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In today’s digital environment, social media play an important role in the dynamics of crises (Utz, 

Schultz, & Glocka, 2013). Compared to traditional media, social media are considered as more dialogic, 

interactive and faster (Waters, Burnett, Lamm, & Lucas, 2009). These typical features of social media 

are crucial characteristics of crisis communication. Furthermore, social media enable consumers to react 

on the crisis message. These consumer reactions may have an impact on the effectiveness of the crisis 

communication (Mei, Bansal, & Pang, 2009; Schultz, Utz, & Göritz, 2011). Consequently, in the current 

social media environment, the framing of the crisis message is not exclusively determined by the crisis 

communication manager, but also by consumer reactions (Lee, Rodgers, & Kim, 2009).  

The organizational reputation is a valuable and intangible asset that determines the financial success of 

an organization (Fombrun & Gardberg, 2000). When a crisis hits, this forms a significant threat for the 

organizational reputation (Coombs, 2007). Companies consider social media such as Facebook as an 

efficient tool to manage their reputation during a crisis, however they have to take into account the 

typical features of this medium (Schultz et al., 2011). Based on the information stakeholders receive 

during the crisis about the organization via interactions between the organization and the stakeholders, 

but also via second-hand information, the organizational reputation is formed (Coombs & Holladay, 

2007). Social media are characterized by second-hand information of stakeholders, since these 

stakeholders can post reactions on the crisis message posted by the organization. When the public reacts 

on a corporate crisis message, this can be considered as secondary crisis communication (SCC) (Schultz 

et al., 2011). A distinction can be made between negative SCC (i.e., reactions which may form a threat 

for the organizational reputation) and positive SCC (i.e., reactions which may support the organizational 

reputation) (Thorsten, Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004). In other words, the valence of SCC can be 

negative or positive (Doh & Hwang, 2009).  

So far, research has not examined how positive or negative SCC affects the organizational reputation. 

The current studies about the use of social media in crisis communication take the organizations’ 

perspective by focusing on the crisis messages spread by the organization via social media (e.g., Schultz 

et al., 2011; Utz et al., 2013). However, they do not take into consideration how SCC of social media 

users influences the organizational reputation. As a consequence, crisis communication research needs 

a more complex perspective on social media which pays attention to the interactive negotiation of reality 

both by consumers and the organization (Schultz & Raupp, 2010).  

Beside minimizing reputational harm, the effectiveness of crisis communication via social media can be 

measured based on viral behavioral intentions of the social media users (Alhabash & McAllister, 2014). 

Tucker (2011) defines viral behavioral intentions as liking content, sharing content and reacting on 

content, which can be considered as a form of engagement of the public. Hence, we also investigate the 

impact of the valence of SCC on viral behavioral intentions. Furthermore, we investigate if the 

underlying mechanism that drives this effect is the usability of the information. In a crisis situation, 

positive information is considered as more diagnostic and useful than negative information (Lee & Koo, 

2012). This may have an influence on the intention of Facebook users to like, share or react on content. 

To conclude, we will examine if the likes of a reaction might enhance the impact of the valence of the 

reactions on the organizational reputation and viral behavioral intentions since likes can function as an 

indicator of how many people agree with the reaction (Freedman, 2011; Jiménez & Mendoza, 2013). 

As such, the aim of the study is threefold. First we investigate if stakeholders’ reactions to organizational 

crisis messages via Facebook as a form of SCC affect the organizational reputation. Next, we investigate 

if this effect can be explained based on the attitude towards the company. Second, we examine impact 



of valence of  SCC on viral behavioral intentions of the Facebook users and if this effect is driven by 

the usability of the information.  

Finally, we research if there is an interaction effect between the valence of reactions and the amount of 

likes that these reactions generate. 

2. Theoretical background and hypothesis development 

2.1 Crisis communication via Facebook 

Crises are unexpected events which can lead to reputational damage for organizations if they are not 

managed properly (Seeger, Sellnow, & Ulmer, 1998). An important aspect in managing crises is crisis 

communication. About a decade ago, crisis communication was characterized by ‘one-to-many’ 

communication. When a crisis occurred, a press conference was organized, press releases were 

distributed via traditional media, etc. The use of new media, such as the website of the organization, was 

not a priority during a crisis (Byrd, 2012). Today, these traditional media are still used, but 

complemented by interactive social media (Gonzalez-Herrero & Smith, 2008). Social media, such as 

blogs or social network sites, are online communication channels which enable virtual interactions 

between users (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). Worldwide, Facebook is the most popular social network 

site with more than 900 million users (Utz et al., 2013). Companies are aware of this enormous potential 

and often use Facebook as a corporate communication tool (Crijns, Hudders, Cauberghe, & Claeys, 

2015). The popularity of the social network site in combination with its large audience and possibility 

to immediately respond to consumers, makes Facebook an ideal platform for crisis communication 

managers (Ki & Nekmat, 2014). 

