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SESSION OVERVIEW

People’s collected experiences form their life narratives and are
intricately intertwined with their social relationships. Many of our
social interactions involve sharing personal experiences or learning
of others’ experiences. For example, people may engage in similar
experiences at different points in time, receive an experience from
another person as a gift, or document and communicate their experi-
ences to others in the form of photos and word-of-mouth. How do
these various forms of sharing affect people, both during the experi-
ence and afterwards?

Most relevant research has examined how the co-presence of
others affects experiences (Raghunathan and Corfman 2006; Ram-
anathan and McGill 2007; Caprariello and Reis 2013). There has
been much less attention, however, to the broader effects of sharing
experiences with others who were not present in the actual consump-
tion experience. The four papers in this session illustrate how vari-
ous forms of sharing experiences can influence social connections,
self-esteem, and enjoyment and memory of experiences themselves.

The first two papers focus on the interpersonal consequences
of sharing experiences. Building on work about the greater personal
satisfaction people derive from experiences versus material goods,
they show that experiences can also promote stronger social con-
nections. Kumar, Mann, and Gilovich investigate how experiential
purchases foster kinship with both others who have made similar
purchases and people in general. Simply thinking about experien-
tial purchases leads people to desire more social activities and to act
more prosocially. Chan and Mogilner examine how receiving ex-
periential gifts (compared to material gifts) can make recipients feel
closer to the gift giver. These effects operate through the emotions
evoked when an experiential gift is consumed, regardless of whether
the gift is consumed together with the gift giver.

The final two papers concentrate on the intrapersonal conse-
quences of sharing experiences. Barasch, Diehl, and Zauberman
demonstrate that simply having the goa/ of sharing one’s experience
with others while taking pictures (compared to documenting the ex-
perience for oneself) can reduce enjoyment during the experience. A
sharing goal also results in photos that are perceived as less authen-
tic and enjoyable when people relive the experience. Finally, Moore
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shows that sharing stories about experiential versus material pur-
chases can differentially affect social dimensions of self-esteem. In
particular, sharing about negative experiential and positive material
purchases decreases self-esteem, but the use of explanatory language
(e.g., because) can reduce the stigma associated with sharing these
stories and attenuate these effects.

Individual experience and social interaction are two central
elements to human existence. Together, these papers highlight the
diverse ways in which these constructs can intersect. All four proj-
ects are working papers with at least three studies completed. Given
the widespread applicability of the issues discussed, we expect this
session to attract researchers interested in experiential versus ma-
terial consumption, social connection, well-being, word-of-mouth,
gift giving, picture-taking, and prosocial behavior. In the spirit of
the conference theme “Back to Fun,” we hope that the focus on the
social aspects of experiences and the diverse approaches to studying
this topic will generate a lively and fruitful discussion.

Questioning the “I” in Experience: Experiential
Purchases Foster Social Connection

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Research on experiential and material purchases (that is, money
spent on doing versus having; Van Boven & Gilovich, 2003) has fo-
cused on the benefits of experiential consumption in terms of con-
sumer satisfaction and the underlying mechanisms that produce this
difference. Here, we present another downstream consequence of
spending money on experiences as compared to possessions: foster-
ing social connection. Such effects are important because of the hu-
man tendency for the need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).

In Study 1 (N = 98), we investigated whether consumers feel
more connected to someone who has made the same experiential pur-
chase as they have than to someone who has made the same material
purchase. While people may feel some kinship with those who make
the same purchases they do, we set out to determine whether this was
especially true for experiential purchases. Participants listed a sig-
nificant experiential or material purchase and then thought about an-
other person who had made the same purchase as they had. We then
asked how similar they would feel to this person and how much kin-
ship they would feel toward the person initially. As expected, partici-
pants reported that they would feel more similar to someone who had
made the same experiential purchase as they had, unequal variances
1(82.22) = 3.90, p < 0.001. They also reported that they would feel
more initial kinship toward the person who had purchased the same
experience, unequal variances t(86.90) = 3.61, p < 0.001. Knowing
that another person has made the same experiential purchase thus
appears to have notable social benefits: it creates a level of closeness
and kinship that shared material purchases can’t match.

