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Abstract
After work, employees often share their work experiences with their partners, yet 
the consequences of these work-related conversations remain poorly understood. In 
this study with dual-earner couples, we investigate the daily consequences of shar-
ing positive and negative work events with a partner regarding both employees’ and 
their partners’ affect and work-related self-esteem. Throughout a workweek, 73 het-
erosexual dual-earner couples completed questionnaires after work and at bedtime. 
Dyadic multilevel analyses showed that sharing positive work events was positively 
associated with employees’ positive affect but not with partners’ positive affect. 
Sharing negative work events showed no significant association with the negative 
affect of either employees or partners. While sharing positive work events was not 
associated with employees’ self-esteem, it was negatively associated with partners’ 
self-esteem. Furthermore, sharing negative work events was negatively associated 
with partners’ self-esteem, but did not affect employees’ self-esteem. Our study 
extends existing research on work-related conversations, considering self-esteem as 
an outcome and adopting a dyadic perspective.
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Introduction

Employees often share their workday experiences, such as positive customer 
feedback or having a conflict with a colleague, with their significant others after 
work (i.e., social sharing; Rimé, 2009). Prior studies have shown that positive 
work-related conversations and leveraging positive work events are associated 
with decreased negative affect and increased positive affect at bedtime (Trem-
mel et al., 2018) as well as increased family satisfaction and work–family balance 
(Ilies et al., 2017). Conversely, sharing negative work events has been associated 
with heightened negative affect at bedtime (Tremmel et al., 2018).

Although sharing work-related events with a partner is an inherently dyadic expe-
rience, previous research (e.g., Ilies et  al., 2017; Tremmel et  al., 2018) has rarely 
considered the consequences of social sharing for both the sharing and the listening 
partner (for an exception see Hicks & Diamond, 2008). However, considering the 
outcomes of dyadic interactions for both partners is essential as it is unclear whether 
behaviors that contribute to employees’ well-being are equally beneficial, neutral, or 
even harmful to the partner’s well-being. For instance, while receiving social sup-
port from a partner has been associated with increased psychological detachment 
from work, providing social support has been shown to reduce detachment from 
work for the support-providing partner (Haun et al., 2017). Hence, it is important to 
consider both partners’ perspectives simultaneously when formulating recommenda-
tions for improving dual-earner couples’ well-being.

To close this gap in the literature, this study examines how employees’ daily 
social sharing with their partner relates to both partners’ daily positive and nega-
tive affect, as well as their work-related self-esteem at the end of the day. Using 
a daily diary design with dual-earner couples, we investigate the dyadic conse-
quences of sharing both positive and negative work events with partners.

We contribute to the literature in several ways. First, we expand upon the lim-
ited research on work-related conversations (cf. Tremmel et al., 2018). Previous 
studies into sharing emotional events did not specifically focus on work-related 
content (Hicks & Diamond, 2008) or concentrated solely on either positive or 
negative conversations (e.g., Baranik et  al., 2017; Culbertson et  al., 2012; Ilies 
et  al., 2015, 2017). Others narrowly focused on specific work events, such as 
customer mistreatment, social conflicts, or perceived prosocial impact (Baranik 
et al., 2017; Tremmel et al., 2018). In contrast, our study provides a comprehen-
sive perspective on work-related conversations by jointly investigating conversa-
tions about positive and negative work events.

Second, adopting a dyadic perspective allows for the investigation of differen-
tial consequences of work-related conversations for both individuals within a cou-
ple, and enhances our understanding of crossover processes in couples (Hobfoll 
et  al., 2018). By examining how discussions about work-related successes and 
challenges impact not only employee but also partner outcomes, we contribute to 
a comprehensive understanding of work-related conversations.

Third, our focus on work-related self-esteem as an outcome, in addition to pos-
itive and negative affect, aligns with the call to investigate the broader spectrum 
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of outcomes resulting from work-related conversations (Tremmel et  al., 2018). 
While affect has been frequently studied as an outcome of social sharing (Peters 
et al., 2018), self-esteem has rarely been considered as an outcome measure. How-
ever, given that hearing about one’s partner’s success and failures at work may 
prompt individuals to engage in social comparison processes, wherein they evalu-
ate themselves against their partners (Beach et al., 1996), self-esteem emerges as 
a pertinent, yet understudied outcome. Previous research provided first evidence 
that individuals’ daily work-related levels of self-esteem may cross over to their 
partners (Neff et al., 2012). Thus, investigating the link between social sharing of 
positive and negative work events and partners’ self-esteem can contribute to a 
deeper understanding of this crossover process. Self-esteem is an important pre-
dictor of individuals’ psychological well-being (Sowislo & Orth, 2013) as well 
as work-related outcomes such as job satisfaction and counterproductive work 
behavior (Kuster et al., 2013).

