Negative Emotions and Tourist Behavior: (In)Effectiveness of Emotion Regulation as a Moderator
Introduction
Tourism is largely hedonic in nature as individuals tend to seek pleasure when they travel for leisure, whether it is traveling to recharge, relax or visit friends/family. However, this does not preclude tourists from experiencing negative emotion(s) (NE or NEs) during the trip. NEs are caused by different reasons, e.g. destination overcrowding (Popp, 2012), service failure (Petzer et al., 2012) and tourist harassment (Nicely & Ghazali, 2014), an issue conceivably compounded by tourism’s experiential nature. Moreover, the complexity of the industry with multiple service providers required to provide a complete destination experience seemingly increase the risk of evoking NEs. 
Given the above, the following questions inevitably arise: how do tourists manage the NEs they feel while on a leisure trip? How does dealing with the NE influence their behavior? Presumably, tourists would reasonably attempt to regulate the NEs experienced during a leisure trip. With most tourists having an ultimate goal of enjoying themselves, the experience of NEs is likely to be conflicting and hence, tourists can be expected to try to feel better by decreasing such emotions.
The study of how tourists regulate their NEs is important for two main reasons. Emotions guide behavior (Lazarus, 1991); therefore, how tourists regulate their NEs matter as their behavior could be influenced. Also, drawing from existing research in psychology, not all emotion regulation (ER) strategies lead to good or desirable outcomes, irrespective of why the emotion is being regulated. Selected strategies could alleviate NEs while others intensify them (Gross, 1998), of which, the latter is preferably avoided. 
To understand how tourists manage the NEs they feel while at a destination, this study investigates ER strategies for their efficacy in mitigating the effects of NEs on tourist behavior. By relating these NEs directly to on-site tourism consumption contexts (i.e. destination crowding and tourist harassment), we also distinguish between integral and incidental NEs. Emotions that arise directly from (i.e. integral) or for reasons unassociated with (i.e. incidental) the situation at hand can both affect decision making (Zhao et al., 2016). However, incidental NE, e.g. being fearful of an impending surgery, comprises a very broad scope, a huge part of which is beyond the purview of tourism providers. To the best of our knowledge, current literature has not made such distinction. Taken together, this study could therefore assist tourism practitioners in identifying ways of regulating their emotions effectively. 
Literature Review & Hypotheses
Relationship between NEs & Tourist Behavior
This study focuses on anger and fear. These are two NEs most frequently covered in tourism literature (e.g. Binder, 2020; He & Harris, 2014; Sánchez-García & Currás-Pérez, 2011), which include negative emotions as felt across various types (e.g. Carnicelli-Filho et al., 2010) and stages of tourism experiences (e.g. Mattila & Hanks, 2012). Anger and fear are unpleasant emotions (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). Angry individuals feel overwhelmed and as though they would explode (Bougie et al., 2003). Meanwhile, fearful individuals are uncertain whether they can avoid an unpleasant outcome (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). Nevertheless, both anger and fear are associated with behavioral outcomes that are unfavorable to the service provider, e.g. negative word-of-mouth (NWOM) and activity termination (Bougie et al., 2003; Fennell, 2017). In extending these findings to integral feelings of anger and fear that result from on-site tourism consumption (Figure 1), we hypothesized that:
H1. Anger is associated with unfavorable tourist behavior. Specifically, anger is (a) positively associated with NWOM, and (b) negatively associated with revisit intention.
H2. Fear is associated with unfavorable tourist behavior. Specifically, fear is (a) positively associated with NWOM, and (b) negatively associated with revisit intention. 
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Figure 1. Research Model of ER by Tourists
Effectiveness of ER Strategies
When tourists experience NEs, they are anticipated to regulate their emotions in order to feel better. ER involves modulating the valence, intensity or duration of the emotional experience (Heiy & Cheavens, 2014). ER can occur at one or more points in the emotion generation process (Gross, 1998) and one of the most widely-referenced model of ER is Gross’ (1998) process model. This model comprises five steps: (i) situation selection, (ii) situation modification, (iii) attentional deployment, (iv) cognitive change, and (v) response modulation (Gross, 1998). At each step, different strategies, e.g. rumination and denial, can be utilized to regulate emotion with the possibility for feedback loop(s) (Gross & Thompson, 2007). ER strategies are considered as (mal)adaptive when they are (in)effective in bringing about the intended change (Aldao et al., 2010).
Given the wide range of possible ER strategies at each step, this study focuses on those related to response modulation and cognitive change. As tourists are already on-site, it is less likely that they can avoid/modify the destination-related stimuli, which would involve the first two steps of Gross’ process model. Moreover, ER involving response modulation and cognitive change strategies register larger effect sizes than attentional deployment strategies (Webb et al., 2012). 
Specifically, response modulation via suppression is analyzed here. Suppression inhibits emotion expression, emotion experience and/or thoughts of the stimulus (Webb et al., 2012). This paradoxically increases accessibility of the target of suppression (Wenzlaff & Wegner, 2000), thus causing greater discomfort (Purdon & Clark, 2001). Consequently, suppression is linked to counter-productive or maladaptive effects, e.g. lower persistence at frustrating tasks (Szasz et al., 2011). In contrast, reappraisal, a type of cognitive change, involves taking a different perspective of the emotional stimulus or situation (Webb et al., 2012). With reappraisal representing active attempts to acknowledge/express NEs, it is associated with adaptive effects, e.g. enhanced well-being (Gross & John, 2003). Overall, we hypothesized that (Figure 1):
H3a. The positive relationship between anger and NWOM is moderated by ER strategies such that it is more positive for those who use suppression than those who use reappraisal.