In Study 2 (N = 97), we extended these findings in two ways.
Instead of having participants think about another person who had
made the same purchase, they thought of someone who had made a
similar, but “upgraded” purchase. We also added another dependent
measure, one of longer-term kinship. Again, participants indicated
that they would feel more similar to the other person in the expe-
riential condition, t(95) = 2.47, p < 0.02, and that they would feel
more initial kinship toward the other person, t(95) = 2.03, p < 0.05.
Learning about someone who had made a similar, but better experi-
ential purchase resulted in greater feelings of long-term kinship as
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well, unequal variances t(87.90) = 2.44, p < 0.02. It seems, then, that
even when a notable difference between oneself and another person
making a similar purchase is made salient, experiential purchases
foster more of a sense of social connection than possessions. Know-
ing that another person has a better version of what you have can be
off-putting and can create a sense of social distance. The results of
this study, however, indicate that this is less likely to be true when it
comes to experiential purchases. When it comes to being “outdone”
on a similar experiential purchase, the similarities appear to be more
prominent or more important than the differences.

Study 3 (N = 197) examined peoples’ more general feelings of
connection that are aroused by the types of purchases they make (i.e.,
not just toward someone who has made a similar purchase). Because
we asked about their sense of connection to other people in general,
we thought that the predicted effect might be less strong than those
documented in the aforementioned studies, and so we doubled our
sample size. After participants thought about either experiential or
material purchases, they filled out the Social Connectedness Scale
(Lee & Robbins, 1995). In line with our hypothesis, participants re-
ported higher levels of social connection when they reflected on their
experiential purchases, t(195) =2.05, p <0.05.

When people feel connected to others, they may want to par-
take in other social activities and further their sense of connection.
After thinking about one type of purchase or the other, participants
in Study 4 (N = 80) indicated their relative preference for a variety of
activities, some social and some not, adapted from Vohs, Mead, and
Goode (2006). Participants were given a series of nine pairs of activ-
ities and asked which they would prefer if offered a choice between
them. In each pair, one activity was inherently social (e.g. “hanging
out at a café with a friend”) and the other was not (e.g. “reading
a favorite book alone”). Giving consumers an opportunity to think
about their experiential purchases made the social activities more ap-
pealing, t(78) =2.07, p <0.05. Because we found a significant differ-
ence in purchase price between experiential and material purchases
in this study, it is important to note that this difference in preference
for social activities remains significant in an ANCOVA controlling
for (log-transformed) average purchase price, F(1, 77) = 6.87, p =
0.01. While the previous studies showed that consumers feel more
connected to others after thinking about their experiential purchases,
this experiment demonstrated that there may be behavioral conse-
quences that stem from this feeling. Experiences not only connect us
to other people; they also provide a rich store of memories of such
connection to draw on and revisit, and these memories may feed the
inclination to engage even more in such activities.

By inspiring people to seek out the company of others, expe-
riential purchases are likely to have benefits beyond the purchase
itself. But do the secondary benefits of such purchases apply only
to the experiencer, or do they flow outward to reach others as well,
perhaps causing us to treat others better? In Study 5 (N = 48), partici-
pants were asked to recall an experiential or material purchase and
then assigned the role of allocator in a dictator game. Previous re-
search (Charness & Gneezy, 2008) has found that as social distance
decreases, allocators in the dictator game become more altruistic to
receivers and give them a bigger portion of the endowment. As pre-
dicted, thinking about an experiential purchase led participants to
be more generous thinking about a material purchase, unequal vari-
ances t(40.46) = 2.27, p <0.03.

Experiential Gifts Foster Stronger Relationships than
Material Gifts

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Occasions to give gifts tie up each year. From birthdays to re-
ligious holidays, Valentine’s Day to Father’s Day, each occasion is
fraught with the question: What to give?! To help inform gift givers
of what to give and to gain insight into the interpersonal effects of
gifts, this research investigates which type of gift causes recipients
to feel closer to their gift giver—material gifts (objects for the re-
cipients to keep) or experiential gifts (events for the recipients to live
through)—and why.

People seem more inclined to give material gifts. In a survey
we conducted among 219 gift givers, 78% reported having most re-
cently given a gift that was material. Four subsequent experiments
testing the effect of gift type on how close gift recipients feel to their
gift giver, however, reveal this tendency may be misguided.