However, crisis communication managers need to consider that social media such as Facebook change 

the interactions between organizations and the public during a crisis. The social network site forms a 

crucial tool in the crisis management phase, facilitating more effective, flexible and sophisticated 

responses (Van der Walle, Turoff, & Hiltz, 2010). Furthermore, it accelerates the communication 

process and enables the public to voice their opinions (van Noort & Willemsen, 2011). As a result, crisis 

communication is changing from ‘one-to-many communication’ to ‘many-to-many’ communication in 

which the public is involved in the crisis management process and their input is actively used (Hiltz, 

Diaz, & Mark, 2011).  

2.2. The impact of secondary crisis communication on organizational reputation 

Although organizations can post their crisis response message on social media, they are not able to 

control the reactions of Facebook users on this message (Byrd, 2012). Social media enable users to 

initiate discussions or reinforce existing discussions. Hence, in the social media environment, the crisis 

response is no longer exclusively determined by the organization itself, but also by the public since these 

media offer the possibility to post reactions on the crisis response (Sweetser & Metzgar, 2007). These 

reactions are a form of SCC and in the dynamic online environment of social media, they can be 

considered as electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) that impacts the perceptions of the public about the 

crisis (Zhao, Wang, Wei, & Liang, 2013). eWOM often occurs between people who have little or no 

prior relationship (Dellarocas, 2003). Examples of eWOM communication are product review websites, 

retailers’ websites, professor evaluation websites, brand websites, discussion forums and message 

boards on social network sites (e.g., Facebook) (Hartman, Hunt, & Childers, 2013). During a crisis, 

stakeholders can react positively or negatively on a crisis message. In other words, stakeholders can 

spread eWOM via Facebook which might affect the organizational reputation.  

Although previous research on eWOM did not focus on crisis communication, it has several 

characteristics that can be of great value in a crisis context. For example, research shows that eWOM is 

more convincing, credible and useful than organizational communication. Furthermore, eWOM has a 

stronger influence on attitudes towards the organization compared to organizational communication 



(Bickart & Schindler, 2001). Hence, eWOM might have beneficially effects for organizations in a crisis 

context. Reading that other people react positively on a crisis message, may induce empathy and positive 

feelings towards the organization which may in turn have a positive influence on the organizational 

reputation (Bickart & Schindler, 2001). However, people can also react negatively on messages spread 

via Facebook. These reactions can decrease the attractiveness of the message and may result in 

reputational damage among its readers (de Vries, Gensler, & Leeflang, 2012). Hence, negative eWOM 

not only has a negative effect on purchase intention but also on organizational reputation (Tucker & 

Melewar, 2005; Coombs & Holladay, 2007). Based on these findings, we expect the valence of eWOM 

as a form of SCC to have an influence on the organizational reputation: 

H1: When the valence of consumer reactions on a corporate crisis message on Facebook is positive, the 

organizational reputation will be more positive than when the valence of the reactions is negative.  

The underlying mechanism that drives this effect can be found in the attitude towards the organization. 

According to the study of Vermeulen and Seegers (2009), a positive hotel review resulted in a positive 

attitude towards the hotel. Just like hotel reviews, Facebook allows users to articulate their opinion 

(positive or negative) via reactions on a crisis message post. The valence of these reactions can have an 

influence on the image people form, which in turn affects the organizational reputation (Dowling, 1994). 

Hence we expect that: 

H2: Positive reactions on a crisis message on Facebook result in a better attitude towards the 

organization in crisis which in turn leads to a better organizational reputation, compared to negative 

reactions. 

