’s prior attitudes about the 
company and/or an industry should also be predictive of the amount of anger they would 
express.  The prior experiences within an industry or with a crisis can potentially create a 
‘negative communication dynamic’, suggesting that two of the critical indicators of 
stakeholder anger could be negative word-of-mouth (nWOM) (Coombs & Holladay, 2007; 
Kim, 2014; McDonald & Cokley, 2013; Pace et al., 2014; Yin et al., 2015) as well as reduced 
behavioral intention to make purchases after a crisis (Coombs & Holladay, 2007; Ping, Ishaq, 
& Li, 2015; Sellnow et al., 2015; Yum & Jeong, 2014).  
 
Developing Emotion-Based Predictions in the Airline Industry 
 

The airline industry has long been identified as crisis prone (Gonzales-Herrero & 
Pratt, 1996), so it is a strong test industry for understanding antecedents and indicators of 
angry reactions to crises.  This is amplified by the challenges the industry has faced in recent 
years.  The complexity surrounding catastrophic events is not limited to the different global 
audiences to whom the airline might be speaking but also the level of coordination required 
to respond as was demonstrated by the March 2015 crash of the Germanwings flight in 
France or disappearance of the Malaysian Airlines flight also in March 2015.  
 Dramatic catastrophes are, of course, the exception rather than the rule in the 
airline industry.  More common issues, risks, and crises are emerging in the industry over 
questions of health and safety such as communicable diseases and smart security 
endeavours (IATA, 2015).  Yet, little is known about the implications on the industry of crises 
like those emerging from security problems or more recent questions about the spread of 
communicable diseases, like Ebola from Western Africa or the Middle East respiratory 
syndrome (MERS), coronavirus, or influenza.  In each of these cases, questions have 
emerged about the relative responsibility of the airline industry and local governments for 
managing the health and safety concerns related to air travel (Bacchi, 2014; Martin & 
Weikel, 2014; Watt, 2015).  Thus, as airlines increasingly face pressures to manage global 
health and security issues on a routine basis, the appropriateness of their responses may 
well shape consumers’ willingness to travel or use particular airlines.  When confidence is 
shaken in the safety of flying, as we saw after 9/11, the stability of the entire industry can be 
shaken, taking the industry years to recover (IATA, n.d.).  
 Moreover, from a theoretical standpoint, little is known about how people react to 
crises and organizational responses (Coombs, 2007).  Previous studies identify both 



contextual and methodological gaps in the field as research has primarily relied on case 
study methods (Avery, 2010; Claeys, Cauberghe, & Vyncke, 2010; T. Coombs, 2007).  A 
critical limitation, therefore, is the development of descriptive guidelines for crisis 
management, which lack predictive power (Coombs, 2006; Kim, Kim, & Cameron, 2009).  At 
the same time, experimental studies in the area are found to be limited in the range of crisis 
types observed (Avery, 2010; Coombs & Holladay, 2002) as they primarily analyze and 
generate recommendations for crises where the onus of responsibility clearly falls on the 
organization of study (Claeys et al., 2010; Jeong, 2009).  In addition, few factors beyond the 
crisis type and organizational response messages have been examined in research with the 
impact of concepts such as emotion and attitude remaining relatively understudied 
(McDonald, Sparks, & Glendon, 2010). 
 Because this research is drawing together research that largely focuses on using 
emotion to anticipate stakeholder reactions to crisis response messages, persuasion theory, 
and existing theory related to crisis communication, there are clear predictions that can be 
made.  However, because of the lack of direct research analyzing the antecedents and 
indicators of strong emotions in reactions to crises, the hypotheses themselves cannot be 
directional.  In addition, previous research clearly indicates that the relationships between 
organizations and issues (e.g., blame attribution and competence in managing the issue) 
and relationships between organizations and stakeholders (e.g., reputation, perceived 
knowledge of the organization, and trustworthiness) need to be considered.  Therefore, 
these should be viewed as moderators and I propose the following hypotheses (see figure 
2): 

Hypothesis 1: The relationships between consumers and crisis issues will affect 
perceptions of the organization’s relationship to the crisis issue – an indicator of 
angry reactions to the onset of a crisis.   

Hypothesis 1a: The relationships between consumers and crisis issues will 
affect perceptions of an organization’s competence at crisis onset.  
Hypothesis 1b: The relationships between consumers and crisis issues will 
affect blame attribution toward an airline at crisis onset.  

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between consumers and crisis issues, moderated by 
evaluations of organization’s relationship to the crisis issue and the stakeholder’s 
attitude towards the airline, will affect their likelihood to demonstrate their anger 
with the organization.   

Hypothesis 2a: The relationships between consumers and crisis issues, 
moderated by evaluations of organization’s relationship to the crisis issue 
and the stakeholder’s attitude towards the airline, will affect their intention 
to engage in nWOM about the airline.  
Hypothesis 2b: The relationship between consumers and crisis issues, 
moderated by evaluations of organization’s relationship to the crisis issue 
and the stakeholder’s attitude towards the airline, will affect their intention 
to purchase tickets from the airline.  

  



 
 

Methods 
In a pre-test, post-test field experimental design, 2,377 respondents from nine 

countries (see Table 1) – were exposed to a news article customized to their region 
reporting on either a health or safety crisis (see Appendix A and B).  Questionnaires and 
news stories were delivered in English to Greece, India, Nigeria, Singapore, and the US. 
Questionnaires and news stories were translated and back-translated to ensure an accurate 
translation into Bulgarian, simplified Chinese, Mandarin (for Hong Kong), and Arabic for 
Oman.   
Table 1 
Sample Summary 

  Bulgaria China Greece Hong 
Kong 

India Nigeria Oman Singapore U.S. 