In Experiment 1A, gift givers were recruited through a univer-
sity laboratory and were provided with $10 to spend on a gift for a
friend within three days. After identifying their gift recipient, gift
givers were randomly assigned to purchase and give an experiential
gift they jointly consumed with their recipient (shared experiential
gift), an experiential gift not consumed with their recipient (non-
shared experiential gift), or a material gift not consumed with their
recipient (non-shared material gift). Three days later, recipients de-
scribed the gift they had received and reported how receiving the gift
affected their relationship with their gift giver. Recipients also rated
the thoughtfulness of their gift and how much they liked the gift.

Results revealed that people who received either shared or non-
shared experiential gifts consequently felt closer to their gift giver
than people who received material gifts (ps<.05). Furthermore, ex-
periential and material gifts did not differ in thoughtfulness or liking
(ps>.59), suggesting that these factors do not explain the effect of
gift type on closeness.

Experiment 1B extended 1A using a two-part design. We re-
cruited pairs of friends and randomly assigned one friend to be the
gift giver and the other to be the recipient. Gift givers were provided
with $15 and randomly assigned to purchase either an experiential or
material gift over the next three days for their friend to consume on
his/her own. Recipients completed an initial survey to measure the
strength of their relationship with the gift giver. The following week,
recipients completed a follow-up survey in which they described the
gift they had received and rated the strength of their relationship with
their gift giver, the thoughtfulness of the gift, and how much they
liked the gift. Relationship change was measured as the difference
between the pre- and post-gift relationship ratings.

Results showed that receiving an experiential gifts made recipi-
ents feel closer to their gift giver, compared to receiving a material
gift (+=2.06, p<.05). Gift type was again unrelated to thoughtfulness
and liking (ps>.11).

Experiment 2 explored the underlying role of emotion in the
effect. Participants were randomly assigned to recall a gift they had
received in a 2(material vs. experiential) X 2(shared vs. non-shared)
between-subjects design. Participants rated the closeness of their re-
lationship both before and after receiving the gift, and the differences
between the measures served as our measure of relationship change.
Participants also rated how intensely emotional they felt at the mo-
ment they felt the most emotional from both receiving and consum-
ing the gift, and identified which emotions they were feeling. Finally,
participants rated thoughtfulness and liking.

Results showed that receiving an experiential gift resulted in a
greater change in connection than receiving a material gift (F=6.83,



p=.009). Moreover, a non-significant main effect of whether the gift
was shared (p=.72) and a non-significant interaction effect (p=.32)
suggest that the connecting effect of receiving an experiential gift oc-
curred regardless of whether the recipient consumed the gift with the
gift giver. Additional analyses showed that thoughtfulness and liking
did not explain the effect of gift type on consumption, nor did the
emotion felt during the gift exchange. However, an analysis of the
emotions that were felt while consuming the gift revealed that expe-
riential gifts evoked more emotion when consumed than did material
gifts (F=15.55, p<.001; the effect of sharing and the interaction ef-
fect were non-significant, ps>.89). Furthermore, mediation analyses
showed that the emotions felt during gift consumption mediated the
effect of gift type on relationship change (95%CI=[.03,.12]).

Experiment 3 tested whether framing a gift of a book as more
experiential would make it more connecting. We further tested the
underlying role of consumption emotion by manipulating whether
recipients thought about the emotion they would feel while consum-
ing the gift. Experiment 3 thus followed a 2(material vs. experien-
tial) X 2(control vs. emotion) between-subjects design. Participants
identified a friend and rated their relationship with him/her. They
next imagined receiving a book from that friend and wrote about the
material or experiential aspects of the book; some participants were
further instructed to write about the emotions the book would make
them feel. They again rated their relationship with their friend and
the difference between the pre- and post-gift measures served as our
measure of relationship change.

Results in the control conditions showed that the gift of a book
was more connecting when recipients were reminded of the experi-
ence of reading the book, rather than its material attributes. Further-
more, in support of the underlying role of emotion, when recipients
were led to think about the emotion they would feel while consuming
the book, they felt greater connection regardless of gift type framing
(F=7.60, p=.006).