Theoretical Background

Sharing Affective Work Events

Affective events theory describes affective events as occurrences that commonly elicit 
emotional responses from individuals (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). These emotional 
reactions are rooted in cognitive appraisal processes (Lazarus, 1991), wherein indi-
viduals categorize the event in terms of valence, intensity, and their perceived cop-
ing potential. According to the social sharing of emotion theory (Rimé, 2009), fol-
lowing emotional experiences, individuals possess a strong inclination to share these 
experiences with others. Through sharing affective events, individuals aim to seek 
clarification, assign meaning, obtain support, and find an outlet for their emotions 
(Gable et  al., 2004; Rimé, 2009). Sharing positive work events with one’s partner 
might involve recounting how they solved a work-related problem, receiving positive 
feedback, or experiencing a sense of competence. Conversely, sharing negative work 
events may encompass discussing hindrances in goal attainment, technical difficulties 
with work equipment, or interpersonal conflicts (cf. Ohly & Schmitt, 2015).

In this paper, we focus on exploring the effects of sharing work events on posi-
tive and negative affect, as well as self-esteem. Affect refers to an individual’s 
emotional state, and can be subdivided into the distinct dimensions of positive and 
negative affect (Watson et  al., 1988). Positive affect “reflects the extent to which 
a person feels enthusiastic, active, and alert”, whereas negative affect “subsumes 
a variety of aversive mood states, including anger, contempt, disgust, guild, fear, 
and nervousness” (Watson et al., 1988, p. 1063). Self-esteem describes a person’s 
self-assessment of their worth (Rosenberg et al., 1995); it can be divided into global 
self-esteem, representing an overall judgment of the self, and domain-specific self-
esteem, which involves a subjective appraisal of one’s value in a specific domain 
(Leary & Baumeister, 2000). Our focus centers on performance self-esteem, which 
depends on meeting personal standards in terms of competence and worthiness 
(Brown & Zeigler-Hill, 2018). This form appears particularly relevant within the 
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context of work, aligning with the specificity-matching principle which states that 
the level of specificity of predictors and outcomes (e.g., performance self-esteem 
and work performance) should correspond (Swann et  al., 2007). Recognizing that 
self-esteem may fluctuate daily depending on daily experiences (Nezlek & Plesko, 
2001), this study explores state self-esteem.

Our focus centers on measuring affect and self-esteem at bedtime to capture 
the dyadic effects of work-related conversations following the workday. Previous 
research has demonstrated that affect and self-esteem assessed at bedtime tend to 
persist until the subsequent workday (Neff et  al., 2012; Sonnentag & Binnewies, 
2013). Furthermore, Tremmel et al. (2018) showed that the effects of work-related 
conversations on employees’ affect endured until the following morning. Daily 
affect and self-esteem have been shown to be associated with engagement and work 
performance (e.g., Rothbard & Wilk, 2011; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009).

Employees’ Affect and Self‑Esteem as a Consequence of Sharing Work Events

Experiencing affective events has been linked to employees’ emotional states 
and self-esteem (Nezlek & Plesko, 2001; Ohly & Schmitt, 2015). Subsequently, 
when employees share work events with their partners, they tend to relive and 
re-experience these affective events, thereby keeping them cognitively active, 
more salient, and readily accessible in memory (Rimé, 2009). This reliving of 
events through social sharing is expected to be associated with employees’ affect 
and self-esteem. Consistent with prior research that indicates symmetric relation-
ships (i.e., negative factors predict negative affect, positive factors predict posi-
tive affect) are more consistently pronounced for well-being outcomes (for an 
overview, see Sonnentag, 2015), we anticipate that sharing positive work events 
relates to increased positive affect and sharing negative work events corresponds 
to increased negative affect.

Capitalization theory (Langston, 1994) posits that people can derive additional 
benefits from positive events by sharing them with someone else. Capitalization 
involves the interpersonal interaction of recounting good news, offering advan-
tages that extend “over and above the original value of the positive event” (Peters 
et al., 2018; p. 2). Thus, social sharing of positive events serves to sustain, prolong, 
or amplify positive thoughts and feelings (Rimé, 2007). The interpersonal model 
of capitalization (InterCAP; Peters et al., 2018) suggests that this process leads to 
favorable outcomes in two primary ways: through the act of sharing with respond-
ers and via the perception of enthusiastic and supportive responses. Accordingly, 
on days when employees share positive work events with their partner after work, 
they re-experience these positive events and perceive their partners’ responsiveness, 
thereby enhancing their positive affect at bedtime (Gable et  al., 2004). Empirical 
evidence supports the notion that discussing positive work events influences life 
satisfaction, affect, and work-family balance (Hicks & Diamond, 2008; Ilies et al., 
2015, 2017; Tremmel et al., 2018).

In the rumination literature, it is well-known that after experiencing nega-
tive events, negative thought processes frequently occur (Cropley et  al., 2006). 
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Subsequently, persistent negative thoughts keep the negative event cognitively 
activated, leading to heightened negative affect and reduced self-esteem (Broder-
ick, 1998; Sonnentag & Lischetzke, 2018; Wang et al., 2013). Similarly to rumi-
nation, through social sharing, individuals tend to revisit negative events, reacti-
vating and rehearsing the associated negative thoughts and feelings (Rimé, 2009). 
Verduyn et al. (2011), for instance, found that discussing emotion-eliciting events 
keeps the corresponding emotions active in the mind. Additionally, sharing nega-
tive work-related events may foster co-rumination—a process involving excessive 
discussion of problems and dwelling on negative feelings—prolonging the nega-
tive effects (Rose, 2021).

