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Objective: This review explores groups as affective processing social entities. We
examine the reciprocal relationships between socially shared affect and the affective
experiences of group members such as moods and emotions. Method: The review applies
a unifying theme of social sharedness to consider affective processes in group settings
which are demonstrated with shared affect (e.g., affect convergence) and affect sharing
(e.g., contagion). Several group topics related to socially shared affect are discussed such
as group cohesiveness, shared affect norms, task interdependence, member stability,
leadership, and group effectiveness. Results: The sharedness of affective experiences of
group members can be arrayed along three dimensions: affective events, affective states,
and affective appraisals. Each of these dimensions is described for its relevance to socially
shared affect, which is illustrated with shared affective appraisals incorporating shared
awareness, shared sensemaking and shared representations of affect. The examination of
socially shared affect highlights a number of patterns of relationships including shared
affect and affect sharing biases in which groups process affect in ways that exaggerates
the typical affective responses of group members. Many of these patterns can be
appreciated by carefully examining the distributional characteristics of group member
affective responses. Conclusion: This review provides insights gained from examining
socially shared affect with a focus on how affective experiences are shared and are being
shared in groups. This review generates implications for the vast assortment of group
settings in general, while illustrating socially shared affect with teams in organizations
and group psychotherapy as examples.

Highlights and Implications

® The affective experiences of group members are shown to be socially
shared in that the affect is shared (held in common) as well as being shared
(exchanged) among members.

® The degree that group members share affective experiences similarly can
be described in terms of the affective events that lead to changes in affect, the
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their affective experiences.

and effectiveness.

affective states such as moods and emotions that members experience, and the way
the affect is appraised or interpreted by group members.

Patterns of relationships are demonstrated including shared affect and

affect sharing biases in which groups exaggerate affective processing such that
group members have enhanced or diminished affect resulting from socially sharing

The degree that affective experiences are shared and are being shared
among group members has dramatic impact on group functioning, cohesiveness,

Implications apply for most group settings as shown with teams in
organizations and group psychotherapy.

Keywords: affect, group, team, mood, emotion

Affect is inherent to group life, with affective
processes being critical for group functioning
(Arrow etal., 2000; Ilies et al., 2007; Tiedens et al.,
2004; van Kleef et al., 2017). Affective processes
facilitate group integration (Knight & Eisenkraft,
2015), coordinate group members’ collective
effort (van Kleef & Fischer, 2016), regulate
members’ affective experiences (R. J. Larsen,
2000), and fulfill group members’ needs to connect
with others (Niedenthal & Brauer, 2012). Groups
are interdependent and interactive systems
whereby member affective experience is not
independent, but shared among group members
(Park & Hinsz, 2015). Importantly, the degree that
affectis shared among group members enhances or
diminishes the influence of that affect on group
functioning and effectiveness (Hinsz, 2009). We
build on prior literature to draw attention to how
the processes associated with socially shared affect
can contribute to our understandin% of groups as
affective processing social entities.

In this article, we focus upon affective states and
affective processes in intact groups who interact
face-to-face. We follow tradition to consider
groups as having two or more members who
influence each other through social interaction,
share similar task goals, and consider themselves a
group (Forsyth, 2018; McGrath, 1984). Our
discussion focuses on the shared experience of
affect that group members collectively possess and
process through social interactions (Menges &
Kilduff, 2015; Spoor & Kelly, 2004). Importantly,
we use shared and sharing to relate to social
conditions in which affect is considered in groups.

Social sharedness is akey theme of information
processing in groups (Tindale & Kameda, 2000),
which is also relevant for affective processing in

groups in that groups involve socially shared
affect, paralleling the notion of socially shared
cognition (Nye & Brower, 1996). Critical for
understanding many of the affective processes
associated with groups is the distinction between
the two forms of sharedness in groups: “shared”
(held in common) and “sharing” (exchanged or
transferred). This distinction leads to notions
of shared affect and affect sharing, and related
affective processes (e.g., by sharing affect in
groups, the affect in groups becomes shared).
This article expands on these notions to consider
how shared affect, affect sharing, and the social
processing of affect are essential features of
groups (Hinsz, 2009).