Gender Male 98 278 83 261 74 91 172 113 112 
 Female 158 368 195 111 91 104 52 118 180 

Age 18-22 22 61 54 21 25 1 18 17 10 
 23-29 138 161 191 82 84 79 64 68 25 
 30-39 36 91 19 61 14 61 100 103 45 
 40-49 22 237 9 80 12 17 33 37 48 
 50-59 27 87 5 80 25 20 9 6 62 
 60-69 11 6 0 46 4 16 0 0 67 
 70-95 0 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 35 

Income Poverty 20 231 185 53 43 2 120 32 55 
 Low 56 230 59 67 77 16 26 35 38 
 Middle 127 99 16 77 17 66 19 117 74 
 Upper 43 39 10 74 15 51 21 38 74 
 High 10 47 8 101 13 60 38 9 51 

Total  256 646 278 372 165 195 224 231 292 

 
 



 Manipulation checks were carried out for both the type of crisis. A one-way ANOVA 
for the conditions of security (M = 2.08) and disease (M  = 3.28) for the question, ‘In your 
opinion, what kind of problem is the airline facing – security or health?’ where security was 
anchored at 1 and disease anchored at 5 was significant F(1, 2307) = 878.09 p < .00.  There 
were no significant differences in attitude outcomes based on experimental condition 
indicating that respondents viewed health and safety issues as having similar impact.   
 Table 2 summarises the operationalization of the variables, variable descriptives, and 
results of the factor analysis.  Participants from all nations, except the US, were drawn from 
a convenience sample, and recruited via email, Facebook, and Twitter.  American 
participants were paid participants recruited via Qualtrics panels.  All participants received a 
link and electronic Qualtrics-based questionnaire to complete.  Participants were randomly 
assigned into experimental condition to balance the cells (Security = 1,179 and Infectious 
Disease Accommodative = 1,198).  
 To both hypotheses and sub-hypotheses, correlations established the significant 
relationships between the variables, then hierarchical regressions were performed grouping 
the variables according to type of variable – that is, moderating variables were entered first, 
followed by existing individual factors, existing issue-specific attitudes, and crisis-specific 
attitudes.  Where there were relevant pre-tests for a dependent variable, they were 
included as existing issue-specific attitudes.  Additionally, nationality was dummy-coded to 
test each nation within the correlations and regression models.  



Table 2 Operationalization of Study Variables and Descriptives 

Relationship 

Tested 

Theme Variable Questions Key Author(s) Eigen-

value 

Variance 

Explained 

Factor 

Loading 

Alpha Post 

Test 

Mean 

Pre -

Post 

Mean 

SD 

Stakeholder 
to Issue 

Prior 
Behaviors 

Domestic Air 
Travel 

flown domestically before 
Flown domestically w/in last year 
Plan to fly domestically w/in next 6 

mo. 

 2.19 36.57 .81 
.87 
.82 

.78 1.43/2 N/A .40 

  International Air 
Travel 

Ever flown internationally before 
Flown internationally w/in last year 
Plan to fly internationally w/in next 

6 mo. 

 1.98 32.97 .82 
.87 
.80 

.77 1.35/2 N/A .40 

 Flying 
Attitudes 

Personal Risk 
Perception 

I often worry about airline safety 
I believe airline safety is something 

that affects me more than most 
people 

I often worry that people who fly 
will carry diseases to other places 

I often worry that airlines are not 
doing enough to protect their 
passengers 

I often worry that I will get sick after 
flying 

 4.47 26.27 .58 
.72 

 
 

.69 
 

.58 
 
 

.65 

.79 2.77/5 N/A .93 

  Personal Issue 
Importance: 
Health & Safety on 
Airlines 

Safety from security risks is very 
important to me 

Safety from disease outbreaks is 
very important to me 

I feel personally connected to the 
issue of airline security 

I feel personally connected to the 
issue of disease outbreaks 

 4.11 51.38 .69 
 

.73 
 

.90 
 

.91 

.89  -.38 1.29 

  



Relationship 
Tested 

Theme Variable Questions Key Author(s) Eigen-
value 

Variance 
Explained 

Factor 
Loading 

Alpha Post 
Test 

Mean 

Pre -
Post 

Mean 

SD 

Stakeholder 
to Issue 
(con’t) 

Flying 
Attitudes 
(con’t) 

Low Flight Anxiety I am completely comfortable flying 
domestically—never have 
anxiety  

I am completely comfortable flying 
internationally—never have 
anxiety 

Aizen, 1991 1.26 7.39 .81 
 
 

.83 

.70 3.52/5 N/A 1.11 

  Personal Risk 
Perception with 
Flying 

I often worry about airline safety 
I believe airline safety is something 

that affects me more than most 
people 

I often worry that people who fly 
will carry diseases to other places 

I often worry that airlines are not 
doing enough to protect their 
passengers 

I often worry that I will get sick after 
flying 

Aizen, 1991 4.47 26.27 .58 
.72 

 
 

.69 
 

.58 
 
 

.65 

.79 2.77 N/A .93 

  Personal Issue 
Importance: 
Health & Safety on 
Airlines 

Safety from security risks is very 
important to me 

Safety from disease outbreaks is 
very important to me 

I feel personally connected to the 
issue of airline security 

I feel personally connected to the 
issue of disease outbreaks 

Aizen, 1991 4.11 51.38 .69 
 

.73 
 

.90 
 

.91 

.89 5.25/7 -.38 1.31 

 Efficacy Negative 
Response Efficacy 

I feel as though there’s nothing I can 
do to ensure my safety while 
flying 

I feel as though there’s nothing I can 
do to ensure my health while 
flying 

Bandura, 1982 1.09 13.57 .94 
 
 

.95 
 

.91 4.46/7 1.39 1.57 

  