Contrary to the belief that talking about negative events assists in unburdening 
oneself and finding relief (Zech & Rimé, 2005), research on the consequences 
of social sharing indicates that sharing negative work experiences is linked to 
increased negative affect, exhaustion, burnout, depression, frustration, and work-
to-family conflict (Baranik et  al., 2017; Beehr et  al., 2000; Brown et  al., 2005; 
Haggard et al., 2011; Zellars & Perrewé, 2001). Regarding evidence from daily 
diary studies, Tremmel et  al. (2018) found that negative work-related conversa-
tions during off-job time, even if not necessarily with a partner, were related to 
negative affect, whereas Hicks and Diamond (2008) did not find that telling the 
partner about the most negative event of the day—whether work-related or not—
was associated with increased negative affect.

Depending on the experience of positive and negative events, self-esteem can 
fluctuate (Nezlek & Gable, 2001; Nezlek & Plesko, 2001; Orth & Luciano, 2015). 
Work-related self-esteem is shaped by the work environment, which conveys 
implicit or explicit cues about employees’ competence and value, and provides 
opportunities for success (Bowling et al., 2010; Pierce & Gardner, 2004). In par-
ticular, work experiences that foster an employee’s competence, such as success-
fully completing a project, contribute to a more positive self-image, while experi-
encing failure can lead to decreased self-esteem (Brockner, 1989; Korman, 1976). 
When individuals share success or failure with their partner, they tend to relive 
the affective work event and the associated emotions become more salient in their 
minds (Rimé, 2009), resulting in increased or decreased work-related self-esteem, 
respectively. Accordingly, on days when employees share positive work events, 
their self-esteem is likely to be boosted during the evening, while when they 
share negative work events, their self-esteem might suffer. Levine et  al. (1994) 
provides empirical evidence to support this hypothesis, finding that a person’s 
global self-esteem was significantly lower after they had described a negative 
achievement experience compared to describing a positive one. Thus, we propose 
the following:

H1: Employees’ daily sharing of positive work events is positively related to a) 
employees’ positive affect and b) employees’ self-esteem at bedtime.
H2: Employees’ daily sharing of negative work events is a) positively related 
to employees’ negative affect and b) negatively related to employees’ self-
esteem at bedtime.
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Partners’ Affect and Self‑Esteem as a Consequence of Sharing Work Events

We propose that social sharing initiated by an employee in a relationship will not 
only affect their own but also their partner’s day-specific affect and self-esteem. 
According to social sharing theory (Rimé, 2009), being informed about an emo-
tional event serves as an emotion-eliciting situation itself, and listening to such 
events has been associated with both positive and negative emotions in the listener 
(Christophe & Rimé, 1997). Two theoretical models explain why social sharing, as 
an emotion-eliciting situation, is relevant to the affect and self-esteem of partners.

The extended version of the self-evaluation maintenance model (Beach & Tesser, 
1995) proposes that within intimate relationships, the partner becomes integrated 
into one’s own identity. As relationship partners empathize with each other (Pinkus 
et al., 2008), the success or failure of a partner is perceived as personally impact-
ful (McFarland et al., 2001). Consequently, on days when employees share positive 
or negative work events, the partners tend to have similar affective experiences and 
self-evaluation, as they empathize and place themselves in the employee’s position. 
McFarland et al. (2001) showed that study participants experienced positive affect 
following their partners’ success and tended to exhibit enhanced self-evaluations, 
given they are part of a person’s self-esteem (Rosenberg et al., 1995).

Moreover, the self-expansion model (Aron et al., 2013) similarly describes self-
evaluations within intimate relationships. It posits that in such relationships, the 
partner’s resources and perspectives become integrated into one’s own sense of self. 
When employees share their affective work events upon reuniting with their partners 
in the evening, the partners experience the positivity or negativity to some extent 
as their own feelings, thereby potentially elevating their positive affect and self-
esteem or conversely reducing their negative affect and self-esteem on that particu-
lar day. For instance, being informed about one’s partner’s most positive event was 
associated with positive affect on a daily level (Hicks & Diamond, 2008), although 
being told about one’s partner’s most negative event did not relate to negative affect. 
Additionally, Neff et  al. (2013) observed a positive relationship between employ-
ees’ job-related self-efficacy and their partners’ self-efficacy, mediated by vicarious 
experience—specifically, the utilization of others as models for one’s self-evaluation 
(Bandura, 1997). We propose the following hypotheses:

H3: Employees’ daily sharing of positive work events is positively related to a) 
partners’ positive affect and b) partners’ self-esteem at bedtime.
H4: Employees’ daily sharing of negative work events is a) positively related to part-
ners’ negative affect and b) negatively related to partners’ self-esteem at bedtime.