H3b. The negative relationship between anger and revisit intention is moderated by ER strategies such that it is more negative for those who use suppression than those who use reappraisal.
H4a. The positive relationship between fear and NWOM is moderated by ER strategies such that it is more positive for those who use suppression than those who use reappraisal.
H4b. The negative relationship between fear and revisit intention is moderated by ER strategies such that it is more negative for those who use suppression than those who use reappraisal.
Destination Experiences Involving Anger or Fear
To ensure that the emotions investigated are directly related to the tourism consumption process at the destination (Scuttari & Pechlaner, 2017), we specified the two contexts of destination crowding and tourist harassment. 
Perceived crowding is a key impact of tourism on a destination (Manzo et al., 2017). It is associated with unpleasant stimuli, e.g. presence of too many people or of an overwhelming physical environment (Lee & Graefe, 2003), which thus increases the probability of eliciting NEs in tourists (e.g. Mattila & Hanks, 2012). Perceived destination crowding is especially relevant in the wake of the COVID-19 global pandemic with social distancing measures implemented worldwide as a preventive measure. Perceived destination crowding therefore represents a timely context to study tourists’ NEs and ER strategies. 
Tourist harassment is a negative behavior carried out by tourism suppliers to the extreme such that it annoys tourists (Nicely & Ghazali, 2014). An example includes overly persistent sales tactics. When facing such harassment, tourists’ emotions are likely to be affected. 
Methodology
A series of studies were conducted online. One pre-test and two experiments were conducted on destination crowding. Another pre-test and experiment then replicated findings within the context of tourist harassment. For brevity, only the three experimental studies are reported here. Sample was recruited via a consumer panel company between February to March 2021 and equally split between male/female gender. Participants comprised U.S. residents pre-screened for prior leisure travel experience in the past five years.
Perceived Destination Crowding: Study 1
Study Design
Given the complexity of the full research model as an experimental set-up, a more cautious approach was adopted instead of testing the full model. Therefore, study 1 was designed to test only H1a, H1b, H2a and H2b via a three-condition (NE: anger vs. fear vs. control) between-subjects design. Stimuli used are depicted in Figure 2 and Table 1. 
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[bookmark: _Toc49641665]Figure 2. Destination Crowding: Screenshots of 30-Second Video Stimulus
Table 1. Destination Crowding: Text Stimuli1 for NE Conditions
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Sample, Procedure & Measures
Participants were welcomed under the pretext of developing an online case study on managing tourist destinations. Next, they (i) received written description instructing them to imagine having just arrived at a destination, (ii) viewed the video, and (iii) read only one of three randomly assigned text stimuli. Participants’ NWOM intention (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely; Romani et al., 2012) was measured with a three-item scale ( = 0.878) and revisit intention (Huang & Hsu, 2009) was measured with a four-item scale ( = 0.979). 
Manipulation check questions on perceived destination crowding and perceived realism were administered after measuring their behavioral intentions. Participants’ personal tolerance for crowding (PTC) was included as a covariate by adapting Machleit et al.'s (2000) retail crowding scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree;  = 0.824). Considering the prevailing COVID-19 pandemic whereby crowd avoidance is advocated, an item measuring participants’ future perspective towards their personal tolerance for crowding (PTCFut) was included. 
Finally, participants were debriefed about the real purpose of this study. Following the debrief and data cleaning, usable responses totaled 333.
Results & Discussions
Both perceived destination crowding and perceived realism were significantly higher than the neutral scale point of 4, thus reflecting effective scenario manipulations. In using PTC and PTCFut as covariates, emotion manipulations in the anger and fear conditions were significantly higher than the control condition. 
To evaluate the direct effects of anger or fear (vs. control) on behavioral intentions, ANCOVAs on NWOM and revisit intention were used. Overall, study 1’s results (Table 2) provide support for H1a, H1b, H2a and H2b. 
Table 2. Destination Crowding: ANCOVA Results1 for Direct Effects
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Perceived Destination Crowding: Study 2
Study Design
Having demonstrated the direct effects of NEs on behavioral intentions in study 1, study 2 was designed to investigate the moderating effects of ER strategies in H3a, H3b, H4a and H4b. Study 2 employed a three (NE: anger vs. fear vs. control) by two (ER: suppression vs. reappraisal) mixed design with NE as the between-subject factor and ER as the within-subject factor.
Sample, Procedures & Measures
Study 2’s participants received the same participants’ welcome as in study 1. They also underwent the same procedure detailed as steps (i), (ii) and (iii) in section 4.2. Pre-intervention measures of emotions (1 = not at all, 7 = very strongly) were then taken. This was followed by instructions on watching the same video again and, in doing so, regulate how they feel. Each participant was randomly assigned one of two ER conditions (Table 3), also referred to as treatments.
Table 3. Text Stimuli1 for ER Conditions
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After viewing the video a second time, participants responded to questions measuring their intentions regarding NWOM ( = 0.871), revisit intention ( = 0.973), post-intervention emotions, PTC ( = 0.853) and PTCFut. To check ER manipulation, respondents were asked to recall and identify the ER instruction they were provided.
Usable responses totaled 608 after participant debriefing and data cleaning. 
Results & Discussions
In addition to the same manipulation checks described in section 4.3 (data available upon request), study 2 included paired samples t-test using pre- and post-treatment emotion measures. This provides a within-subject assessment of whether ER treatments increased/decreased anger and fear. Results (Table 4) show that suppression significantly increased while reappraisal significantly decreased NEs. 