Relationship 
Tested 

Theme Variable Questions Key Author(s) Eigen-
value 

Variance 
Explained 

Factor 
Loading 

Alpha Post 
Test 

Mean 

Pre -
Post 

Mean 

SD 

Stakeholder 
to Issue 
(con’t) 

 Self-Efficacy I am confident in my ability to 
choose an airline that has a 
strong safety record 

 I am confident in my ability to 
choose an airline that provides a 
healthy flight 

Bandura, 1982 1.09 19.81 .92 
 
 

.92 

.93 4.90/7 1.30 1.40 

 Third Person 
Perceptions 

Security Third 
Person 

Importance security to North 
Americans 

Importance security to Europeans 
Importance security to Africans 
Importance security to Middle 

Easterners 
Importance security to Asians 
Importance security to South 

Americans 

Aizen, 1991; 
Diers, 2012; 
Sun, Shen, & 
Pan, 2008 

12.76 70.88 .70 
 

.72 

.80 

.81 
 

.80 

.78 

.97 5.84/7 -.17 1.30 

  Disease Third 
Person 

Importance disease outbreaks 
caused by air travel to North 
Americans 

Importance disease outbreaks 
caused by air travel to Europeans 

Importance disease outbreaks 
caused by air travel to Africans 

Importance disease outbreaks 
caused by air travel to Middle 
Easterners 

Importance disease outbreaks 
caused by air travel to Asians 

Importance disease outbreaks 
caused by air travel South 
Americans 

Aizen, 1991; 
Diers, 2012; 
Sun, Shen, & 
Pan, 2008 

1.76 9.75 .65 
 
 

.68 
 

.81 
 

.83 
 
 

.80 
 

.79 
 

.96 5.96/7 -.06 1.33 

 
  



Relationship 
Tested 

Theme Variable Questions Key Author(s) Eigen-
value 

Variance 
Explained 

Factor 
Loading 

Alpha Post 
Test 

Mean 

Pre -
Post 

Mean 

SD 

Organisation 
to Issue 

Blame  Blame Attribution I believe the airline was mostly at 
fault 

The airline should be held 
responsible 

Kim, 2013 2.74 68.50 .82 
 

.81 

.85 4.48/7 N/A 1.28 

 Competence Airline 
Competence in 
Health & Safety 

Airline demonstrates competent 
record of safety 

Airline demonstrates competent 
record of protecting passenger 
health 

Airline intends to be safe airline  
I associate Airline with safety in 

industry 
Airline demonstrates genuine 

concern for passenger safety 
Airline demonstrates genuine 

concern for passenger health 
Airline clearly shows a commitment 

to passenger safety 
Airline clearly shows a commitment 

to passenger health 

Hargis & Watt, 
2010; Jaques, 
2009;  

6.95 86.88 .92 
 

.93 
 
 

.91 

.91 
 

.92 
 

.94 
 

.95 
 

.94 

.98 4.79/7 -.26 1.38 

Organisation 
to 
Stakeholder 

Perceived 
Knowledge  

Knowledge of 
Airline 

I have extensive overall knowledge 
of Airline 

I could accurately describe Airline’s 
overall corporate ideology 

I have extensive knowledge of range 
of services, upgrades, & options 
available when flying with the 
Airline 

Diers, 2012 2.58 85.92 .92 
 

.93 
 

.93 
 
 

.92 3.88/7 .42 1.63 

 Trustworthi-
ness 

Airline’s 
Trustworthiness 

Airline gives me a trustworthy 
impression 

Airline gives me a feeling of trust 
I feel I can trust Airline 
Airline seems trustworthy to me 

Morgan & 
Hunt, 1994 

3.71 92.67 .95 
 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.97 4.56/7 -.16 1.53 



Relationship 
Tested 

Theme Variable Questions Key Author(s) Eigen-
value 

Variance 
Explained 

Factor 
Loading 

Alpha Post 
Test 

Mean 

Pre -
Post 

Mean 

SD 

 Reputation Airline’s 
Reputation 

Airline sets a good example for 
industry 

Airline’s actions demonstrate 
dedication to social responsibility 

I would be willing to work for Airline 
Airline demonstrates a commitment 

to communities 
Airline is highly reputable 
Overall, I am satisfied with the 

Airline 

Diers, 2012; 
Walsh, 
Gianfranco & 
Beatty, 2007; 
Ryan, 1995 

4.71 78.56 .92 
 

.92 
 

.74 

.91 
 

.91 

.91 

.94 4.44/7 .02 1.44 

Behavioral 
Intentions 

 Purchase from 
Airline 

I would be willing to purchase a 
ticket  

I would actively seek out Airline for 
flight purchase 

I would consider Airline to be my 
first choice on future flight 
purchases 

I would pay a higher price for 
Airline’s flights than competitor 
airlines’ flights 

Aizen, 1991 2.78 71.84 .78 
 

.91 
 

.92 
 
 

.78 

.87 4.56/7 1.21 1.60 

Behavioral 
Intentions 
(con’t) 

Word-of-
Mouth 

Positive WOM I have recommended Airline to 
friends/ relatives who asked for 
my advice 

I have recommended Airline to 
people looking for a good airline 

Maxham, 
Netemeyer, 
2002; 
Zeithaml, 
Berry, & 
Parasuraman, 
1996 

2.14 53.58 .96 
 
 

.97 

.94 4.62.7 1.59 1.79 

  Negative WOM I encourage my friends/relatives 
NOT to purchase any flights from 
Airline 

I have said negative things about 
Airline and its services to my 
friends, relatives 

Coombs & 
Holladay, 2008 

1.38 34.44 .87 
 
 

.91 

.76 3.42/7 1.29 1.76 



Relationship 
Tested 

Theme Variable Questions Key Author(s) Eigen-
value 

Variance 
Explained 

Factor 
Loading 

Alpha Post 
Test 

Mean 

Pre -
Post 

Mean 

SD 

 Trust Receptivity to 
Information from 
Airline 

The information in Airline’s response 
is likely to influence my attitudes 
about company 

