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INTRODUCTION
Crises negatively impact an organization’s financial stability, its re-

lationship with its publics, its image and reputation, as well as its ability 
to function, and to deliver its products and services (Jin and Cameron 
2007). Between 2003 and 2006 almost half of U. S.-based multination-
als were affected by major crises that caused catastrophic business im-
pacts (PricewaterhouseCoopers 2006). In 2010, global insurance claims 
for man-made crises were $5 billion (Swiss Re 2010).

Crises trigger emotions in impacted consumers. These emotions 
guide the interpretation of an unfolding crisis, shaping attitudes towards 
the organization (Jin, Pang, and Cameron 2007). Emotions influence 
stakeholders’ future organizational interactions, powerfully influencing 
post-crisis behavior (Coombs and Holladay 2005) such as product boy-
cotts (Choi and Lin 2009). Yet crisis emotions’ influence on behavioral 
tendencies is little investigated (Coombs and Holladay 2005). A strong 
need exists to explore the variety of crisis-generated emotions (Choi and 
Lin 2009) to understand emotions and to develop effective crisis man-
agement strategies. 

The recently increasing momentum of crisis emotion research 
suggests the need for psychometrically-validated scales that reflect con-
sumers’ experienced crisis emotions. However, no studies that reported 
significant effects for emotional response to organizational crises used 
scales that had been tested, not just for reliability and predictive validity, 
but for content validity, unidimensionality, and convergent and discrimi-
nant validity as specified by Churchill (1979), Gerbing and Anderson 
(1988), and Hair et al. (2009). Measures should incorporate the diversity 
of most frequently experienced emotions in a particular context, and use 
readily understood words (Richins 1997), ideally using laypersons’ own 
emotion lexicon (Carpenter and Halberstadt 1996). Across three stud-
ies we develop an instrument to measure crisis emotions as a tool for 
managers and scholars to identify consumers’ crisis emotional responses 
and intensity, predict behavioral outcomes, guide crisis communication 
strategies, and indicate degree of crisis management success. 

CRISIS AND EMOTIONS
Organizational crises trigger consumer emotions which drive 

behavioral intentions towards a firm and its product. Crisis studies 
using Weiner’s (1986) attribution theory (WAT) or Coombs and Hol-
laday’s (2002) Situational Crisis Communication Theory (SCCT) 
based on WAT, identified that crisis cause attributions determine 
emotions, with emotions driving behavioral intentions. That is, cri-
sis emotions immediately precede behaviors. Anger directly predicts 
negative purchase intentions (Coombs and Holladay 2007; Jorgensen 
1996), negative word-of-mouth (WOM) behavior (Coombs and Hol-
laday 2007), boycott (Choi and Lin 2009), punitiveness, and indi-
rectly leads to reduced investment intentions (Jorgensen 1996). Fear 
leads to venting intentions or avoidance, while sadness results in a 
preference for emotional support and positive thinking as coping 
strategies (Jin 2009). 

Limitations of Existing Crisis Emotion Measures
Consumer emotions are context specific (Richins 1997). Those 

resulting from service failures (e.g., Folkes 1984) differ from those 
relating to consumption (e.g., Laros and Steenkamp 2005). As scales 
should include context-specific emotion words (Carpenter and Halber-

stadt 1996; Richins 1997), crisis emotion scales would benefit from 
words acquired from consumers’ own crisis language. Researchers 
using modified scales or scale parts still must follow standard scale 
development and refinement procedures (Ortinau 2011). Scales should 
be conceptually defined, have content validity, use multiple indicators, 
be unidimensional, and have convergent, discriminant, and nomologi-
cal validity (Hair et al. 2009).