Table 4. Destination Crowding: Paired Samples T-test for Emotion Measures 
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To test the moderated effects of anger/fear on behavioral outcomes, Hayes’ PROCESS macro in SPSS with 5,000 bootstrapped samples for model 1 (Hayes, 2017) was used. PTC and PTCFut were included in all analyses as covariates. Results (Table 5 and Figure 3) indicate support for H3a and H3b, partial support for H4a and no support for H4b. 
Results from study 2 generally demonstrate that suppression and reappraisal differentially influenced the relationship between NEs and behavioral outcomes. Their impacts on behavioral outcomes are in line with the (mal)adaptive nature of each ER strategy. Angry participants who utilized suppression demonstrated more anger, which then caused more NWOM and less revisit intention compared to those who used reappraisal. These findings were partially replicated for fear: fearful participants who utilized suppression experienced more fear and less NWOM whereas those who used reappraisal experienced less fear and more revisit intention. However, at a lower level of fear, reappraisal led to higher levels of NWOM. 
Studies 1 and 2 focus on the experience and regulation of anger and fear within the context of destination crowding. To extend the generalizability of results from study 2, study 3 was developed to replicate the findings in a different tourism consumption context.  


Table 5. Destination Crowding: Moderating Effect of ER Strategies
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Figure 3. Destination Crowding: Simple Slopes of ER
Perceived Tourist Harassment: Study 3
Study Design
Study 3 replicates the three (NE: anger vs. fear vs. control) by two (ER: suppression vs. reappraisal) mixed design with NE as the between-subject factor and ER as the within-subject factor. New stimuli on tourist harassment (Figure 4 and Table 6) were developed, pre-tested and used in study 3. 
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Figure 4. Tourist Harassment: Screenshots of 30-Second Video Stimulus