Control Variables

As previously mentioned, the initiators or precursors of social sharing are affective 
experiences (Rimé, 2009). It is established that experiencing affective work events 
is related to affect and self-esteem (Eatough et  al., 2016; Tremmel et  al., 2018). 
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According to social sharing theory, sharing has effects that surpass the mere experi-
ence itself, offering an opportunity to re-engage with positive or negative work events 
(Rimé, 2009). Therefore, in our analyses, we control for experiencing positive and 
negative work events to ensure that the hypothesized effects were uniquely attributed 
to sharing, rather than to the personal experience of one’s own work events.

Method

Sample and Procedure

This study formed part of a broader data collection effort among dual-earner cou-
ples, which involved three daily web-based surveys in the morning, after work, 
and at bedtime over one work week in addition to an intake survey before the daily 
diary period.1 For this study, only data from the after-work and bedtime surveys 
were used.

To recruit participants, our study titled “We Work, We Love, We Talk – Study on 
Work-related Communication in Partnerships” was advertised across various social 
media community groups (e.g., groups for dual-earner couples, (trainee) teachers, 
research associates, working mothers, survey participants, and university alumni). 
Additionally, information leaflets were distributed in local venues (e.g., in cafés, 
shops, dancing schools, and childcare facilities) and mailboxes of private house-
holds. Eligible participants were required to be engaged in a heterosexual relation-
ship, with both partners working at least three days per week. We decided to include 
heterosexual romantic couples only to control for possible effects of the type of 
dyad. All participants received information about the study before registration and 
consented to be involved in the study. Participation was voluntary. Anonymity was 
ensured throughout the data collection and management processes. All data were 
collected via online surveys.

Couples who completed the survey for at least three days received a 10 € gift 
card for an online store and were offered the opportunity to receive a summary of 
their results. Initially, a total of 231 individuals completed the intake survey. Subse-
quently, their partners were invited to complete the same intake survey. We matched 
data from 182 individuals, yielding 91 couples who agreed to participate in the 
study. Data of the remaining 49 individuals could not be matched because their part-
ners did not complete the intake survey. After excluding 18 couples who did not 
respond to a single questionnaire during the workweek, our final sample comprised 
73 couples (146 individuals). To control for selection effects, we tested whether 
the final sample of couples differed from those individuals who did not complete 
the daily survey. We found no significant differences between the groups regarding 
demographic characteristics (e.g., children, age, years of work experience, relation-
ship length, number of working hours) and measures from the general survey (e.g., 
trait affect, personality, trait self-esteem).

1  This is the first publication from the data set.
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Throughout the study period, participants completed 665 (out of 730 possible) 
daily after-work surveys and 629 (out of 730 possible) daily bedtime surveys. We 
matched the individual daily surveys to a pairwise daily data file consisting of 298 
(out of 365 possible) days. On 140 days, we had data from one partner of the couple 
only. Most couples (86.3%) resided together, and 15.1% had at least one child living 
in their household. On average, the couples had been in a relationship for 7.21 years 
(SD = 7.63). The mean age of men was 34.67 years (SD = 9.25) and they worked 
approximately 41.32 (SD = 9.19) hours per week. The female partners were 32.42 
years old (SD = 9.39) on average and worked an average of 35.54 (SD = 12.27) hours 
per week. The majority of participants (72.6%) held academic degrees (e.g., bach-
elor’s or master’s degree, PhD). The most frequently mentioned occupations were 
research assistant, engineer, teacher, and psychologist.

Measures

In the after-work questionnaire, participants reported their experience of work 
events during their workday. Sharing work events, state work-related self-esteem, 
and affect were assessed in the evening before going to bed. For Cronbach’s alpha, 
we report the range of internal consistencies across all measurement days separately 
for women and men.

Experiencing Work Events

We used the work event checklist developed by Ohly and Schmitt (2015). Partici-
pants were asked to rate, on a five-point Likert scale, the extent to which various 
positive and negative work events applied to their workday (1 = Not applicable to 
5 = Fully applicable). One example of the five positive work events items was: “To 
what extent did you solve any work-related problem, complete a work task, or did 
you succeed in a certain work-related task today?”. One example of the six negative 
work events items was: “To what extent did you experience time pressure, excessive 
demands, or did you recognize mistakes which resulted in difficulties to fulfil your 
work tasks today?”.

Sharing Work Events

To assess whether employees shared work events with their partners, we adapted the 
11 work events of the checklist by Ohly and Schmitt (2015). Participants responded 
on a five-point Likert scale to what extent the statements applied to the respective 
evening. Sample items include, “I told my partner today that I received praise, posi-
tive feedback or thanks from others at work (e.g., supervisor, colleagues or custom-
ers)”, and, “I told my partner today that I experienced conflicts or communication 
problems with colleagues” (1 = Not applicable to 5 = Fully applicable). In addition, 
participants had the option to indicate that “The event did not occur”. If participants 
chose this option, this item was not included when calculating the mean value.
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State Work‑Related Self‑Esteem at Bedtime

Consistent with our focus on work-related experiences and guided by the specificity-
matching principle, which advocates for the predictors and outcomes’ level of speci-
ficity to be matched (Swann et al., 2007), we used the adapted and shortened form of 
Heatherton and Polivy’s (1991) performance subscale (as seen in Neff et al., 2012). 
Participants responded on a five-point Likert scale with their level of agreement 
with the statements. An example item is: “I feel that I have less professional ability 
than others” (1 = I do not agree at all to 5 = I fully agree). Cronbach’s alpha ranged 
between 0.74 and 0.83 for women and between 0.75 and 0.85 for men.