In summary, this paper explores the effect of purchases on con-
nections between people, finding that not all expenditures of money
are equally beneficial. Indeed, people’s tendency to give material
gifts seems to do little to foster the relationship between a gift giver
and recipient. Experiential gifts, in contrast, make recipients feel
closer to the person who gave them the gift because of the emotion
evoked when consuming the gift, regardless of whether the experi-
ence is consumed together. Thus, when deciding on a gift for a loved
one, an experiential gift promises greater hope of connection.

When Happiness Shared is Happiness Halved: How
Taking Photos to Share with Others Hurts Experiences
and Memories

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Picture-taking has become ubiquitous with technological inno-
vation and the availability of camera phones. From eating a meal to
watching a concert to skiing a mountain, hardly a situation exists
these days that individuals do not feel compelled to document with
the snap of a camera. While precise numbers are difficult to obtain,
researchers estimate that Americans alone took 53 billion pictures in
2006 and that this number has doubled in the past seven years (Na-
tional Geographic, 2012).

Consumers have different motivations for taking these pictures.
One goal is to document and preserve experiences for themselves, as
people gain utility from their memories (e.g., Zauberman, Ratner, &
Kim, 2009). Another goal is to document and share experiences with
others, as people also gain utility from connecting with others (e.g.,
Ramanathan & McGill, 2007). Indeed, of the billions of photos that
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people take every year, millions of them are shared on social media
websites each day (Facebook, 2013). Yet, prior literature has devoted
little attention to understanding how one’s goal for taking photos
might influence their online experience and future memories. We ad-
dress this question with two lab experiments and one field study.

On the one hand, it is possible that taking photos to share with
others will increase enjoyment of the experience and retrospective
evaluations. Sharing positive events with others provides both per-
sonal and interpersonal benefits (Reis et al., 2010; Lambert et al.,
2012), and the ability to share experiences with others partially ac-
counts for why people value experiential goods more than material
goods (Caprariello & Reis, 2013). However, while people clearly
gain utility from sharing experiences with others, we propose that
pursuing this goal comes with a cost. People motivated to share their
experience through photos become concerned with impression man-
agement and self-presentation (Leary & Kowalski, 1990; Tetlock &
Manstead, 1985), which have often been associated with increased
anxiety and pressure to make a good impression (Schlenker & Leary,
1982). We propose and find that taking photos to share with oth-
ers can reduce online enjoyment and immersion in the experience,
while also reducing enjoyment of photos themselves by hampering
people’s ability to fully relive their experiences.

To initially examine how one’s goal in taking pictures may af-
fect online experience, we developed a unique computer interface
that allows respondents to experience a simulated event in the lab
by watching a first-person-perspective video of the event. In the first
two studies, participants experienced a simulation of a 4-minute city
bus tour. During the simulation, participants were able to take pic-
tures like they would during an actual experience by clicking their
mouse.

In Study 1, 131 participants from Mechanical Turk were ran-
domly assigned either to take photos of the bus tour so that they
could preserve the memories for themselves (self condition) or to
take photos so they could share the memories with their friends
(share condition). A manipulation check confirmed that participants
were more focused on others (versus themselves) in the share con-
dition than the self condition (F(1,129)=6.03, p=.02). Importantly,
we found that relative to the self condition, taking photos to share
decreased participants’ enjoyment (F(1,129)=6.21, p=.01) and im-
mersion in the experience (F(1,129)=7.86, p<.01). Participants in the
self condition also reported that their albums were better at capturing
their overall tour experience (F(1,131)=5.51, p=.02).

Because Study 1 involved hypothetical sharing, Study 2 sought
to replicate these findings when individuals had to actually share
their photos with others. 169 participants were assigned to the same
conditions as above, except that in the sharing condition they were
instructed to share their photos with a partner in the lab. Confirm-
ing the results in Study 1, participants enjoyed the experience less
(F(1,167)=3.11, p=.08) and were less immersed (F(1,167)=6.10,
p=-01) in the share condition than the self condition. In addition,
we found initial evidence for the mechanism underlying these ef-
fects: individuals were more anxious when they were taking photos
to share (F(1,167)=5.93, p=.02), which mediated the effects on im-
mersion and enjoyment (95% CI=[-.321,-.080]).