2.3. The impact of secondary crisis communication on viral behavioral intentions 

Next, we can wonder what effect positive or negative SSC has on the viral behavioral intentions of the 

public. Since this topic is not yet researched in a crisis context, we consider aligned literature about the 

impact of valence on the intentions of people. For example, a marketing study demonstrated that positive 

advertisements result in a higher intention to share the ad than negative advertisements (Eckler & Bolls, 

2011). Furthermore, another study revealed that participants were more inclined to share a video which 

elicits positive emotions than a video which elicits negative emotions (Guadagno, Rempala, Murphy, & 

Okdie, 2013). These results are in line with the study of Alhabash & McAllister (2013) which 

demonstrated that positive status updates about cyberbullying led to more viral behavioral intentions 

(measured based on the intention to like the update, to share the update or to react on it) than negative 

status updates. Hence, people tend to be more inclined to participate in positive rather than negative 

discussions. As a consequence, we expect that positive reactions on a crisis message will generate more 

viral behavioral intentions than negative reactions:  

H3: When the reactions on a crisis message on Facebook are positive, this will result in a higher 

intention to a) like a reaction b) share the crisis message and c) react themselves on the crisis message, 

compared to negative reactions. 

In a crisis context, negative information is common. Hence, people rather expect to read negative instead 

of positive information during a crisis. Consequently positive information is less expected and more 

diagnostic than negative information (Fiske, 1980). The circumstances of a crisis create a negative 

feeling, but reading positive reactions can create a positivity effect (East, Hammond, & Lomax, 2008). 

This supporting feedback towards the organization gives a different perspective on the crisis which will 

lead to a feeling of being informed in a more accurate way (Cheung & Thadani, 2012). Lee and Koo 

(2012) explained that a positivity effect can occur when positive information is more diagnostic than 

negative information. So we expect positive information to be more useful and diagnostic in a crisis 

context than negative information, hence being the underlying mechanism that drives the effect of 

valence of reactions on organizational reputation and viral behavioral intentions. Accordingly, we 

hypothesize that: 



H4: Positive reactions on a crisis message on Facebook result in a higher usability of the information 

which in turn leads to a higher intention to a) like a reaction, b) share the crisis message, and c) react 

themselves on the crisis message, compared to negative reactions.  

2.4. The moderating role of the amount of likes  

Via the ‘like button’ Facebook offers an interactive feature to ‘like’ the crisis message or reactions given 

to that message. Pressing the like button is a fast and easy way to signal that someone agrees or 

sympathizes with a reaction (Gerlitz & Helmond, 2011). Likes can function as a form of signaling, 

whereby the amount of likes functions as an indicator of the amount of people who agree with the 

reaction (Freedman, 2011; Jiménez & Mendoza, 2013). The organizational reputation can be influenced 

by signaling (Standifird, 2001) based on the amount of likes. A study showed that online reviews of 

hotels based on stars have a significant impact on the attitude towards the hotel (Sparks & Browning, 

2011). Just like stars, likes are an indicator of how much people like a particular reaction. Therefore we 

expect likes to strengthen the effect of positive and negative reactions on organizational reputation:  

H5a: For positive reactions, many likes will result in a more positive organizational reputation than 

few likes.  

H5b: For negative reactions, many likes will result in a more negative organizational reputation than 

few likes.  

Beside a strengthening effect of likes of reactions on organizational reputation, likes of reactions can 

also have an influence on viral behavioral intentions. According to social validation theory people are 

inclined to search for advise how to behave in a situation, especially when this situation is uncertain, as 

is the case during a crisis (Sparks & Browning, 2011; Cialdini & Goldstein, 2002). When respondents 

are asked to what extent people have the tendency to like a reaction, to share the crisis message or to 

react themselves on the crisis message, we can expect that the amount of likes can function as a signal 

to expose viral behavioral intentions. Since the fact that in a crisis situation positive reactions are 

considered as more diagnostic and hence useful (Lee & Koo, 2012) than negative reactions and people 

are inclined to follow the majority in a crisis context, we expect that liking a positive reaction enhances 

viral behavioral intentions:  

H6: For positive reactions, many likes will result in a higher intention to a) like a reaction, b) share the 

crisis message and c) react themselves on the crisis message than few likes. 

However, negative information is less useful in a crisis situation (Lee & Koo, 2012) and therefore we 

expect that liking a negative reaction will lower viral behavioral intentions:  

H7: For negative reactions, many likes will result in a lower intention to a) like a reaction, b) share the 

crisis message and c) react themselves on the crisis message than few likes.  