The information in Airline’s response 
is likely to influence 
friends/family attitudes 

The information in Airline’s response 
is likely to influence people in my 
community 

The information in Airline’s response 
is likely to influence people in my 
country 

The information in Airline’s response 
is likely to influence people in 
other countries 

Jensen & 
Hurley, 2005 

3.76 75.18 .83 
 
 

.90 
 
 

.91 
 
 

.87 
 
 

.92 

.92 4.40/7 N/A 1.30 

  Organisational 
Learning 

I believe the incident will ultimately 
result in safer flying conditions 

 1.43 35.67 N/A N/A 4.87/7 N/A 1.50 

Behavioral 
Intentions 
(con’t) 

Information 
Sharing 

Crisis Reaction: 
Social Media 
Engagement 

Tweet about the crisis 
Post about the crisis on Facebook 
Blog about the crisis 
Comment about the crisis in an 

online forum 
Write or forward an email about the 

crisis 
Contact company about crisis, social 

media 
Comment on crisis on other social 

media site 

 12.22 29.80 .69 
.72 
.78 
.80 

 
.76 

 
.78 

 
.75 

.93 2.42/7 N/A 1.68 

  



Relationship 
Tested 

Theme Variable Questions Key Author(s) Eigen-
value 

Variance 
Explained 

Factor 
Loading 

Alpha Post 
Test 

Mean 

Pre -
Post 

Mean 

SD 

Prior Events Blame  Airline to Blame Malaysian Missing – I believe the 
airline was mostly at fault 

Malaysian Missing – I believe the 
airline should be held 
responsible 

Disease – I believe the airline should 
be held responsible 

 2.81 13.38 .83 
 

.80 
 
 

.60 

.79 4.43 
 

4.75 
 
 

4.44 

1.93 
 

1.85 
 
 

1.87 

 

 Organization
al Learning 

Event Improves 
Safety 

Germanwings – I believe the crash 
will result in safer flying 
conditions 

Malaysian Missing – I believe the 
disappearance will result in safer 
flying conditions 

 1.58 7.50 .86 
 
 

.85 

.83 5.08 
 
 

4.80 
 

 

1.71 
 
 

1.87 

 

   Disease – I believe the incident will 
result in safer flying conditions 

   .82  4.95 1.74  

 Risk  Greater Risk 
Perception 

Germanwings – I feel more 
concerned about flying as a 
result of this crash 

Malaysian Missing – I feel more 
concerned about flying as a 
result of this incident 

Disease – I feel more concerned 
about flying as a result of this 
incident 

 1.22 5.80 .80 
 
 

.81 
 
 

.72 
 

.75 3.92 
 
 

4.18 
 
 

4.25 

2.05 
 
 

2.04 
 
 

1.95 

 

 Attitude 
Change 

Risk Denial Germanwings – My attitude about 
flying has not changed as a result 
of this crash 

Malaysian Missing – My attitude 
about flying has not changed as a 
result of this 

Disease – My attitude about flying 
has not changed as a result of 
this 

 1.10 5.25 .77 
 
 

.86 
 
 

.82 
 

.78 4.93 
 
 

4.78 
 
 

4.66 

1.96 
 
 

2.08 
 
 

1.98 

 



Results 
 Overall, these results demonstrate strong confirmation of all hypotheses and sub-
hypotheses.  Moreover, these data suggest that Diers (2012) conceptualized relationship 
between stakeholders or consumers and a crisis issue is an important predictor for 
predicting strong emotional reactions to crises.  Specifically, these data find that existing 
individual factors, existing issue-specific attitudes, and crisis-specific attitudes all affect 
indicators of stakeholder anger.  
 
Antecedents of Anger 
 
 Hypothesis 1 predicted that the relationships between consumers and crisis issues 
would affect the indicators of anger towards airlines at the onset of crises with sub-
hypotheses focusing assessments of the organization’s competence with regard to health 
and safety (i.e., controllability) and attribution of blame for the crisis (i.e., controllability).  
   
 Competence.  These data found that the relationship between consumers and crisis 
issues substantially predicted perceptions of the airline’s competence to effectively provide 
assurance of health and safety on its flights.  With an adjusted r-squared of .50, the two 
most important attitudes were respondents existing attitudes about the airline’s 
competence and their self-efficacy regarding protecting their health and safety when flying 
(see Table 3).   The most important category of the relationship between the stakeholders 
and crisis issue was very clearly the existing issue-specific attitudes accounting for 35 
percent of the evaluation of airline competence alone.   

 
Table 3  

Regression Model for Impact of Individual, Issue on Indicator of Anger – Competence 
 
Regressor 

 
Beta 

Model 1 
SE 

 
t 

 
Beta 

Model 2 
SE 

 
t 

 
Beta 

Model 3 
SE 

 
t 

Intercept  .45 10.18  .39 2.55  .38 1.06 
Gender -.06 .07 -2.36* .05 -.04 -2.18* -.04 .05 -2.07* 
Age .12 .00 4.86*** .09 .00 4.65*** .06 .00 3.10** 
Bulgaria -.10 .11 -3.69*** -.06 .09 -2.68** -.06 .09 -2.63** 
China .05 .09 2.05* .06 .07 2.99** .06 .07 2.88** 
Hong Kong -.10 .10 -3.92*** -.01 .09 -.62 -.02 .08 -.82 
India -.05 .13 -1.83 -.01 .11 -.55 -.01 .10 -.25 
Singapore .09 .12 3.42** -.02 .11 -.96 -.03 .10 -1.48 
MC: News .10 .02 4.22*** .01 .02 .60 .01 .02 .32 
MC: Micro/Blog .03 .02 1.29 .02 .02 .77 -.00 .02 -.18 
Pre: Competence    .55 .02 26.78*** .47 .02 23.85*** 
Prior – Dom    -.00 .08 -.06 .01 .08 .48 
Low Flight Anx    .08 .03 3.51*** .04 .03 1.93* 
PC: Ind Learning    .12 .02 6.28*** .05 .02 2.81** 
PC: Attitude Change    .04 .02 2.09* .03 .02 1.59 
H&S Pers Imptce       .10 .03 4.17*** 
Neg Resp Efficacy       -.03 .02 -1.67 
Self-Efficacy       .26 .02 12.46*** 
Security Impt Other       .05 .04 1.52 
Disease Impt Other       -.04 .04 -1.03 
Issue Impt Self       -.02 .03 -.70 
          