This article will elaborate on a variety of
features of affective processing in groups.
Initially, we will discuss shared affect (e.g.,
affective convergence), followed by affect
sharing (e.g., contagion). This will be followed
by providing some organization noting that affect
in groups can be shared and is shared along three
dimensions of affective experience: the event(s)
that stimulates the affect, the affective state
experienced, and the appraisal of the affective
experience. Shared affect and affect sharing are
then linked to some group topics associated with
the social sharing of affect in groups (e.g.,
cohesiveness, norms). The insights and implica-
tions from this review are discussed with special
attention to shared affect and affect sharing

! There have been important reviews of the role and impact
of affect in groups (e.g., Barsade & Gibson, 1998; Barsade &
Knight, 2015; Elfenbein, 2007, 2023; Kelly & Barsade, 2001;
Menges & Kilduff, 2015; Niedenthal & Brauer, 2012; Spoor
& Kelly, 2004).
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biases, distributional characteristics of affective
responses in groups, the generic nature of socially
shared affect in group settings, and the complex-
ity of experiencing multiple and mixed feelings
simultaneously by group members and among
group members. This article concludes with some
questions providing future directions for consid-
ering socially shared affect and groups as
affective processing social entities.

Before discussing affect in groups, we want to
clarify a few key affective terms. Affect is used as
an umbrella term to cover a number of concepts
such as mood, emotion, affective states, and
dispositional affect (Barsade & Gibson, 1998;
Watson, 2000). Researchers often distinguish
between mood and emotion. Emotions are
affective states generally triggered by events in
the environment. Emotions are generally per-
ceived as discrete and distinguishable by those
experiencing them (e.g., fear vs. anger vs.
surprise). Also, responses to the emotionally
eliciting stimuli have unique behavioral signa-
tures (e.g., avoidance to fear, approach to anger).
Emotions are intense feelings that arise from
known causes. Because emotions convey impor-
tant information, they can be socially shared as
signals to others (van Kleef, 2009). In contrast,
moods reflect positive and negative affective
states that are more diffuse and seem to be
unconnected from obvious origins. Mood states
emerge and decay relatively slowly whereas
emotions start and end relatively quickly
(Watson, 2000). As affective states, both moods
and emotions routinely occur in social settings
such as groups. Thus, these affective states have
important consequences for group life.

Shared Affect

Shared affect is a key aspect of how we feel in
groups. There is a common, shared affect,
reflecting the homogeneity of affective experi-
ences in groups. Shared affect is the degree that
group members are similar in their affective
experience. A group that is high in shared affect is
one in which group members’ affect is similar,
homogeneous, and consistent. In contrast, group
members with low shared affect display varia-
tions in their affect. Many terms can be used
to reflect this degree of similarity, homogeneity,
and consistency such as convergence, agreement,
uniform, invariant, congruence, and held in
common. Moreover, other terms reflect the

processes by which affect becomes shared
among group members, such as convergence,
synchronization, harmonize, contagion, unifor-
mity pressures, homogenization, agreement,
normalization, and interdependence. These pro-
cesses imply that the social interaction of groups
results in greater shared affect among members.

The Analysis and Specification of Shared
Affect

As a state of sharedness, it is notable that the
degree of shared affect is measurable.
Researchers can measure and index the aggregate
degree of shared affect by calculating the
relationships among group members in their
levels of affect. These can be shown by the
within-group agreement of group members’
affect ratings (e.g., interrater agreement ryg;
LeBreton & Senter, 2008). Similarly, the
correlation between two group members’ affec-
tive states can be calculated (e.g., Anderson et al.,
2003). Taking the set of group members’
intercorrelations on measures of affect can be
calculated as the intraclass correlation (ICC;
Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). Consequently, an
important feature of shared affect is that it can
be measured and indexed with established
statistical procedures.

The measure of shared affect reflects a
continuum representing the magnitude of com-
monality or sharedness (e.g., completely
unshared, low, moderate, high, and completely
shared; LeBreton & Senter, 2008). Affect is
completely unshared when the value of the index
is 0.0. In that case, all group members report their
feelings differently regarding kinds of feelings or
intensity (e.g., some members feel angry while
others feel fear; members’ surprise ratings range
inconsistently from 1 to 7 on a response scale).
Affect is completely shared when the value of the
index equals 1.0. In that case, all group members
report experiencing the same feeling with the
same level of intensity (e.g., all group members
rate their disgust as a five).