Positive and Negative Affect at Bedtime

We used 10 items of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson et  al., 
1988). Participants rated their current affective state on a five-point Likert scale 
“now, before going to bed” (1 = not at all to 5 = very much). Positive affect was 
measured with four items (e.g., “interested”, “inspired”). Negative affect was meas-
ured with the six-item short version of the negative affect scale (cf. Sonnentag & 
Binnewies, 2013; e.g., “distressed”, “nervous”). Cronbach’s alpha for negative affect 
ranged between 0.73 and 0.88 for women and between 0.77 and 0.87 for men. Cron-
bach’s alpha for positive affect ranged between 0.75 and 0.81 for women and 0.68 
and 0.81 for men.

Data Analysis

Within diary data from members of a couple, two sources of nonindependence are 
present. First, intimate partners tend to share experiences and exhibit greater simi-
larity to each other than they are to individuals outside their relationship (Kenny 
et al., 2006). Second, the daily surveys completed by each individual are noninde-
pendent. To address this, we accounted for the dependent structure of our data by 
estimating a multilevel model for dyadic diary data, in which daily observations of 
both dyad members are nested within the dyad (Laurenceau & Bolger, 2012). This 
model includes attributes of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model and frames 
bidirectional influence in terms of individual outcomes and both actor effects (where 
an employee’s dependent variable is regressed on their own independent variable), 
and partner effects (where an employee’s dependent variable is regressed on their 
partner’s independent variable) are estimated simultaneously.

We tested our hypotheses using Mplus Version 7.3 (Muthén & Muthén, 
1998–2012). In diary data analysis, two types of effects can be distinguished: 
within-person associations fluctuate around an average level from day to day, and 
between-person effects vary across individuals. Given our primary focus on the 
within-person level, we modeled the assumed actor and partner effects only at the 
within-couple level. We centered predictor variables around the respective person-
mean to reflect daily within-person relations. On the between-couple level, we only 
modeled the covariance between both partners’ outcomes.
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Results

Table 1 displays the mean scores and standard deviations at the within- and between-
person levels as well as intercorrelations between the study variables. We also exam-
ined whether positive affect, negative affect, and self-esteem differed between cou-
ples by partitioning the total variance into within- and between-couple variance. 
Intraclass correlations (ICCs) are displayed in Table 1.

Hypothesis Testing

We estimated three separate models, each corresponding to an outcome variable 
(i.e., positive affect, negative affect, self-esteem). The results of all models are dis-
played in Table 2 and Fig. 1. The outcomes on a given day for members within a 
couple were modeled as a function of their individual fluctuations in sharing posi-
tive and negative events, as well as their partners’ respective fluctuations in shar-
ing positive and negative events. In addition, we modeled experiencing positive and 
negative work events of both partners as control variables. For model parsimony, we 
constrained actor and partner effects to be equal across genders. Constraining these 
effects did not significantly worsen model fit.

We hypothesized that employees’ sharing of positive work events would be pos-
itively associated with their own (H1a) and their partners’ (H3a) positive affect. 
Model 1, where positive affect was the outcome variable, demonstrated a good fit 
to the data (χ2(8) = 10.407, p = 0.238, CFI = 0.990, RMSEA = 0.032). Employees’ 
sharing of positive work events was positively associated with their own positive 
affect, but not with their partners’ positive affect. Therefore, H1a was supported 
but H3a was not. Additionally, employees’ sharing of negative work events was not 
found to be related to their own or their partners’ positive affect. Neither experienc-
ing positive nor negative events was significantly associated with employees’ or 
partners’ positive affect.

In Model 2, with negative affect as the outcome variable, we tested whether 
employees’ sharing of negative work events is positively related to employees’ 
(H2a) and partners’ (H4a) negative affect. The model exhibited a good fit with the 
data (χ2(8) = 11.990, p = 0.152, CFI = 0.984, RMSEA = 0.041). Employees’ sharing 
of negative work events was neither significantly associated with employees’ nor 
with their partners’ negative affect. Thus, Hypotheses 2a and 4a were not supported. 
Neither sharing nor experiencing positive work events was associated with employ-
ees’ or their partners’ negative affect. Further, experiencing negative work events 
was positively associated with employees’ own negative affect, but not with their 
partners’ negative affect.