Table 6. Tourist Harassment: Text Stimuli1 for NE Conditions

Sample, Procedures & Measures
Study 3 mirrored the procedure described in section 5.2 with minor adaptions where necessary to reflect the context of tourist harassment. Text stimuli for ER conditions (Table 3) were also repeated in study 3. 
Study 3 replicated most of the measures used in Study 2, including NWOM ( = 0.879), revisit intention ( = 0.965), pre- and post-intervention emotions and manipulation check question on ER instruction. Additionally, extraversion (α = 0.815; Donnellan et al., 2006), which presumably could potentially explain tourists’ reactions towards interactions with beach vendors, was included as a covariate for this context. 
Following participant debriefing and data cleaning, 621 usable responses remained. 
Results & Discussion
Effective scenario manipulations were demonstrated through high levels of perceived tourist harassment and perceived realism. Also, in using extraversion as a covariate, emotion manipulations in the anger and fear conditions were significantly higher than the control condition. Regarding the efficacy of ER treatments (Table 4), paired samples t-tests replicated results from study 2. Suppression was affirmed as a maladaptive ER strategy by significantly increasing NEs felt whereas reappraisal was affirmed as an adaptive ER strategy by significantly decreasing NEs.
Table 7. Tourist Harassment: Paired Samples T-test for Emotion Measures 

Statistical analysis here mirrored that of study 2 (section 5.3). Results (Table 8 and Figure 5) replicated those of study 2 in that, H3a and H3b are supported, H4a is partially supported and H4b is unsupported. Overall, findings of study 3 replicated that of study 2 in several ways as discussed in section 7.
Table 8. Tourist Harassment: Moderating Effect of ER Strategies
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Figure 5. Tourist Harassment: Simple Slopes of ER
Conclusion and Discussion
Findings from these studies offer new insights into the role of ER strategies as used by tourists. Previous studies on tourists’ use of ER strategies did not distinguish between NEs caused by the tourism consumption process or otherwise (e.g. Gao et al., 2019). By focusing on NEs evoked as part of the tourism consumption process, the (mal)adaptive efficacy of ER strategies is unveiled through two aspects. 
The first aspect involves tourists’ subjective well-being in terms of the intensity of the anger/fear experienced. In studies 2 and 3, within-subject analysis of experimental manipulations demonstrated the subjective consequences of suppression and reappraisal: the former significantly increased the intensity of anger/fear whereas the latter significantly decreased the intensity of the same emotions. These findings align with those of earlier research (Webb et al., 2012) even within a hedonic consumption context such as tourism where pleasure tends to be the primary goal.
The second aspect involves tourists’ behavioral tendencies following ER. According to appraisal theories of emotion, emotions serve an adaptive function by achieving a better outcome for the individual with NEs pushing individuals to try to feel better (Chen & Pham, 2019). Therefore, when anger/fear was up-regulated (vs. down-regulated) through suppression (vs. reappraisal), tourists demonstrated higher (vs. lower) NWOM, regardless of the tourism context.
However, these (mal)adaptive behavioral effects of ER strategies did not extend to the relationship between fear and revisit intention. Across both tourism contexts, the use of suppression or reappraisal did not significantly moderate the negative relationship between fear and revisit intention, possibly because ER strategies could have varying effect sizes on different NEs (Webb et al., 2012).  
This paper adds to the growing body of tourism literature on NEs. Tourism researchers have predominantly focused on positive emotions in tourism (Nawijn & Biran, 2019). Through the scenarios of destination crowding and tourist harassment, this study identifies and showcases tourism-specific situations whereby NEs matter beyond service failure (e.g. Petzer et al., 2012) and dark tourism (e.g. Yan et al., 2016).
Findings also provides the impetus for tourism practitioners to assist tourists in regulating their emotions. Tourism practitioners could begin by focusing on encouraging reappraisal strategies and avoiding suppression strategies as much as possible. For instance, environmental cues, e.g. signage, posters and advertisements, could be designed to encourage tourists to focus on the positive aspects of the destination, which aligns with the reappraisal ER strategy. Importantly, although ER can generally help in improving tourists’ emotional and behavioral outcomes, tourism providers should be cautious about triggering fear among tourists. While reappraisal helped in alleviating the negative influence of fear on NWOM, it did not differentially impact revisit intention. This could imply greater difficulties in ‘recovering’ from fear. 
Despite the multiple theoretical and practical contributions of this essay, there are several limitations. Firstly, only two NEs and two ER strategies were investigated. Future studies could examine the efficacy of ER strategies on other NEs, a future research direction that is also supported by our findings that the nature of the focal emotion could have influenced ER efficacy. Future studies could also cover a wider repertoire of ER strategies. Secondly, the external validity of our findings could have been constrained by the use of experiment methodology. Field studies or field experiments could be carried out to investigate the efficacy of ER strategies in a natural setting. 
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Condition _Narrative (66 to 68 words)