3. Method  

3.1 Design and stimuli 

A 2 (valence reaction: positive vs. negative) x 2 (amount of likes of the reaction: low vs. high) between 

subjects experimental design was conducted to examine the hypotheses. A fictitious crisis scenario was 

created about a preventable food crisis. An ice cream company was confronted with a salmonella 

bacteria which led to the infection of 287 people. The company had not respected the transportation 

prescriptions and as a result the infection occurred. Consequently, the company in crisis offered a crisis 

response in which it showed empathy and offered an apology for the crisis and a compensation. This 

strategy is a rebuild crisis response strategy and reduces reputational harm best when organizations are 

confronted with a preventable crisis (Coombs, 2007).The crisis response was followed by four reactions 

of fictitious Facebook users. Each reaction was similar in terms of valence, length and form (between 



the 40 and 50 characters) and based on real Facebook reactions to raise external validity. Furthermore, 

a neutral reaction was added to make the scenario more realistic.  

Beside the difference in valence of the reactions between the conditions, the reactions also differed in 

terms the amount of likes they get. In the ‘high likes’ condition, the reactions had 187, 298 and 322 likes 

and the neutral reaction received 97 likes. In the ‘low likes’ condition the reactions had 2, 3 and 5 likes 

and the neutral reaction received 2 likes. These amounts of likes are based on real amounts on Facebook 

pages and were determined so that the difference between the conditions was maximized while keeping 

the high amounts realistic. Valence was manipulated based on the tone of the reactions. The positive 

valence condition showed three reactions which are positive and supportive towards the organization in 

crisis. This is unlike the negative valence condition which showed three negative reactions. In every 

condition both the order of the reactions and the amount of likes were randomized. Finally, in each 

condition, the reactions were made by 2 men and 2 women.  

3.2 Procedure 

All participants first received a newspaper article that described the crisis event. Then, respondents read 

a Facebook post from the company in crisis containing the crisis response message, followed by the four 

consumer reactions. After reading the scenario, respondents filled in a questionnaire containing the 

manipulation check, measures of the dependent variables and socio-demographical variables. 

3.3 Participants and procedure  

A convenience sample of 210 respondents participated in the study. Via email, Facebook and flyers, 

people were invited to fill in an online questionnaire. The website randomly divided the respondents 

across the four experimental conditions and instructed them to read a scenario. Participants were Dutch-

speaking Belgian men and women with an average age of 31.27 years (SD = 13.49; range = 15-69 years). 

Approximately 33% were males, 67% were females.  

 

3.4 Measures 

To measure organizational reputation the short 5-item version of the ‘organizational reputation scale’ 

of Coombs and Holladay (2002) was used (e.g., “The organization is concerned with the wellbeing of 

the public, α = .81).  

Viral behavioral intentions were measured based on the tendency to like a reaction, to share the crisis 

response and to react themselves on the crisis message (Eckler & Bolls, 2011; e.g., “I would share this 

crisis message on Facebook”, α = .83).  

Usefulness of information was measured based on 3 items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from totally 

disagree to totally agree, based on the work of Bailey and Pearson (1983) (i.e., “The reactions of the 

Facebook users are useful”, “The reactions of the Facebook users are informative”, “The reactions of 

the Facebook users are useful to form an opinion about the crisis”, α = .84).  

4. Results 

4.1. Manipulation check 

To check the manipulation of the valence of the reactions respondents were asked how positive or 

negative they evaluated the reactions to the crisis response on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from totally 

disagree till totally agree. An independent-samples t-test was conducted. Results showed that 

respondents in the positive condition evaluated the reactions significant more positive (M=5.74, SD= 

.97) than respondents in the negative condition (M=2.16, SD=1.00), t(208) = -26.30, p<.01. The 

manipulation of the amount of likes was not tested since the amounts differed enough to be evaluated 

objectively as low versus high amount of likes.  

 



4.2. Test of hypotheses  

The effect of valence of reactions on organizational reputation was tested by means of an independent 

samples t-test. Results show that positive reactions on a crisis message result in a significant better 

organizational reputation (M=5.12, SD=.89) than negative reactions (M=4.61, SD=.90), t(208)=4.15, 

p<.01. Hence, the first hypothesis is supported.  

To examine if attitude towards the organization is the underlying mechanism that drives the effect of 

valence on organizational reputation, a mediation analysis (Preacher & Hayes, 2008; model 4) was 

conducted. We used the Preacher and Hayes’ (2004) Bootstrap test to estimate indirect effects in simple 

mediation models, as it produces more robust results for small samples than the Sobel test (Zhao, Lynch, 

& Chen, 2010). In the analysis 5 000 bootstrap samples (Hayes, 2009) were used in order to estimate a 

95 % confidence interval. Results show that valence has a direct effect on organizational reputation as 

seen in hypothesis 1 (B=.37, SE=.11, 95% CI=[.16, .58]). However valence also indirectly affects 

organizational reputation via attitude towards the company: positive reactions results in a better attitude 

towards the company which in turn results in a better organizational reputation (B=.14, SE=.07, 95% 

CI=[.01, .29]). Hence the second hypothesis is confirmed.  