The capability of measuring the degree of
shared affect also has implications for the
definition and conceptualization of affect in
groups. Much like the literature on socially
shared cognition (e.g., Nye & Brower, 1996),
defining and specifying a key socially shared
affect construct is dependent upon as well as
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informs the construct’s measurement (e.g., shared
mental models; Hinsz, 1995a). This is particu-
larly the case because of the confusion among
group-level, collective, aggregate, shared, and
cross-level affective constructs. We are con-
cerned with shared affect in groups, but this is an
aggregate and cross-level construct, not a group-
level one (cf. team emotion; Wang et al., 2023).
Shared affect is an aggregate because it involves
combining the responses of group members and
determining the level of interrelationship among
those affective responses. Shared affect is cross-
level because it is based on member responses,
but those responses are interdependent within a
group with mutual influence between individual
group members. Consequently, shared affect can
be specified as some aggregate level of affect in
a group (e.g., mean negative affect; Park &
Hinsz, 2015), the variance of the member ratings
regarding that affective state, and the degree of
interdependence among the member ratings for
that affective state (e.g., ICC of positive affect
ratings; Park & Hinsz, 2015).

Shared affect is a property of affect in groups,
but it is not group affect. Because an index of
the degree of shared affect can be calculated, it
is possible to observe different levels of shared
affect among groups or among samples of groups.
This index of shared affect is useful for a number
of research topics regarding affect in groups
(e.g., group cohesiveness) because it indicates
the homogeneity and interdependence of group
member affective responses. Moreover, a mea-
sure of central tendency can be used to indicate an
aggregate value of those affective responses. The
average level of shared affective responses and
index of shared affect provide information about
cross-level effects associated with the affective
responses in the groups which would contribute
to multilevel modeling analyses to address
research questions (e.g., Kozlowski & Klein,
2000). Even with the high level of homogeneity
among the group member affective responses
(rwg = .70), this would be considered a shared
affect construct, not a group-level affect construct
(Tiedens et al., 2004). A group-level construct
happens as a unitary (group) construct, not one
that is an aggregate of member responses. The
aggregate affective responses in a group should
not be attributed to the group, but does reflect the
shared nature of those affective responses which
is attributable to the commonality of the group
member affective responses.

Group Formation and Interaction Influences
on Shared Affect

Some of the processes by which affect among
group members becomes increasingly shared
are inherent to group formation and interaction.
Early conceptualizations note that groups provide
their members a social reality with which to
understand their experiences (Festinger, 1950).
A shared social reality provides group members
an understanding of the shared affective experi-
ence. This shared social reality buttresses group
members’ relational motivation for shared affect
(Echterhoff et al., 2009) manifested as the need to
affiliate and bond with others (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995), while activating pressures toward
uniformity that accompany group formation and
interaction. This shared social reality reflects as
well as interprets what a group shares: a social
setting in which group members are interdepen-
dent, have common elements such as goals,
tasks, interpersonal interaction, and group mem-
bership. This common group setting provides
ample opportunities for affect to be elicited and
shared through group interactions (Kelly &
Barsade, 2001).

There are also epistemic motivations for shared
affect among group members (Echterhoff et al.,
2009; Wolf et al., 2023). Epistemic motivation
reflects the need to achieve valid and reliable
meanings of the world (Hardin & Higgins, 1996).
Having a valid and reliable understanding of the
world enhances group members’ capability to
predict the somewhat uncertain affective aspects
of the environment as well as having more
confidence in dealing with that uncertainty
(Festinger, 1954). By sharing affect and having
shared affect with other group members, mem-
bers can socially validate their feelings, compare
and contrast their affect, and seek social approval
about what they feel. Imagine a group of soldiers
feeling fear when their group is overwhelmingly
and brutally attacked. The shared fear among the
soldiers confirms that other group members also
feel fear, demonstrating that the fear is reliable,
and validates that the situation is indeed
threatening. The soldiers have a socially shared
affective reality. If the soldiers do not share fear,
the group members display low shared fear, then
group members would have fewer cues to infer
and interpret the situation, and may question their
feeling of threat. The socially shared affective
reality in groups can thus be influenced by both
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the relational and epistemic motivations that are
inherent to group formation and interaction.
Moreover, because groups exist in different social
realities, they can have wide variations in shared
affect, but all resulting from underlying affective
processes of groups.

The enhanced commonality of affect results
from group formation and interaction. Research
also demonstrates that the anticipation of
interaction or group formation can produce
uniformity (Hinsz, 1992; Paulus & Murdoch,
1971). Therefore, in anticipation of joining or
becoming a member of a group, group members
might modify their affect so that it would
assimilate to the group norm for affect. Shared
affect assists in defining the group as a social
unit (Niedenthal & Brauer, 2012). As group
members gain a sense of belongingness to a
group, they are likely to anticipate affective
homogeneity with other members of a group.
Shared affect also enhances social bonding in
groups (Spoor & Kelly, 2004). When group
members consider themselves as a part of the
group, they feel connected to the group and
expect to coordinate with group members to
pursue shared goals (Arrow et al., 2000). Shared
positive affect helps group members develop a
sense of attachment to a group (Hentschel et al.,
2013;C. W.Linetal., 2014) and feel that they are
in a group (Niedenthal & Brauer, 2012). In
contrast, internal negative stimuli lead to negative
perceptions among group members about their
groups, and if the negative affect is shared,
group disintegration could result (Knight &
Eisenkraft, 2015).