Of 11 studies reporting significant effects for emotional response 
to various organizational crises, none used emotion scales that ful-
filled all criteria. Using exploratory factor analysis, Kim and Cameron 
(2011) adapted emotion scales originally created for public health ad-
vertising, to identify four scales (anger, sadness, fear, surprise). Six 
studies applying multiple-item emotion scales (Coombs and Holla-
day 2007, 2008, 2009; Jin and Cameron 2007; Jorgensen 1996; Lee 
2004) only report reliability scores. Jorgensen’s (1996) 4-item scale 
tests negative affect, rather than any specific emotion, and includes 
reversed-scored items (e.g., angry, sympathetic). Coombs and Holla-
day’s (2008, 2009) 3-item anger scale uses Jorgensen’s (1996) items. 
Coombs and Holladay’s (2007) 3-item anger scale lists only two items 
and cannot be assessed for content validity. Jin and Cameron’s (2007) 
two 3-item scales do not measure emotion but affect in the form of 
emotion valence and arousal. Lee’s (2004) sympathy scale includes 
frustration. The 4 remaining crisis emotion scales (Choi and Lin 2009; 
Coombs and Holladay 2005; Jin 2009; Jorgensen 1994) use 1-item 
measures. These are psychometrically less reliable than multiple-item 
measures; highly reliable measures are crucial to statistical analyses to 
minimize error variance effects (Loo 2001). In sum, no identified stud-
ies reported fully-tested crisis emotion scales. We develop and validate 
multiple-item self-report crisis emotion scales to enable managers and 
researchers to more comprehensively examine consumers’ varied cri-
sis emotions.  

CRISIS EMOTION SCALE DEVELOPMENT 
AND TESTING

Following well-established scale development procedures 
(Bearden, Netemeyer, and Mobley 1999; Churchill 1979; Gerbing 
and Anderson 1988), we started with construct specification and do-
main, allowing an understanding of the theory on which the construct 
is embedded (Peter 1981). Item generation followed in study 1, trait 
validation in study 2, and evaluation of convergent, discriminant, and 
nomological validity in study 3. 

Construct Specification and Domain
The emotion concept has no single agreed definition (Izard 

1993). Attribution-appraisal theorists (Frijda 1986; Weiner 1986) 
consider that emotion comprises discrete states generated by cogni-
tive appraisals leading to specific affect, action tendencies and physi-
ological reactions (Scherer 2000). Thus, one distinguishing feature 
of primary emotions is “action readiness” (Frijda 1986). However, 
dispute remains about the number of distinct primary emotions 
(Laros and Steenkamp 2005). Shaver et al. (1987) and Nyer (1997) 
contended that six primary emotion categories exist: anger, fear, joy, 
love, sadness, and surprise.

Different emotions call for varied coping strategies, generating 
distinct behaviors (Nyer 1997; Scherer 2000). Anger functions to 
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regain control, focusing on obstruction removal (Frijda 1986). Fear 
acts to protect (Frijda 1986) and motivate escape from danger (Iz-
ard 1993). Joy signals readiness for friendly interaction (Izard 1993). 
Sadness communicates trouble to self and others (Izard 1993), al-
lowing recuperation and disengagement (Frijda 1986). Surprise’s 
function is reorientation (Frijda 1986) and may be either undesirable 
(shock) or desirable (pleasant surprise) (Ortony, Clore, and Collins 
1988). Love creates a desire for continued interaction (Epstein 1984). 

Study 1: Item Generation
The second step in scale development is item generation and 

pool editing (Churchill 1979). As a researcher’s meaning for a mea-
sure may not accord with respondents’ imputed meaning (Gerb-
ing and Anderson 1988), focus groups were conducted to establish 
consumers’ emotion words in an organizational crisis context. The 
objective was to produce a commonly employed word set, with the 
most frequently recurring words considered to be valid indicators of 
importance (Havlena, Holbrook, and Lehmann 1989). Focus group 
size was congruent with Lunt’s (1996) recommendation of six to 10. 
The 52 participants from a major Australian city, recruited predomi-