In Model 3, where self-esteem was the outcome variable, we tested hypotheses 
concerning the relationship between employees’ sharing of positive work events 
and their own (H1b) and their partners’ (H3b) self-esteem and between employees’ 
sharing of negative work events and their own (H2b) and their partners’ (H4b) self-
esteem. The model was a good fit to the data (χ2(8) = 15.356, p = 0.053, CFI = 0.97, 
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RMSEA = 0.056). However, employees’ sharing of both positive and negative work 
events was found to be unrelated to employees’ self-esteem; thus, H1b and H2b were 
not supported. Also, contrary to our assumption, employees’ sharing of positive 

Fig. 1   Study model and results. a Positive affect as outcome. b Negative affect as outcome. c Self-esteem 
as outcome. Note. Solid lines indicate significant relationships. Dotted lines indicate non-significant 
relationships. For clarity, we only included employee predictor variables in the figures, although the full 
model included partner and employee predictor variables and partner and employee outcome variables 
with the corresponding actor and partner effects
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work events was negatively, and not positively, related to partners’ self-esteem. 
Therefore, H3b was not supported. Conversely, in support of H4b, employees’ shar-
ing of negative work events was negatively related to their partners’ self-esteem at 
bedtime. Experiencing positive work events was negatively related to employees’ 
self-esteem but unrelated to partners’ self-esteem. Experiencing negative work 
events was unrelated to both employees’ and partners’ self-esteem.

Discussion

This diary study involving dual-earner couples aimed to examine whether shar-
ing positive and negative work events influences the affect and self-esteem of both 
partners, independently of the direct effects of experiencing these work events. 
Our findings indicated that sharing positive work events was positively related to 
employees’ positive affect, while it did not show any significant association with 
their self-esteem. The sharing of negative work events was unrelated to employees’ 
negative affect and self-esteem. Unexpectedly, both sharing positive and negative 
work events were negatively associated with partners’ self-esteem, but unrelated to 
partners’ positive and negative affect.

Theoretical Contributions

Our findings suggest that sharing work events has differential implications for the 
affect and self-esteem of dual-earners. Consistent with capitalization theory (Peters 
et al., 2018) and prior research (Gable et al., 2004; Hicks & Diamond, 2008; Trem-
mel et al., 2018), sharing positive work events was associated with an increase in 
employees’ positive affect. On days when employees told their partners about their 
successes and positive experiences at work, doing so appeared beneficial by reac-
tivating these positive experiences. By controlling for experiencing work events in 
the analyses, our results reveal that sharing work events with a partner influenced 
well-being beyond the direct experience of these events. Thus, capitalizing on posi-
tive work events is evidently an effective strategy in nurturing individual well-being 
(Ilies et al., 2023).

In contrast to our hypothesis, sharing positive work events was unrelated to 
employees’ own self-esteem. However, experiencing these same positive work 
events was positively related to their self-esteem. It is plausible that reliving a posi-
tive work experience through social sharing might not be sufficiently powerful to 
increase one’s self-evaluation beyond the event itself. The interpersonal model of 
capitalization (InterCAP; Peters et  al., 2018) suggests that capitalization leads to 
beneficial outcomes via both the act of sharing and the perception of enthusiastic 
and supportive responses. Therefore, partners’ reactions to employees’ capitaliza-
tion on positive events could be relevant (Gable et  al., 2004). Perhaps only when 
partners react enthusiastically to employees sharing good news, employees’ self-
esteem may be boosted, while negative or unsupportive reactions might undermine 
the self-esteem-enhancing effects (B. J. Peters et al., 2018). The diverging results on 
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the effects of social sharing on positive affect and self-esteem suggest that while the 
act of sharing might suffice in enhancing affect, a partner’s reactions might be par-
ticularly important when it comes to improving one’s self-esteem. Hence, our study 
underscores the importance of considering different outcomes and boundary condi-
tions to gain a comprehensive understanding of the consequences of social sharing.

Contrary to our hypotheses and previous research findings (Tremmel et al., 2018), 
sharing negative work events was unrelated to negative affect and self-esteem. How-
ever, we found that the experience of negative work events was related to nega-
tive affect at bedtime, indicating that in fact, negative work events spill over into 
employees’ non-work time (i.e., Bakker & Demerouti, 2013). Again, the reaction 
of the partner (i.e., how they support and encourage when being told about nega-
tive experiences) may be pivotal, as suggested by Rimé (2009), who proposed that 
there are two different modes of reaction (i.e., affective and cognitive sharing mode) 
which may have differential effects on the sharers’ affective state. According to 
social sharing theory (Rimé, 2009), the affective sharing mode—characterized by 
conversation partner responses such as empathy and consolation—might perpetuate 
or intensify negative affect if conversations dwell on the negative experience with-
out seeking alternative perspectives (Tremmel & Sonnentag, 2018). In contrast, the 
cognitive sharing mode, involving attempts to reframe a negative experience or to 
adjust expectations, could aid individuals in overcoming a negative experience and 
thus mitigate its impact. In our study, some partners may have tried to help their 
partners see their negative work experiences in a different light or to contextualize 
their failures. Thus, although discussing negative events may have reactivated feel-
ings associated with the negative experience, the partners’ supportive reactions may 
have facilitated better coping mechanisms. As a result, the negative work-related 
conversations might not have directly led to increased negative affect or reduced 
self-esteem (cf. Tremmel et  al., 2018). Future research should not only assess the 
valence of work-related conversations but also the partners’ reactions to reconcile 
the inconsistencies in current and previous findings.