In Study 3, we extended our findings from the lab into the field
and also examined the effects of picture-taking goals on people’s
subsequent memories and evaluations of their photos. We recruited
107 students to participate in the study before they left for Christmas
vacation. Half the participants were instructed to take pictures on
Christmas so that they could make an album to post on Facebook,
while half the participants were instructed to take pictures so that
they could make an album to keep for themselves. Two days after
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Christmas, participants were asked to fill out a short questionnaire
and create an album based on their assigned goal (Time 1). To allow
us to investigate longer-lasting consequences, they also completed
an online follow-up survey one month later (Time 2; filled out by 102
out of 107 participants).

Consistent with the anxiety effects found in Study 2, partici-
pants in the share condition were more likely to report that they tried
to take photos that made them look good at Time 1 (F(1,105)=5.25,
p=-02). Interestingly, when asked to recall their Christmas expe-
rience and visualize the situation, participants in the share condi-
tion were more likely than those in the self condition to rate that
image as being from the perspective of an observer (versus their
own perspective) at both Time 1 (F(1,105)=4.41, p=.03) and Time
2 (F(1,102)=4.10, p=.04). Moreover, these effects were reflected
in the photos people took: participants in the share condition were
less able to relive their experience through their photos at Time 1
(F(1,105)=6.80, p=.01) and enjoyed looking at their photos less at
both time points (T1: F(1,105)=6.79, p=.01; T2: F(1,102)=4.24,
p=-04), compared to those in the self condition.

By demonstrating the impact of picture-taking goals on on-
line experience and subsequent memory, the present research offers
novel insights for psychology and consumer research. Given its con-
tributions to literatures in picture-taking, sharing, and memory, we
believe this research would be of interest to a wide audience at ACR.

Material Words: How Sharing Material and Experiential
Purchases with Others Influences Self-Esteem

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Consumers share word of mouth (WOM) about purchases, such
as buying clothes or watching movies, daily (Carl, 2006). While
sharing allows individuals to savor events (Lyubomirsky, Sousa, &
Dickerhoof, 2006) and build relationships (Sprecher & Hendrich,
2004), it can also subject them to stigma (Van Boven, Campbell,
& Gilovich, 2010). Thus, we examine when sharing has positive or
negative consequences for consumers.

Because sharing is inherently social and self-esteem indicates
relational value (Leary & Baumeister, 2000), we explore how shar-
ing impacts social state self-esteem—the extent to which individuals
feel self-conscious about their public image (Heatherton & Polivy,
1991). In general, self-esteem should be affected when individuals
share purchases for which they may be stigmatized (Link & Phelan,
2001). Prior work on material (tangible objects) and experiential
(intangible events) purchases shows that material purchases are stig-
matized (Van Boven et al., 2010). Individuals who make material
purchases are stereotyped as selfish and are evaluated unfavorably
relative to those who make experiential purchases; material purchas-
es are viewed as extrinsically motivated by factors such as status,
while experiential purchases are viewed as related to the self and
intrinsically motivated by factors such as personal growth and enjoy-
ment; and conversations about material purchases are less enjoyable
than conversations about experiential purchases (Caprariello & Reis,
2013; Van Boven et al., 2010).

Due to this stigma, self-esteem may decrease when sharing
about material purchases, as individuals may fear being judged. Fur-
ther, extending prior work, we hypothesize that purchase valence
will interact with purchase type (experiential vs. material) to predict
changes in self-esteem. Specifically, individuals may not fear judg-
ment for sharing about unenjoyable, disliked material purchases, or
enjoyable, liked, and fulfilling experiential purchases (Caprariello &
Reis, 2013; Van Boven et al., 2010). Thus, sharing about negative
material or positive experiential purchases should not influence self-

esteem. In contrast, individuals may fear judgment for sharing about
enjoyable, liked material purchases or unenjoyable, disliked, and un-
fulfilling experiential purchases (Caprariello & Reis, 2013). Thus,
sharing about positive material or negative experiential purchases
may decrease self-esteem.

Importantly, we expect the language used while sharing to mod-
erate this effect. Language influences behavior (Patrick & Hagtvedt,
2012), attitudes (Moore, 2012), and emotions (Hart, 2013). One
particularly impactful type of language is explaining language (Pen-
nebaker, 1997). Explaining may protect self-esteem because justi-
fying stigmatized purchases should reduce individuals’ fear of be-
ing judged (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999). Thus, if positive material and
negative experiential purchases are not explained when sharing, self-
esteem should decrease; however, if these purchases are explained
when sharing, self-esteem should not decrease. We test these predic-
tions in three studies.