nantly via media publicity, were allocated among eight groups. Ages 
ranged from 19 to 79 years (M = 43, SD = 14), 58% were males, 
and 61% had college education or higher. Most had low (48%) to 
average (35%) incomes assessed according to government-sourced 
information. Almost all participants had been personally impacted by 
organizational crises. Crises varied from an airline fleet grounding, 
three product recalls (two following extortion threats, one following 
salmonella poisoning), two separate legionella outbreaks, and a two-
week shutdown of a city’s natural gas supply. As the intention was 
to later test emotions in a nomological net, discussion of attitudes 
and behaviors was invited. Videotape transcriptions and whiteboard 
discussion summaries were content analyzed using an iterative ap-
proach. Shaver et al.’s (1987) list of 135 emotion words was used 
to categorize the 80+ emotion words elicited. Anger category words 
dominated emotion content (42.6%), followed by fear (20.9%), sad-
ness (20.5%), joy (9.1%), surprise (3.6%), and love (3.3%) (see table 
1). The most frequently occurring words in each category were used 
for scale development (Havlena et al. 1989).

TABLE 1
STUDY 1: MOST COMMONLY-USED EMOTIONS WORDS

Emotion Emotion words

Anger angry, annoyed, contempt, disgusted, frustrated, outraged, dislike

Fear fear, worried, uneasy, apprehensive, scared, concerned, distressed

Sad disappointed, sympathetic, hopeless, insecure, sorry, unhappy

Joy relieved, satisfied, enjoyment, contented, glad

Surprise surprised, shocked, amazed

Love liking, compassion

Study 2: Scale Dimensionality and Internal Consistency
Study 2 assessed the six emotion scales’ internal consistency, 

dimensionality, and criterion validity (Gerbing and Anderson 1988). 
As crisis emotions are generated via cognitive appraisal, airline crash 
vignettes similar to Jorgensen (1996) and Lee’s (2004) were created 
with differing causes to generate differing attributions, eliciting a va-
riety of emotions in a between-subjects factorial design. 

Undergraduate students (N = 316, 65% female, M age = 23 years, 
SD = 6) from an Australian east coast university were randomly as-
signed to one treatment. Participants were asked to imagine them-
selves or their families were recent airline customers, then read a 
mocked-up front-page newspaper story on the crash cause, complete 
with a large photograph. The self-paced questionnaire asked partici-
pants about their feelings towards the company and towards flying 
with the company using 7-point scales with not at all/very much end 
points. Adjectival forms of the table 1 words were used where pos-

sible, congruent with other emotion scales.
As there was a minimum of 300 cases (Tabachnik and Fidell 

2001), an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) investigated scale item 
loadings (Churchill 1979; Gerbing and Anderson 1988) using prin-
cipal axis factoring (PAF) with oblique rotation in SPSS. The cor-
relation matrix indicated neither extreme multicollinearity nor sin-
gularity (Hair et al. 2009). Items with low construct loadings (< .4 
were deleted and those with high loadings were retained (Churchill 
1979). Love did not appear as a separate factor and was excluded 
from further analysis. As complex items loaded on more than one 
factor, an oblique rotation was conducted. This yielded a five-factor 
solution explaining 62.2% of the variance, with only one complex 
item which, being correlated at .55 with joy, was retained. Sadness 
was renamed sympathy to reflect its content. Standardized factor 
loadings and inter-item correlations in table 2 provide evidence of 
construct validity.
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TABLE 2
STUDY 2 EFA: STANDARDIZED SCALE FACTOR LOADINGS

Factor loading/Item-total correlation

Fear Joy Sympathy Surprise Anger

Emotions towards service use

Insecure .89*

Worried .88/.81

Scared .83/.82

Fearful .81/.83

Uneasy .78/.80

Apprehensive .75/.69

Concerned .73/.79

Distressed .69/.70

Unhappy .62*

Satisfied .74/.57

Glad .68/.69

Liking .68*

Contented .65/.66

Enjoyment -.32 .55/.58

Emotion towards the company

Relieved .54/.54

Contented .52/.54

Sympathetic .80/.66

Sorry .68/.55

Compassion .50/.47

Shocked .60/.53

Amazed .58/.46

Surprised .52/.49

Annoyed .62/.68

Outraged .61/.74

Disgusted .60/.67

Dislike .58/.60

Contempt .56/.52

Unhappy .56*

Frustrated .56/.60

Angry .48/.63

Hopelessness .46*

% of total variance explained 33.26 10.80 7.17 6.11 4.11

* removed due to being classified as belonging to a different emotion category
NB: Factor loadings <  4 omitted