F  14.26***   90.19***   86.69***  

F  14.26***   211.19***   45.68***  

R2  .07   .42   .50  
R2

adj.   .06   .42   .50  
R2 change  .07   .35   .08  
df  9, 1722   14, 1717   20, 1711  

Notes. *  p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 



There were several significant individual factors.  First, men evaluated airlines as 
more competent than women.  Second, the older the respondent was, the more likely they 
were to view the airline as competent.  Third, nationality was also important with Chinese 
respondents more likely compared to respondents from other nations to believe the airline 
was competent and Bulgarians significantly less likely to believe the airline was competent.   

There were also two additional existing issue-specific attitudes that were significant.  
First, there was a strong positive relationship for low flight anxiety suggesting that people 
who experience little anxiety over air travel are more likely to view the airline as competent.  
Second, respondents who were confident that airlines had learned from recent previous 
crises (i.e., Germanwings, Malaysian Airlines, and the Ebola crisis) were also significantly 
more likely to view the airline as competent.   

There were two crisis-specific issue that were important factor in evaluating the 
airline’s competence with health and safety.  First, the greater the respondent’s self-efficacy 
regarding health and safety after the crisis, the more competence they attributed to the 
airline.  Second, the more that health and safety were perceived as personally relevant to 
the respondent, the more likely they were to believe the airline was competent.  

 
Blame Attribution.  These data found that the relationship between consumers and 

crisis issues substantially predicted the blame they attributed to the organization at the 
outset of a crisis.  With an adjusted r-squared of .38, the three most important attitudes 
were respondents attributions of blame for recent airline crises (i.e., Germanwings, 
Malaysia Airlines, and Ebola and air travel), and crisis-specific attitudes about the 
importance of health and safety when flying and negative response efficacy (see Table 4).   
With regard to blame attribution, as an indicator of anger, both existing issue-specific and 
crisis-specific attitudes were nearly equal in importance accounting for 33 percent of the 
variance.  
Table 4  

Regression Model for Impact of Individual, Issue on Indicator of Anger – Blame Attribution 
 
Regressor 

 
Beta 

Model 1 
SE 

 
t 

 
Beta 

Model 2 
SE 

 
t 

 
Beta 

Model 3 
SE 

 
t 

Intercept  .21 20.95  .28 7.94  .28 3.91 
China .10 .08 3.90*** .05 .08 2.04* .04 .07 1.81 
Singapore -.07 .10 -2.87** -.11 .10 -4.60*** -.13 .09 -5.70*** 
US -.07 .09 -3.02** -.03 .08 -1.36 -.04 .07 -2.17* 
MC: Micro/Blog .13 .02 5.36*** .09 .02 3.85*** .09 .02 4.24*** 
Prior – Dom    .01 .08 .35 .01 .07 .40 
Pers Risk Perc    .10 .03 4.23*** .05 .03 2.33* 
Low Flight Anx    .13 .03 5.51*** .08 .03 3.86*** 
PC: Ind Learning    .02 .02 .94 -.03 .02 -1.45 
PC: Attitude Change    -.07 .02 -2.75** -.07 .02 -3.45*** 
PC: Increase Concern    .13 .02 5.20*** .06 .02 2.38* 
PC Airline Blame    .31 .02 13.36*** .28 .02 12.99*** 
H&S Pers Imptce       .24 .03 9.30*** 
Neg Resp Efficacy       .27 .02 12.85*** 
Self-Efficacy       .04 .02 1.70 
Security Impt Other       .06 .04 1.73 
Disease Impt Other       -.05 .04 -1.31 
Issue Impt Self       -.02 .03 -.70 
          
F  21.92***   46.75***   62.60***  

F  21.92***   58.01***   70.64***  

R2  .05   .23   .39  
R2

adj.   .05   .23   .38  
R2 change  .05   .18   .15  
df  4, 1709   11, 1702   17, 1696  

Notes. *  p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001



However, two individual factors were significant.  People from Singapore were 
significantly less likely to attribute blame to the airline compared to respondents from all 
other countries.  Second, people who consume information from microblogging and 
blogging sites were significantly more likely to attribute blame to the airline at the onset of 
the crisis.  

There were several existing issue-specific attitudes that affected blame attribution.  
Respondents were significantly more likely to attribute blame when they feel a greater 
sense of personal risk about health and safety overall, who report that the recent previous 
airline crises (i.e., Germanwings, Malaysia Airlines, and Ebola and air travel) have not 
changed their attitude about health and safety when flying, but also have a lower sense of 
general flight anxiety.  These seem to be people who are not generally concerned about 
flying but do believe the airlines could do more in order to protect their health and safety, 
which is very important to them.  