The third hypotheses were tested using independent-samples t-tests to compare the positive and negative 

valence condition on viral behavioral intentions (liking, sharing and reacting). With regard to liking a 

reaction, results show there is no significant difference between the positive (M=3.29, SD=1.71) and 

negative (M=3.07, SD=1.68) condition, t(208)=.97, p=.34. Hence, H3a is not supported. Furthermore, 

there is a marginal significant difference between the conditions concerning sharing of the crisis 

message: respondents are more inclined to share a message followed by positive reactions (M=3.38, 

SD=1.37)  than a message followed by negative reactions (M=3.06, SD=1.42), t(208)=1.70, p=.09. This 

is in line with H3b. However, positive reactions (M=2.33, SD=1.27) do not result in a higher tendency 

to react themselves on the crisis message compared to negative reactions (M= 2.42, SD=1.39), t(208)=-

.49, p=.62. Consequently, H3c cannot be confirmed.  

To check the fourth hypotheses, again a mediation analysis was conducted (Preacher & Hayes, 2008; 

model 4).With regard to the intention to like a reaction, the output shows that positive reactions result 

in a higher perception of the usefulness of the information than negative reactions (B=.60, t(208) = 3.60, 

p<.01.) Furthermore, usefulness of information is positively related to liking of a reaction (B=.67, 

t(207)=7.84, p<.01). Hence, despite the fact that valence not has a direct influence on the intention to 

like a reaction (B=-.18, SE=.21, 95 % CI[-.59, .24]), results of the mediation analysis show that valence 

indirectly affects the intention to like a reaction via usability of the information (B=.40, SE=.12, 95 % 

CI = [.18, .66]). With regard to the intention to react on the crisis message, the mediation analysis showed 

that positive reactions indirectly affect the intention to react on a crisis message via usefulness of 

information (B=.25, SE=.08, 95 % CI =[.12, .42]), this is unlike the direct effect which is not significant 

(B=-.34, SE=.18, 95 % CI=[-.68, .01]). Finally, positive reactions also seem to indirectly affect the 

intention to share the crisis message via usefulness of information (B=.35, SE=.10, 95 % CI =[.16, .55]), 

but not directly (B=-.02, SE=.17, 95 % CI[-.36, .32]). Consequently, hypothesis 4a, b and c are 

supported.  

Next, an univariate two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA, general linear model) was conducted to 

investigate if the effect of valence of reactions on organizational reputation is moderated by the amount 

of likes of the positive and negative reactions. Results show a significant main effect of valence of the 

reactions on organizational reputation, F(1, 206)=16.77, p<.01 as seen in hypothesis 1, however there 

is no significant interaction effect between valence and likes on organizational reputation, F(1, 206) = 

1.74, p=.19. Hence, hypothesis 5a and 5b are not confirmed.  

To test the last hypotheses, again an univariate two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA, general linear 

model) was conducted to examine if the amount of likes moderates the effect of valence of reactions on 



viral behavioral intentions. Results show there is a marginal significant interaction effect between 

valence and likes on the intention to like a reaction (F(1, 206)=3.03, p=.08) and to share the crisis 

message (F(1, 206)=6.28, p=.07). However, with regard to the intention the react on the crisis message 

there is no intensifying effect of the amount of likes on the valence of the reactions (F(1, 206)=1.30, 

p=.26). This means that hypothesis 6c and 7c are not supported.  

To have a more detailed look at the interaction effects, independent samples t-tests were conducted. For 

the positive reactions (hypotheses 6) results show there is no significant difference between positive 

reactions with a lot likes (M=3.47, SD=1.77) and positive reactions with few likes (M=3.13, SD=1.65)  

with regard to the intention to like a reaction, t(101) = -1.01, p=.32. Consequently, hypothesis 6a is not 

confirmed. Furthermore, there is no significant difference between positive reactions with a lot likes 

(M=3.49, SD=1.52) and positive reactions with few likes (M=3.29, SD=1.22) with regard to the intention 

the share the crisis message, t(101) = -.75, p=.45. Hence hypothesis 6b is not supported. When we look 

at the negative reactions, results show that negative reactions with a lot likes result in marginally 

significant lower intention to share the crisis message (M=2.82, SD=1.17) than negative reactions with 

few likes (M=3.31, SD=1.62), t(92)=1.78, p=.08. This is in line with hypothesis 7b. To conclude, 

negative reactions with a lot likes do not result in a significant lower intention to like a reaction than 

negative reactions with few likes, t(105)=1.46, p=.15. Hence, hypothesis 7a is not supported.  