Study 3: Scale Confirmation
Study 3 refined each emotion scale to increase its internal con-

sistency, maximize reliability, and enhance validity (Churchill 1979; 
Gerbing and Anderson 1988).  Scales were assessed for construct and 
discriminant validity via confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) (Gerb-
ing and Anderson 1988) to check construct validity, unidimensional-
ity, and to determine factor score weightings. The goal was to retain 

items that formed a reliable and valid measure of crisis emotions. 
Extra items were added to the shorter sympathy and surprise scales 
to enhance reliability. As the relationship between emotions, attitude 
and behaviors had been established (Jin 2009; Lee 2004), nomologi-
cal validity was examined by testing the relationship between the 
theoretically related measures or constructs (Bearden et al. 1999) of 
attitude and behaviors in a nomological net. The 6-item attitude scale 
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(α = .81) by Milliman, Fugate, and Afzalurrahim (1991, in Bruner II 
and Hensel 1998) was selected for its face validity when applied to 
company crises. Fifteen items from behavioral intention scales by 
Zeithhaml, Berry, and Parasuraman (1996) and Singh (1988 in Brun-
er, James, and Hensel 2001) were selected, as they closely resembled 
participants’ reported behaviors in study 1. All measures were tested 
using the same procedures and samples as previously described for 
the emotion measures, evaluating their construct and discriminant 
validity.

Study 3 followed the same procedures as study 2, generating 
emotions through a cognitive appraisal process. A randomly-selected 
general population sample from a recently updated State electoral roll 
for a major Australian city received a mailed questionnaire. With vot-
ing legally compulsory in Australia, this was the best publicly-avail-
able sample source as 93% of citizens aged 18+ appear on electoral 
rolls (Australian Electoral Commission Annual Report 2006-2007). 
The rolls are commonly used for population surveys. Of 4500 ques-
tionnaires posted, 942 responses were received (907 usable responses, 
21% response rate), within the 20% to 25% range typically produced 
by random samples generated through publicly-available sources 
(Hunsaker et al. 2002). Respondents were aged from 18 to 95 years (M 
= 46, SD = 16), and 60% were female. Government-sourced data in-
dicated that respondents’ demographic profile (age, gender, education, 
income) closely matched the local population, although respondents 
were slightly more educated, and females and the 45 to 54 age group 
were slightly over-represented. Following Byrne’s (2001) recommen-
dation, the sample was split in two for EFA (n = 453) and CFA (n = 
454). 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The study 2 EFA procedures 
were repeated. No correlations approached 1, indicating neither ex-
treme multicollinearity nor singularity (Hair et al. 2009), although sev-
eral same-scale items correlated at .8, suggesting convergent validity 
(Yavus and Babakus 1995). Items with construct loadings below the .4 
level at which a variable is normally retained were the joy words felt to-
wards the company of “relieved” and “contented”  and the anger word, 
“frustrated.” These were removed from analysis. The emotion scales 

were tested by requesting a 5-factor solution, which explained 71.7% 
of the variance, and as part of a nomological net with attitudes and 
behaviors as a 9-factor solution to determine whether they were corre-
lated with measures of these theoretically-related constructs. Item-total 
correlation, advocated in constructing unidimensional scales (Gerbing 
and Anderson 1988), indicated that, except for same-scale items, no 
emotion items inter-correlated at .7 or above. The emotion scale items 
were not highly correlated with attitude or behaviors and neither solu-
tion had complex items, indicating good discriminant validity. 