Study 1 examined material purchases. Undergraduates (N =
169) participated in a 2 (audience: salient/not) by 2 (valence: posi-
tive/negative) by 3 (writing: control/explain/non-explain) design.
They recalled an appropriate purchase (using instructions from Van
Boven et al., 2010), and then wrote a review of their purchase. In the
audience salient condition, participants were told their review would
be shared with another participant. In the not-salient condition,
participants were told their review would be stored anonymously.
Control participants wrote only one or two words about their pur-
chase, while explain and non-explain participants completed a fill-
in-the-blank review (Moore, 2012). In the explain condition, half of
the ten sentences contained explaining clauses (e.g., “I would
recommend this product to others, because __.”); the non-explain
condition had similar sentences without explanation. After writing,
participants completed the Social State Self-Esteem Scale (e.g., “I
am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure,”
Heatherton & Polivy, 1991) and the short Material Values Scale
(Richins, 2004); this was used as a covariate.

A three-way audience x valence x writing interaction predicted
self-esteem (F(2, 156) = 4.03, p = .02). Self-esteem decreased only
in the audience salient conditions, and only when individuals wrote
about positive material purchases without explaining. Those who
did not explain had lower self-esteem (M = 2.22) than those in the
explain (M = 2.83, F(1, 77) = 6.77, p = .01) and control conditions
(M=2.79,F(1,77)=3.77, p = .05), which did not differ (p = .58).

Study 2 investigated how self-esteem was influenced by explain-
ing (or not) material and experiential purchases, holding audience
salience constant—all participants were informed that their review
would be shared. We also measured global self-esteem (Rosenberg,
1965) several weeks prior to the study to use as a covariate. For the
study, undergraduates (N = 157) participated in a 2 (type: material/
experiential) by 2 (valence: positive/negative) by 3 (writing: control/
explain/no explain) between-subjects design. The study proceeded
similarly to study 1, except for the type of purchases recalled; state
self-esteem and materialism were measured after writing.

Results revealed a type x valence x writing interaction on self-
esteem (F(2, 143) = 3.27, p = 0.04). For positive experiential and
negative material purchases, self-esteem was not influenced by writ-
ing (ps > .60). However, for negative experiential and positive mate-
rial purchases, compared to control (M, = 3.61; M, = 3.87), writing
without explaining decreased self-esteem (M, = 2.85, F(1, 142) =
5.37,p=.02; M,,=3.36, F(1, 142) = 4.28, p = .04), while writing
with explaining did not (M, .= 3.51, p=0.76; M, ,= 3.82, p = 0.85).

In study 3, undergraduates (N = 91) wrote freehand about posi-
tive or negative material or experiential purchases; all were told their
writing would be shared. We measured explaining word use (e.g.,



because) using the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) pro-
gram (Pennebaker et al., 2007). Negative material purchases were
explained (M = 3.57%) more than any other type of purchase (M =
1.19%, F(1, 89) = 16.02, p <.001).

While consistent with prior work (Wong & Weiner, 1981),
study 3 suggests that consumers do not naturally share WOM in a
way that protects their self-esteem. However, studies 1 and 2 dem-
onstrate that if consumers explain their positive material or negative
experiential purchases when sharing WOM, they can overcome the
negative impact of sharing on their self-esteem.

REFERENCES

Banister, E. N., & Hogg, M. K. (2004). Negative symbolic
consumption and consumers’ drive for self-esteem: The case
of the fashion industry. European Journal of Marketing, 38(7),
850-868.

Baumeister, R. F. & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong:
Desire for interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human
motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497-529.

Carl, W. J. (2006). What’s all the buzz about? Everyday
communication and the relational basis of word-of-mouth
and buzz marketing practices. Management Communication
Quarterly, 19(4), 601-634.

Caprariello, P.A. & Reis, H.T. (2013). To do, to have, or to share?
Valuing experiences over material possessions depends on
the involvement of others. Journal of personality and social
psychology, 104 (2), 199.

Charness, G. & Gneezy, U. (2008). What’s in a name? Anonymity
and social distance in dictator and ultimate games. Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization, 68(1), 29-35.

Facebook Whitepaper (2013). A Focus on Efficiency. http://internet.
org/efficiencypaper.