5. Conclusion and discussion 

The aim of this study was to examine how the interactive features of the social network site Facebook, 

namely the possibility to react positively or negatively on a crisis message and to like these reactions, 

affect the organizational reputation and viral behavioral intentions of het public reading the comments. 

Since crises form a reputational threat for organizations it might be interesting for them to gain insight 

in which factors have an influence on their organizational reputation. Results revealed that the valence 

of the reactions indeed influences the organizational reputation during and after a crisis. Respondents 

who saw positive reactions on the crisis message had a better perception of the organizational reputation 

than respondents who saw the negative reactions on the crisis message. This effect can be explained by 

the beneficial effect of the positive reactions on the attitude towards the organization.  

Not only the organizational reputation is an important concern of organizations during crises, but also 

viral behavioral intentions (Alhabash & McAllister, 2014). This study revealed a trend whereby positive 

reactions on a crisis message seem to result in a higher sharing intention of the crisis message than 

negative reactions, but not in a higher intention to react themselves or to like a reaction. The fact that 

the intention to react themselves is not affected by the valence of the reactions may be explained by the 

fact that reacting is a more cognitive loaded action than sharing (Alhabash & McAlister, 2013). Since 

the fact that the study was about a crisis caused by a fictitious company, it is possible that the respondents 

felt not involved enough to react on the crisis message. It is important that companies consider viral 

behavioral intentions because by means of these intentions, the potential positive effects of the crisis 

response in which the organization takes responsibility for the crisis, will be spread to a broad public.  

When usefulness of information is added as a mediator of the effect of valence on viral behavioral 

intentions, we can see that valence indirectly affects the intention to like a reaction, to share the crisis 

message and to react themselves on the crisis message. Positive reactions result in a higher perceived 

usability of the information which in turn results in a higher intention to like, share and react. These 

results are in line with the positivity effect which states that positive reactions are more diagnostic in a 

crisis situation than negative reactions (Lee & Koo, 2012). 

A last finding of this study is that the amount of likes seems not to play a strong strengthening role in 

the effect of valence on organizational reputation and viral behavioral intentions. A possible explanation 

for this finding can be that the primary concern of the public during a crisis is getting information 



(Coombs, 2007). Therefore they pay attention to the content of the reactions (positive or negative). The 

amount of likes, however, is a peripheral cue, which is a subordinate interest when a crisis hits.  

To conclude, this study demonstrates that in a social media context, it is import for crisis communication 

managers to not only pay attention to the crisis response, but also to the reactions of the public on the 

crisis message. Nevertheless, the input of the organization and the input of the public cannot be separated 

from each other. Using the appropriate crisis response strategy can positively affect the perceptions of 

the public regarding the organization (Coombs, 2007) and this may result in positive reactions of the 

public which in turn also has a positive influence on the organizational reputation.  

6. Limitations and further research directions 

This study was one of the first in the field of crisis communication to integrate the input of the public 

via social media during a crisis. As a result, this topic is interesting to be further explored in research. 

Inspiration can be found in the limitations of the current study. Firstly we have to recognize that in the 

experiment the respondents were exposed to a set of exclusive positive or exclusive negative reactions, 

accompanied by one neutral reaction. However, in reality, it will be rather a mix of positive and negative 

reactions, liked by only a few or a lot of people (Purnawirawan, de Pelsmacker, & Dens, 2012). 

Consequently it would be interesting for further research to investigate the effects on organizational 

reputation and viral behavioral intentions if the reactions are incongruent. Furthermore, we focused on 

only one type of crisis, namely a preventable crisis. As a result, the findings of this study cannot be 

generalized to every type of crisis. Coombs (2007) distinguished also victim and accidental crises. 

Further research is necessary to investigate which effect valence and likes will have in these crisis 

contexts. Finally, if crisis communication managers want to minimize reputational harm, it is important 

to research how they can optimally deal with secondary crisis communication on social media during a 

crisis since it seems to significantly affect the organizational reputation and the viral behavioral 

intentions of the public.  
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