The EFA resulted in a 6-item anger scale (angry, annoyed, con-
tempt, disgusted, outraged, dislike), a 4-item sympathy scale (sym-
pathetic, compassion, empathy, sorry), a 4-item joy scale (glad, 
enjoyment, contented, satisfied), a 5-item surprise scale (surprised, as-
tounded, astonished, amazed, shocked), and a 7-item fear scale (con-
cerned, worried, apprehensive, uneasy, scared, distressed, fearful). All 
attitude items were retained, and behavior had three factors (loyalty, 
complaining, disloyalty). 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Using the other half-sam-
ple, a CFA using AMOS with maximum likelihood estimation pro-
vided construct and discriminant validity tests (Anderson and Gerbing 
1988), testing the model fit and the scales’ content validity. Scales were 
first separately analysed using 1-factor congeneric models represent-
ing the regression of each set of observed variables (scale items) on 
its respective latent variable (Byrne 2001). Items with correlated er-
ror terms indicated redundancy (Byrne 2001) and were removed to 
improve fit indices and internal reliability, with scales reduced to four 
items for parsimony. Each scale was tested and revised to obtain rea-
sonable fit statistics (see table 3) which ranged from excellent to satis-
factory. For the Normed Fit Index (NFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), 
and Adjusted Goodness of Fit (AGFI), values over .90 are satisfactory, 
over .95 indicate a good fit (Kaplan 2000), and 1.00 indicates that the 
data fit the model perfectly (Byrne, 2001). Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) values between .05 and .08 are satisfactory, 
below .05 indicate a good fit (Kaplan 2000), while zero indicates an 
exact fit (Byrne 2001). 

TABLE 3
STUDY 3: 1-FACTOR CONGENERIC MODELS’ FIT

Anger Fear Joy Surprise Sympathy

χ2 (df) 0.20 (2) 1.65 (2) 0.70 (1) 0.85 (2) 2.80 (2)

NFI 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .99

CFI 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

AGFI 1.00 .98 .99 .97 .99

SRMR .01 .02 .01 .04 .06

RMSEA .00 .04 .00 .00 .06

Alpha .89 .93 .83 .80 .85

AVE 68% 77% 57% 46% 58%

N items 4 4 4 4 4

After finalizing a suitable CFA structure, factor score weightings 
were calculated on the entire original sample (Byrne 2001). Scale re-
liability was tested using Cronbach alpha and by calculating average 
variance extracted (AVE), which reflects the overall amount of variance 
in the indicators accounted for by the latent construct, which should ex-
ceed 50% (Hair et al. 2009). This occurred for all scales except surprise, 
which was 46%. The anger, sympathy and surprise scales (see Appendix 
for items) measured feelings towards the company. The fear scale mea-

sured feelings towards product or service use. The joy scale measured 
feelings towards product or service use, and towards the company in 
crisis. The final latent variable model showed acceptable fit statistics, c2 
(160) = 468.50, p < .001, CFI = .94, NFI = .92, AGFI = .88, RMSEA = 
.07, SRMR = .18, with factor loadings as per figure 1. This model’s reli-
ability using AVE calculations was 68%. The fit statistics indicated this 
model to be preferred to a higher order construct model for positive and 
negative emotion.
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FIGURE 1

STUDY 3: STANDARDIZED ESTIMATES SHOWING DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY OF THE EMOTION SCALES

Predictive validity with other constructs. The final stage in-
volved demonstrating that the emotion scales had nomological valid-
ity against attitudes and behaviors of loyalty, disloyalty, and com-
plaining using standard regression analyses. First the attitude and 
behavior scales’ fit indices were examined, resulting in five 4-item 
scales. All emotions significantly predicted attitude, F(5, 837) = 
151.48, p < .001. All emotions except sympathy significantly predict-
ed disloyalty, F(5, 838) = 235.04, p < .001. Joy, fear, and sympathy 
significantly predicted loyalty, F(5, 838) = 153.43, p < .001. Anger 
and fear significantly predicted complaining, F(5, 838) = 74.31, p 
< .001.