Hart, W. (2013). Unlocking Past Emotion Verb Use Affects Mood
and Happiness. Psychological Science, 24(1), 19-26.

Heatherton, T. F., & Polivy, J. (1991). Development and validation
of a scale for measuring state self-esteem. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 60(6), 895.

Kronrod, A. & Danziger, S. (forthcoming). ‘Wii Will Rock You!”
The Use and Effect of Figurative Language in Consumer
Reviews of Hedonic and Utilitarian Consumption. Journal of
Consumer Research.

Lambert, N.M., Gwinn, A.M., Baumeister, R.F., Strachman,

A., Washburn, 1.J., Gable, S.L., & Fincham, F.D. A

boost of positive affect The perks of sharing positive
experiences. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 30
(1), 24-43.

Leary, M. R., & Baumeister, R. F. (2000). The nature and function
of self-esteem: Sociometer theory. Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, 32, 1-62.

Leary, M.R. & Kowalski, R.M (1990). Impression management:

A literature review and two-component model. Psychological
bulletin, 107 (1), 34.

Lee, R. M. & Robbins, S. B. (1995). Measuring belongingness: The
social connectedness and the social assurance scales. Journal
of Counseling Psychology, 42(2), 232-241.

Lerner, J. S., & Tetlock, P. E. (1999). Accounting for the effects of
accountability. Psychological Bulletin, 125(2), 255.

Advances in Consumer Research (Volume 42) / 105

Lyubomirsky, S., Sousa, L., & Dickerhoof, R. (2006). The costs
and benefits of writing, talking, and thinking about life’s
triumphs and defeats. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 90(4), 692.

Link, B. G., & Phelan, J. C. (2001). Conceptualizing stigma.
Annual review of Sociology, 363-385.

Moore, S. G. (2012). Some Things are Better Left Unsaid:

How Word of Mouth Influences the Storyteller. Journal of
Consumer Research, 38(6), 1140-1154.

National Geographic (2012). Digital Photos Taken By Americans.
http://hyperallergic.com/48765/how-many-photos-do-
americans-take-a-year/

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

Pennebaker, J. W., Chung, C. K., Ireland, M., Gonzales, A., &
Booth, R. J. (2007). The development and psychometric
properties of LIWC2007. Austin, TX, LIWC.net.

Raghunathan, R. & Corfman, K. (2006). Is happiness shared
doubled and sadness shared halved? Social influence on
enjoyment of hedonic experiences. Journal of Marketing
Research, 43 (3), 386-394.

Ramanathan, S. & McGill, A.L. Consuming with others: Social
influences on moment-to-moment and retrospective
evaluations of an experience. Journal of Consumer
Research, 34 (4), 506-524.

Richins, M. L. (2004). The Material Values Scale: Measurement
properties and development of a short form. Journal of
Consumer Research, 31(1), 209-219.

Rosenberg, M. (1965). The measurement of self-esteem. Society
and the adolescent self-image, 297.

Schlenker, B.R. & Leary, M.R. (1982), Social anxiety and self-
presentation: A conceptualization model. Psychological
bulletin, 92 (3), 641.

Sprecher, S., & Hendrick, S. S. (2004). Self-disclosure in intimate
relationships: Associations with individual and relationship
characteristics over time. Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, 23(6), 857-877.

Tetlock, P. E. & Manstead, A.S. (1985). Impression management
versus intrapsychic explanations in social psychology: A
useful dichotomy? Psychological Review, 92 (1), 59.

Van Boven, L., Campbell, M. C., & Gilovich, T. (2010).
Stigmatizing materialism: On stereotypes and impressions of
materialistic and experiential pursuits. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 36(4), 551-563.

Van Boven, L., & Gilovich, T. (2003). To do or to have? That is the
question. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85(6),
1193.

Vohs, K. D., Mead, N. L. & Goode, M. R. (2006). The
psychological consequences of money. Science, 314(5802),
1154-1156.

Wong, P., & Weiner, B. (1981). When People Ask ‘“Why’ Questions,
and the Heuristics of Attributional Search. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 40(4), 650-63.

Zauberman, G., Ratner, R.K., & Kim, B.K. (2009). Memories
as assets: Strategic memory protection in choice over
time. Journal of Consumer Research, 35 (5), 715-728.