Altogether, our study provides support for the assumption that sharing posi-
tive work-related events with one’s partner increases positive affect, but not self-
esteem. However, it did not confirm that sharing negative work events harms 
employees’ affect and self-esteem. Interestingly, bivariate day-level correlations 
revealed a positive association between sharing positive and negative events. This 
suggests that on days when employees share positive events with their partners, it 
is likely that they also share negative events. By simultaneously considering the 
effects of both positive and negative work-related sharing, our study contributes 
to a comprehensive understanding of the effects of work-related social sharing.

Furthermore, our study extends previous research on the individual conse-
quences of social sharing by adopting a dyadic perspective and examining in 
what way sharing positive and negative work events has implications for employ-
ees’ partners, thereby addressing an important gap in the literature (Peters et al., 
2018). Based on the extended self-evaluation maintenance model and the self-
expansion model (Aron et al., 2013; Beach & Tesser, 1995), we hypothesized that 
in intimate relationships, partners assimilate each other’s resources and perspec-
tives into their self-concepts, such that successes or setbacks that are shared will 
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similarly influence their own affect and self-esteem. However, contrary to our 
expectations, we found that employees’ social sharing was associated only with 
their partners’ self-esteem, and not with their affect.

There are several possible explanations for this pattern of findings. First, cou-
ples might have not only discussed work events but also shared positive or nega-
tive events unrelated to their work (e.g., a call from a good friend, being stuck in 
a traffic jam). Hearing about these positive or negative non-work events might 
have attenuated or concealed the effects of work-related conversations on part-
ners’ affect, but not on their self-esteem. In a previous study, Hicks and Diamond 
(2008) observed an association between being informed about the most positive 
experience of the day and increased positive affect. However, as their focus was 
not specifically on work events, it is conceivable that capitalizing on positive 
family events (cf. Du et  al., 2020) or leisure activities may be more relevant to 
one’s affect during leisure time than a specific work-related event.

Secondly, the effects of hearing about partners’ positive and negative work 
events might be dependent on moderating factors. Crossover research suggests 
that the transfer of one partner’s experiences to another partner is dependent on 
perspective-taking and empathy (Bakker et al., 2011; Neff et al., 2012). Individu-
als who can easily empathize or place themselves in their partner’s place might be 
more prone to share in their partner’s achievements and setbacks, thus being more 
influenced by these events. Similarly, couples who share the same occupation or 
work in the same organization (work-linkage; Ferguson et al., 2016), might pos-
sess a deeper understanding of their partner’s work conditions and environment, 
potentially leading them to experience similar emotions to their partner. Conse-
quently, future research should investigate not only couples’ non-work-related con-
versations but also their aptitude for perspective-taking or work linkage as poten-
tial boundary conditions. These aspects could be integrated into the self-expansion 
and self-evaluation maintenance model to resolve inconsistent findings.

Unexpectedly, we found that employees’ sharing of both positive and nega-
tive work events was detrimental to partners’ self-esteem. Regarding negative work 
events, this finding is consistent with social sharing theory (Rimé, 2009) and supports 
our hypothesis. Thus, partners in dual-earner relationships appear to integrate their 
significant other’s negative work experiences into their own self-evaluation, leading 
to a decline in self-esteem. However, contrary to the hypothesized positive associa-
tion between employees’ sharing of positive work events and partners’ self-esteem, 
we found a negative one. This finding is surprising as we expected that partners could 
derive benefit from each other’s successes, in a “basking in reflected glory” type of 
effect (Cialdini et  al., 1976), resulting in increased self-evaluation. Similarly, the 
results of Neff et al. (2012) suggested that the reinforced positive effect of positive 
work events (resulting from social sharing) would transmit to partners’ self-esteem.

One possible explanation is that partners react differently to positive versus 
negative sharing. While hearing about their partner’s negative or distressing 
experiences may provoke compassion and due to the shared identity, dimin-
ish self-esteem, being told about their partner’s positive work events might 
trigger comparison processes and a feeling of inferiority (i.e., decreased self-
esteem). It is common for partners in intimate relationships to regularly compare 



654	 Occupational Health Science (2024) 8:637–660

1 3

themselves to their partners (Pinkus et al., 2008). Hearing about their partners’ 
positive and negative work experiences might trigger this comparison process. 
Individuals might feel outperformed when they are being told about their part-
ner’s successes at work. Due to their communal orientation, partners react more 
positively to upward (i.e., being outperformed by the partner) than to downward 
comparisons (Pinkus et al., 2008; Scinta & Gable, 2005). However, under spe-
cific circumstances, partners may not react positively to upward comparisons 
when they hear about their employees’ positive work events, particularly if they 
feel competitive with their partner or believe that they are being outperformed 
in an area that is important to them. Under these conditions, hearing about their 
partners’ positive experiences might instead lead to envy and counteract the 
typically positive effects of capitalization (cf. Watkins, 2021). Our sample con-
sisted mainly of young professionals highly engaged in their work. Thus, it is 
likely that work is important to them, which might foster feelings of competition 
between partners, potentially negating the expected positive effects of learning 
about partners’ positive work events on employees’ self-esteem.