DISCUSSION
Research on the burgeoning field of emotional reactions to cri-

ses is hindered by the absence of scales using words that incorpo-
rate consumers’ own crisis emotion lexicon and which are psycho-
metrically robust. To extend research in this field, we developed and 
tested crisis emotion scales, demonstrating their convergent and dis-
criminant validity, internal reliability, and predictive validity. Testing 
resulted in three negative emotion scales (anger, fear, surprise) and 
two positive emotion scales (joy, sympathy) suitable for examining 
emotions felt towards a company and its products or services. The 
scales, albeit in early testing stages, may stimulate further research 
aimed at understanding consumer crisis emotions–positive and nega-
tive–in particular, the relationship between emotions and attitude and 
behaviors. This is important in view of concrete evidence of con-
sumers’ negative reactions to crises, evidenced in the marketplace in 
product boycotts and reduced market share. Further, the creation of 

a joy measure facilitates tests of this positive crisis emotion, which 
currently attracts little research attention. 

Although an airline crash is considered a severe crisis (Lee, 
2004), anger, fear, surprise, sadness, and sympathy felt towards or-
ganizations has also been identified in studies examining response 
to less severe scenarios. These include Kim and Cameron’s (2011) 
product defect scenarios involving burns, and Coombs and Holla-
day’s (2005) 10-scenario study, which included rumor, organization-
al misdeed and human-error product recalls. This indicates that our 
scales may apply to less severe, less emotionally-intense crises. Fur-
ther research is required to examine the stability of the scale across 
different crisis types and settings.

The study also extends the limited existing research on crisis 
emotion effects on attitude and behaviors, finding that emotions im-
pacted consumers’ attitudes and differentially impacted their report-
ed behaviors. Anger predicted complaining, disloyalty and attitude. 
Fear predicted disloyalty, complaining and attitude, and negatively 
predicted loyalty. Joy predicted loyalty and attitude, and negatively 
predicted disloyalty. Sympathy predicted attitude and loyalty. Sur-
prise predicted disloyalty and negatively predicted attitude. These 
differing emotion reactions emphasize the need for managers to iden-
tify which emotions are likely to arise when a crisis erupts in order to 
implement intervention measures to minimize damage to the brand 
and company reputation, and to attenuate loss of customers, sales, 
and market share.

These short easily administered self-report emotion measures 
provide managers with a toolkit to assess current consumer emo-
tions–and their strength–in order to predict likely attitudinal and 
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behavioral consequences of an organizational crisis and to be able 
to tailor responses. If the dominant emotion is fear, then crisis state-
ments should provide information about specific actions to take (e.g., 
product return), followed by information to help consumers cope 
with the crisis (e.g., seek advice from the organization’s website) or 
focus on possible positive outcomes. Surprise (akin to shock) may 
require both forms of action. If anger is uppermost, crisis communi-
cation should incorporate image repair information (e.g., highlight-
ing organizational safety). Finding positive emotions signals that the 
company does not need to expend major resources dealing with the 

crisis. These scales may also assist in gauging the success of inter-
ventions, including emotion-tailored crisis communication, and as-
sessing the effectiveness of crisis management strategies.  

As the scales were developed using an Australian sample and 
tested using airline crash scenarios, further scale validation using dif-
ferent respondent samples and different crisis types is warranted to 
examine the scales’ robustness and the scope of their application. 
Investigating emotional responses to actual crises with real implica-
tions for consumers is important to capture the dynamic processes 
occurring during crises. 

APPENDIx
CRISIS EMOTION SCALES

1. Emotions towards the company

For each word below, please circle the number that best describes the 
feelings that you have about X. When I think about X, I feel…

(a) angry1 (b) surprised2 (c) sympathetic3 (d) contented4

(e) annoyed1 (f) shocked2 (g) sorry3 (h) enjoyment4

(i) disgusted1 (j) amazed2 (k) compassion3 (l) glad4

(m) outraged1 (n) astounded2 (o) empathy3 (p) satisfied4

1Anger scale, 2Surprise scale, 3Sympathy scale, 4Joy scale.

2. Emotions towards using the service/product

For each word below, please circle the number that best describes the 
feelings that you have towards using X’s product/service. Towards 
using product/service I feel…

(a) contented4 (b) scared5

(c)enjoyment4 (d) apprehensive5

(e) glad4 (f) fearful5

(g) satisfied4 (h) distressed5

4Joy scale, 5Fear scale.

NOTE: Responses are based on a 7-point Likert-type scale, anchored 
by not at all (1) and very much (7). 
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