 
Antecedents of Angry Behavioral Intention 
 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the relationships between consumers and crisis issues 
would affect the behavioral indicators of anger towards airlines at the onset of crises with 
sub-hypotheses focusing on nWOM (indicator of anger), and intention to purchase a ticket 
from the airline in crisis (indicator of anger). 

nWOM.  These findings, together provide a sense of the triggers of anger when 
crises surrounding health and safety on flights emerge; however, for evaluating the 
indicators of their intention to act on their anger, I first examine factors influencing 
respondents’ intentions to speak negatively about the airline.  Taken together, the 
moderators and the existing issue-specific factors were the most important for predicting 
respondents nWOM intentions with an adjusted r-square of .30 (see Table 5).  In this case, 
the relationship between individuals and the issue with nWOM was substantially moderated 
by their belief they learned more about the airline, a drop in the airline’s reputation, and a 
direct attribution of blame for the onset of this crisis.   

There were several significant individual factors that influenced nWOM, but only 
accounted for about 2 percent of the variance.  Younger respondents and Chinese 
respondents – compared to respondents from all other nations were significantly more 
likely to engage in nWOM behaviors.  Additionally, respondents who get information from 
via microblogging and blogging were also more likely to engage in nWOM behaviors.  

Aside from the moderaters, the existing issue-specific attitudes were the most 
significant attitudes predicting nWOM intention accounting for 12 percent of the variance.  
The more that respondents generally feel like their personal health and safety is at risk, the 
more likely they were to indicate they would engage in nWOM behaviors.  However, 
previous attitudes and behaviors about recent airline crises (i.e., Germanwings, Malaysian 
Airlines, and Ebola and air travel) were the most important predictors of their intention to 
engage in nWOM behaviors. Specifically, those who had already engaged in nWOM 
behaviors regarding the recent airline crises reported intenting to engage in the same after 
the introduction of the crisis in the experiment.  Additionally, the more that the previous 
crises increased respondents’ concern about flying, they more they intended on engaging in 
nWOM behaviors.  However, the lower the level of blame attributions for previous crises 
the more likely respondents were to engage in nWOM behaviors for the introduction of 
health and safety crises.  



Table 5  

Regression Model for Impact of Individual, Issue on Indicator of Anger – Negative Word-of-Mouth (nWOM) 

 
Regressor 

 
Beta 

Model 1 
SE 

 
t 

 
Beta 

Model 2 
SE 

 
t 

 
Beta 

Model 3 
SE 

 
t 

 
Beta 

Model 4 
SE 

 
t 

Intercept  .18 7.97  .28 4.76  .29 2.48  .33 4.54 
Post: Perc Knowledge .32 .03 11.74*** .31 .03 11.04*** .23 .03 8.70*** .23 .03 8.68*** 
Post: Reputation -.14 .03 -5.22*** -.14 .03 -5.16*** -.11 .03 -4.24*** -.10 .03 -4.02*** 
Post: Blame Attrib.  .22 .03 9.72*** .20 .03 8.86*** .16 .03 6.86*** .15 .03 5.83*** 
Age    -.09 .00 -3.32** -.07 .00 -2.65** -.06 .00 -2.50* 
China    .07 .10 2.91** .04 .10 1.94* .07 .10 2.91** 
US    .04 .13 1.61 .01 .12 .53 .02 .12 .69 
MC: Micro/blogging    .07 .03 2.73** .02 .03 .78 .02 .03 .73 
MC: Facebook    -.02 .02 -.70 .00 .02 .11 .00 .02 .11 
Pre: nWOM       .30 .03 13.34*** .29 .04 12.84*** 
Pre: Pers Risk Perc.       .09 .04 3.44** .08 .04 3.47** 
PC: Industry Learning       -.03 .03 -1.29 -.01 .03 -.39 
PC: Att Change to Fly       .01 .02 .23 .01 .02 .23 
PC: Incr. Concern Fly       .10 .02 3.94*** .09 .02 3.60*** 
PC: Blame Attrib Airline       -.07 .03 -2.76** -.06 .03 -2.30* 
Post: Neg Resp Efficacy          .08 .03 3.55*** 
Post: Issue Impt - Sec           -.01 .05 -.25 
Post: Issue Impt – Dis          .02 .05 .46 
Post: Issue Impt -Self          -.14 .05 -4.76*** 
             
F  96.45***   41.19***   46.53***   40.23***  

F  96.45***   7.01***   45.12***   13.42***  

R2  .15   .16   .28   .30  
R2

adj.   .14   .16   .27   .29  
R2 change  .15   .02   .12   .02  
df  3, 1709   8, 1704   14, 1698   18, 1694  

Notes. *  p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001



Finally, two crisis-specific attitudes were also significant predictors of nWOM; 
however, they only acocunted for about 2 percent of the variance.  The higher respondents 
negative response efficacy, the more likely they were to engage in nWOM.  However, 
respondents who perceived the issue as being less important to themselves were more 
likely to engage in nWOM. 

  
Behavioral intention to purchase airline tickets.  The second indicator of 

respondents’ intention to act on their anger was their intention to purchase tickets from the 
airline in crisis.  Taken together, the moderators and the existing issue-specific factors were 
the most important for predicting respondents purchase intentions with an adjusted r-
square of .65 (see Table 6).  In this case, the relationship between individuals and the issue 
with purchase intention was substantially moderated by positive relationships with their 
belief they learned more about the airline, the airline’s trustworthiness, the airline’s 
reputation, and the airline’s competence accounting for 53 percent of the variance. 

There were several significant individual factors that purchase intention, but only 
accounted for about 3 percent of the variance.  Of these, nationality was the most 
important.  Bulgarians, Nigerians, Singaporeans, and Americans were all significantly less 
likely compared to the other nations purchase an airline ticket from the airline in crisis 
compared to respondents from the other nations.   

Aside from the moderaters, the existing issue-specific attitudes were the most 
significant attitudes predicting purchase intentions accounting for 10 percent of the 
variance.  Of these, the most important single attitude was whether they had already 
planned on purchasing a ticket from the airline.  Respondents were also more likely to 
purchase a ticket if they already felt that health and safety issues were important to them 
and whether previous crises (i.e., GermanWings, Malaysian Air, and Ebola and air travel) had 
changed their attitudes about flying.  However, respondents with higher levels of flight 
anxiety were significantly less likely to intend on purchasing a flight from the airline in crisis.   