Our study emphasizes the importance of considering the dyadic effects of social 
sharing. Solely looking at the individual level could have led us to conclude that 
sharing positive work events is beneficial for employees, as it is associated with 
increased positive affect. However, adopting a dyadic perspective reveals a more 
nuanced scenario, indicating that the individual view does not present the full 
picture, as employees’ sharing might harm their partners’ self-esteem. Therefore, 
when formulating recommendations, it is necessary to consider both individual 
and dyadic effects to optimize both partners’ well-being simultaneously.

Limitations and Implications for Future Research

The limitations of the present study include that no clear causal inferences can be 
made in diary studies (Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013). Our dyadic design allowed us 
to separate the effects of one’s own predictors from the partner’s predictors on their 
affect and self-esteem. However, participants were requested to report the social 
sharing of work events, their affect, and their self-esteem at the same time point 
(before bedtime). This concurrent reporting might have introduced common method 
variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Therefore, we cannot be certain that the reporting 
of social sharing accurately reflected the actual sharing, as it might have been influ-
enced by their affect at that moment.

Further, in our analyses, we did not find the hypothesized negative association 
between sharing negative work events and negative affect. We speculated that this 
might be due to fluctuations of negative affect during the conversation, leading 
to a non-significant association. It is possible that initially, sharing negative work 
events increases negative affect by recalling the negative events. However, when 
the employee was able to vent their negative feelings, they might have felt a sense 
of relief, resulting in decreased negative affect. Future diary studies could explore 
the temporal sequences and fluctuations in negative affect further by adding several 
measurement points throughout the evening.
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In our study, we focused solely on the effects of social sharing between partners 
within a given day. However, as the InterCAP model (Peters et al., 2018) suggests, 
capitalization is an iterative process; capitalization with responsive partners’ reac-
tions leads to more capitalization from both partners. Therefore, future research 
should not solely examine the immediate consequences of social sharing, but should 
also consider short- and longer-term consequences.

Future research should also investigate potential strategies or situations in which 
employees can benefit from the social sharing of positive work events (in terms of 
increased positive affect), without inadvertently affecting their partners’ self-esteem 
negatively. As research has indicated that a highly communal orientation is associ-
ated with feeling connected to the other person, whether partners benefit from shar-
ing successes or feel outperformed might be determined by their communal orien-
tation (Locke & Nekich, 2000). Future research is warranted to elucidate the role 
of partner reactions in the association between social sharing and the well-being of 
both employees and partners. Such research could consider distinguishing between 
affective and cognitive sharing modes (Tremmel & Sonnentag, 2018).

We used a convenience sample of heterosexual couples which may raise concerns 
regarding the generalizability of findings to working couples from different back-
grounds. Our sample was relatively well-educated with both partners working (close to) 
full-time hours, suggesting that our findings might be most applicable to academics with 
significant work involvement. Moreover, our sample was relatively young and only 15% 
of couples had children living with them. Previous research has revealed that the pres-
ence of children in a household might modify the effects of partners’ experiences and 
behaviors (Hahn & Dormann, 2013; Hahn et al., 2014). Therefore, it is important that 
future studies use more systematic sampling methods to examine if our findings replicate 
in culturally and demographically diverse samples (e.g., same‐sex couples, couples with 
children). We call for more research encompassing other relationship dynamics (e.g., 
same-sex relationships, platonic cohabitation relationships), as the level of relationship 
closeness may influence the effects of social sharing (Beach & Tesser, 1995).

Practical Implications

Our results show that while sharing positive work events is beneficial to employees’ 
affect, it may detrimentally impact partners’ self-esteem. Thus, employees should 
carefully consider the advantages and disadvantages of sharing positive work events. 
To prevent harm to their partner, employees could use intrapersonal strategies (e.g., 
reflection on positive work experiences) instead of interpersonal strategies (e.g., dis-
cussing work events with the partner) to amplify the positive effects of work experi-
ences (cf. Ilies et al., 2023). For instance, positive work reflection has been found 
to be beneficial to employees’ well-being and engagement (Walter & Haun, 2020). 
Furthermore, our findings suggest that sharing negative work events is detrimen-
tal to partners’ self-esteem. Nevertheless, partner support is a powerful resource for 
enhanced well-being and relationship satisfaction (Haun et al., 2017; Park & Fritz, 
2015), and sharing emotions has been found to increase social bonds (K. Peters & 
Kashima, 2007); we do not advocate against employees sharing bad news with their 
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partners. Instead, it might be helpful to focus on problem-solving and reframing 
the issue in a more positive light (Tremmel & Sonnentag, 2018; Weigelt & Syrek, 
2017). Furthermore, employees could share work events with alternative conver-
sation partners. Co-workers, in particular, might be more suitable to discuss work 
issues with, given their familiarity with the work environment and potential assis-
tance in solving specific work problems (Norling & Chopik, 2020).

Conclusion

The findings from this daily diary study show that sharing work events with an inti-
mate partner has implications for employees’ positive affect and their partners’ work-
related self-esteem. Exploring these variables from a dyadic perspective revealed that 
being informed about an affective work event—regardless of whether it was positive 
or negative—was detrimental to one’s self-esteem. Thus, our research emphasizes the 
importance of taking a dyadic perspective to gain a comprehensive understanding of 
the consequences of dual-earner couples’ day-to-day interpersonal behaviors.
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