“Anger You start to feel discontented about the crowdedness. You arc irritated that it is
so packed and noisy that you are unable to have a good time on the beach. As
even the sea is crowded with swimmers, you become frustrated that you will not
be able to have a good swim. You feel increasingly angry for not being able to
enjoy the destination as planned.

Fear Yousstart to feel panicky about the crowdedness. You are scared that you might
get lost in the crowd and be unable to find the way back to your spot on the
beach after a swim. As the crowds also make you feel unsafe, you become affaid
that your belongings might be stolen. You feel increasingly worried that
something might happen to threaten your physical safety.

Control  Yousstroll down the beach looking at the sights and people around you. The
weather is sunny and mild with a gentle breeze. At cach spot that catches your
attention, you pause for a few minutes to take some photographs and videos on
your cellphone. You intend to show these photographs and videos to your
friends back home. You buy a bottle of water from a beach vendor.

" Words in italics are subordinate level of emotions that correspond (o the respective focal negative emotion (Laros
& Steenkamp, 2005). Narratives seen by participants are not italicized.
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Covariates:  PTC 5695 <0.001%%*
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Covariates:  PTC 47.66  <0.001%++
PICFut 989 0.002%%*

TFor covariates, only statistically significant results are shown.
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Condition _Narrative (28 to 30 words)

Suppression _ You control the emotion you feel so that anyone looking at you is unable to
guess how you are feeling, whether it is through your facial expression or body
language.

Reappraisal ~ You try to think about the estination in a different way. You try to focus on
how things at the destination are better than they appear to be.

I Adapted from Webb et al. (2012) and Heiy and Cheavens (2014),
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NE Condition: Fear
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Interval
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Constant 417 046 917 <0.001%* (3.27,5.06)
Anger 052 008 670  <0.001*** (0.37,0.67)
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Dependent variable = revisit intention (H3b supported); F(5, 192) = 2633, p < 0.001, R? = 0.41
Constant 206 034 612 <0.001*** (1.40,2.73)
Anger 021 006 358  <0.001***  (:032,-0.09)
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Covariates:  PTC 028 006 457  <0.001*** (0.16,0.40)
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Constant 379 050 761 <0.001*** (2.81,4.78)
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"Suppression vs. reappraisal emotion regulation treatment.
*p<0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 001, S.E. = standard error
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