Finally, only one crisis-specific attitude was significant but accounted for less than 1 
percent of variance.  There was a negative relationship between the personal issue 
importance of health and safety after the crisis and intention to purchase an airline ticket.  
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Table 6  

Regression Model for Impact of Individual, Issue on Indicator of Anger – Behavioral 

Intention to Purchase 

 
Regressor 

 
Beta 

Model 
1 
SE 

 
t 

 
Beta 

Model 
2 
SE 

 
t 

 
Beta 

Model 3 
SE 

 
t 

 
Beta 

Model 
4 
SE 

 
t 

Intercept  .13 4.26  .54 4.75  .53 2.67  .54 2.96 
Po: Perc 

Knowledge 
.21 .02 10.30*** .19 .02 9.06*** .14 .02 7.38*** .14 .02 7.18*** 

Po: Trustworthi-
ness 

.22 .04 6.00*** .19 .04 5.27*** .13 .04 3.98*** .14 .04 4.22*** 

Po: Reputation .26 .04 6.59*** .29 .04 7.46*** .20 .04 5.80*** .19 .04 5.46*** 
Po: 

Competence 
.14 .03 4.88*** .14 .03 5.03*** .10 .03 3.85*** .11 .03 4.31*** 

Post: Blame 
Attrib.  

.02 .02 1.04 .00 .02 .06 -.01 .02 -.50 -.00 .02 -.14 

Gender    .01 .06 .26 -.02 .05 -1.37 -.02 .05 -.94 
Bulgaria    -.09 .10 -4.01*** -.06 .09 -3.40** -.07 .09 -3.41** 
China    .03 .09 1.16 .03 .09 1.14 .03 .09 1.25 
Greece    -.02 .11 -.83 -.01 .10 -.69 -.02 .10 -1.04 
India    -.00 .12 -.17 .00 .11 .08 -.00 .11 -.10 
Nigeria    -.13 .11 -6.75*** -.11 .10 -6.06*** -.11 .10 -5.89*** 
Singapore    -.02 .10 -1.26 -.06 .10 -3.08** -.06 .10 -3.03** 
US    -.08 .09 -3.84*** -.07 .09 -3.35** -.07 .10 -3.36** 
Income     -.03 .02 -1.44 -.01 .02 -.72 -.01 .02 -.59 
MC: News    -.01 .02 -.32 -.02 .02 -1.09 -.01 .02 -.68 
MC: Micro/Blog    .02 .02 1.21 .02 .02 1.45 .02 .02 1.26 
MC: Facebook    -.00 .01 -.16 -.00 .01 -.22 -.00 .01 -.13 
Pre: Behavioral 

Intention 
      .38 .03 20.57*** .38 .03 20.72*** 

Experience 
Flying: Dom 

      .02 .08 .75 .01 .08 .50 

Experience 
Flying: Intl 

      .01 .08 .63 .01 .08 .61 

Pre: Pers Risk 
Perception 

      .05 .03 2.99** .05 .03 2.85** 

Pre: Low Flight 
Anxiety 

      -.03 .02 -1.98* -.04 .02 -2.09* 

PC: Industry 
Learning 

      -.01 .02 -.56 .00 .02 .00 

PC: Att Change 
to Fly 

      .06 .01 3.50*** .06 .01 3.46** 

PC: Blame Attrib 
Airline 

      -.02 .02 -1.43 -.02 .02 -1.22 

Post: Pers Issue 
Imptce H&S 

         -.05 .03 -2.64** 

Post: Neg Resp 
Efficacy 

         .03 .02 1.86 

Post: Self Eff.          .01 .02 .56 
Post: Issue Impt 

- Sec  
         .02 .03 .94 

Post: Issue Impt 
-Self 

         -.03 .03 -1.63 

             
F   384.13***   125.48***   126.54***   106.62*** 

F   384.13***   8.91***   57.99***   3.11** 

R2   .53   .55   .65   .65 
R2

adj.    .53   .55   .64   .65 
R2 change   .53   .03   .10   .00 
df   5, 1729   17, 1717   25, 1709   30, 1704 

Notes. *  p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Discussion and Conclusions 
 

 Taken together, these data complement previous research findings about emotions 
and crisis response strategies as well as previous research on persuasion and emotional 
antecedents.  However, these data offer a unique contribution to theory by demonstrating 
that the relationship between stakeholders and the crisis issue itself is an important 
predictor of strong negative emotional reactions to crises with three clear groups of 
antecedents to strong negative emotion emerging – prior beliefs about the issue, individual 
factors, and crisis-specific attitudes – with prior beliefs about the issue consistently 
emerging as the most important.  However, these data also confirm the importance of 
considering the complex nature of stakeholder evaluations in the context of models like 
stakeholder relationship management as vital since the evaluations of the airline’s 
relationship to issues of health and safety as well as the stakeholder evaluations of their 
own attitudes towards the airline were vital moderators of their own attitudes towards the 
crisis issue and intentions to act on those emotions.  
 
Factors Influencing Perceptions of Crisis Controllability 
 
 Controllability has consistently been one of the principle indicators of stakeholder 
anger towards organizations in crisis (Jin, 2009, 2010; Mou & Lin, 2014).  The question of 
whether an organization can control the emergence of a crisis emphasizes the 
organization’s relationship to the crisis issue.   In this case, stakeholder evaluations of the 
organization’s competence to protect users (see e.g., Jin, 2010) was a strong indicator of an 
airline’s ability to intervene to promote or put at risk health and safety accounting for 35 
percent of the variance.  Similarly, a more traditional indicator of stakeholder anger with an 
organization in crisis – blame attriubtion (see e.g., Coombs & Holladay, 2007; Jin, et al., 
2014) was found to be significantly affected the relationship between stakeholders and the 
crisis issue.  Therefore, these data suggest that, in a global context, while individual factors 
(e.g., age, nationality, and media consumption) and crisis-specific attitudes are important 
considerations, the most important indicator of anger at the onset of a crisis are prior 
beliefs that are related to the issues themeselves supporting previous research finding that 
pre-crisis attitudes about the organization and issues are most likely to shape both reactions 
to the organization and situation (Ki & Brown, 2013) (see figure 3).  
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These data are consistent with previous behavioral and persuasion models, like the 

health belief model, that have found that perceived threat and other cues to action directly 
related to the issue itself will influence stakeholder evaluations that the organization could 
have better controlled the situation (Rosenstock, et al., 1988).  Yet this previous research 
focuses on individual emotions and behaviors – not attitudes and behaviors towards 
organizations, so these findings provide new applications of existing models.  Future 
research in crisis communication should use more social-psychology and persuasion models 
to evaluate antecedents of emotional reactions to crises.  However, these data provide clear 
and testable powerful predictions about factors influencing emotional reactions towards 
crises.   

That said, more research needs to be done analyzing antecedents of related 
emotions, like fear, as well as other emotional reactions to crises themselves.  If we better 
understand the emotional reactions to crises, then we can design crisis response messaging 
that meets stakeholder emotional coping needs.  Not only does this complement the new 
realities of long-term relationship management as the best approach to crisis management 
(Kim, 2014; Romenti, et al., 2014; Slabbert & Barker, 2014) but also emphasizes viewing 
stakeholders as partners with organizations rather than objects to be acted upon (Albu & 
Wehmeier, 2014; Hyvärinen & Voss, 2015).   
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Predicting Undesirable Reactions to the Onset of Crises 
 
 By better understanding the factors that influence negative emotional reactions to 
crises, like anger, and how they manifest in an organizational setting these data present a 
testable and predictable model of anger towards organizations at the onset of crises; 
however, these data also provide a predictive model for two undesirable crisis outcomes – 
nWOM and negative purchase intention – that have been previously identified as 
expressions of anger towards an organization in crisis (see e.g., Coombs & Holladay, 2007; 
McDonald & Cokley, 2013; Yin, et al., 2015).  However, these data also strongly suggest that 
while stakeholders attitudes about the crisis issue are important so are their beliefs about 
the airline’s relationship to the issue (i.e., competence and blame attribution) as well as 
their evaluation of their relationship with the organization (i.e., reputation, knowledge of 
the organization, and organizational trustworthiness) (see figure 4).   These findings provide 
additional support for Diers’ (2012) stakeholder relationship model that argues that in order 
to understand the outcomes of a crisis, we must first understand the interacting 
relationships between key stakeholders, the organization, and the particular crisis issue.  In 
fact, for practitioners who want to predict the potential financial impact of a crisis, these 
data provide a very strong indicator of the key factors affecting purchase intention.   

 
 
 These findings also confirm previous findings (see, e.g., Brummette & Sisco, 2015; 
Brynielsson, et al., 2014; Utz, et al., 2013) that long-term direct stakeholder engagement 
across different media platforms is vital to understanding and potentially managing 
emotional reactions to crises.   In particular, these data suggest that one of the significant 
predictors of negative word-of-mouth was media consumption.  Though, it is not as directly 
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significant as prior beliefs, organizations have an opportunity to use engagement and good 
information sharing before, during, and after a crisis to create dialogue about the topics 
driving stakeholder behavioral intention from the prior beliefs to evaluations of how the 
organization is doing with the stakeholders and the crisis issue.  This complements the 
previous findings that the changing nature of crisis communication emphasizes dialogue and 
direct engagement with stakeholders (see e.g., Kim & Atkinson, 2014; Kim, 2014; Romenti, 
et al., 2014).   
 
Overall Conclusions 
 
 An emerging body of research is problematizing traditional approaches to crisis 
communication focusing on identifying particular crisis response strategies that are effective 
with findings that they have minimal impact on key organizational outcomes after a crisis 
like reputation and behavioral intention (see, e.g., Ki & Brown, 2013; Kim, 2014; Kim & 
Camerson, 2011; Mou & Lin, 2014).  One of the solutions to this problem is certainly 
focusing on long-term stakeholder relationship management, but these data suggest that 
one of the reasons that the response strategies may not be as effective as possible is 
because practitioners may not be selecting the right message for the right audience at the 
right time.  The dearth of research focusing on stakeholder reactions themselves (Hajibaba, 
et al., 2015) suggests that we simply do not have adequate predictive models to anticipate 
stakeholder reactions to different situations.  As such, there is probably nothing wrong with 
our understanding of crisis response tactics and strategies; however, we simply do not yet 
have the means to deploy those strategies to meet the genuine emotional and practical 
needs of stakeholders.   
  In the end, the questions of whether stakeholders feel a bit of schadenfreude 
towards organizations in crisis, how much an organization’s reputation can be damaged, or 
even whether stakeholders will still want to engage with an organization in a crisis are still a 
long ways from answered.  However, this chapter – as part of a rapidly emerging body of 
work focusing on stakeholder needs and attitudes in crisis contexts – suggests that we can 
begin to answer these questions by applying related areas of research (e.g., persuasion) and 
directly test the antecedents of attitudes and attitude changes to form, modify, and/or 
confirm existing predictive theory.  Crisis communication, in particular has been overly 
focused on descriptive theory rather than predictive theory (Diers-Lawson, 2017; Xu & Li, 
2013).  While existing research and theory has laid the groundwork for predictive theory, we 
should focus our attention on predictive theory as we continue to move into more complex 
understandings of concepts like emotions or coping in crisis contexts.  
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