Group identity research indicates that mere
categorization of a set of individuals as a group
leads the members to be perceived as homoge-
neous (Simon & Pettigrew, 1990) as well as likely
to act similarly (Hogg et al., 1995). There are
good conceptual reasons to believe that members
would also feel more alike as a function of
mere categorization based on anticipated group
membership (e.g., Thompson & Fine, 1999).
Inducing positive affect triggers group members’
to self-categorize group membership and estab-
lish group unity (Mackie & Smith, 2015).
Moreover, shared positive affect, such as group
pride (Zander & Armstrong, 1972), group ecstasy
and awe (Heise & O’Brien, 1993), can build the
sense of group identity. Although negative affect
is seen as detrimental to group identification
(Hentschel et al., 2013; C. Lin et al., 2017),

there is evidence that experiencing negative
affective states (e.g., fear, sadness, and grief)
can enhance perception of similarity, facilitating
social solidarity (Niedenthal & Brauer, 2012;
Schachter, 1959).

Anticipating as well as being a group member
interacting with other group members provides
implicit and explicit reasons for group members
to believe as well as desire to have a similar affect
that appears as shared affect in groups. This shared
affect is an antecedent as well as a consequence of
the group identity, social bonding, and sense of
belongingness that members experience in
groups. The processes of homogenization that
are inherent as a function of group formation
and interaction are applicable to affect as well
as cognition and behavior. Therefore, there is a
reduction in variance among group members’
affective responses as a function of their group
interaction (e.g., Park & Hinsz, 2015). An
intriguing process contributing to shared affect
is how the sharing of affect in groups results in
shared affect. It is the processes of affect sharing
in group settings that we consider next.

Affect Sharing

Affect sharing is the dynamic processes,
whereby affect is shared among group members
(Barsade & Gibson, 1998). Affect sharing
involves the distribution, exchange, communica-
tion, and transfer of affect among group members.
Affect sharing can involve the processes of
expression and communication of affect between
individuals or within a group (Rimé, 2009).
Research suggests that when people experience
affect, they feel the need to communicate with
other people about their experience, that is,
socially share affect (Rimé, 2009). Thus, social
sharedness is evident in that affect sharing
involves a social sharing of affect. Being exposed
to social sharing of emotion leads listeners to
engage in reciprocal disclosure of emotion (e.g.,
Nils & Rimé, 2012) and share such emotion
with new targets (e.g., Christophe & Rimé, 1997,
Curci & Bellelli, 2004). The affect sharing
process can be conveyed through nonverbal
and verbal cues, body language, tone and rhythm
of voice, facial expression, written scripts, or
digital messages (e.g., Bazarovaetal.,2015). The
social sharing of affect informs group members
about the current conditions of other group
members, offering a powerful tool to update
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shared knowledge of their group (Rimé et
al., 2011).

Affect sharing relates to two social functions in
interpersonal relationships: social communica-
tion and strengthening positive social relation-
ships (Fisher & Manstead, 2016; Manstead,
2010; Niedenthal & Brauer, 2012). Affect sharing
involves social communication by processes such
as actively seeking affective information from
others and expressing appropriate affective
responses (Parkinson, 2012; Sorce et al., 1985).
Specifically, affective expressions convey infor-
mation about individuals’ motivation, attitudes,
and behaviors, which generate appropriate reac-
tions in perceivers (Hareli & Rafaeli, 2008). For
example, organizational team members reported
more positive affective reactions and favorable
inferences about their performance when leaders
expressed happiness rather than anger (van Kleef
et al., 2009). In group psychotherapy, clients
benefit by sharing their thoughts and feelings
with other group members (Yalom & Leszcz,
2020). Therapy groups encourage and require
group members to express their affective experi-
ences and use affective exchange as a means
for reflection and learning (Vinogradov &
Yalom, 1990).

Affect sharing also functions to strengthen
social relationships (Fisher & Manstead, 2016).
Research on group psychotherapy suggests that
when group members share positive affect
(e.g., joy, happiness, compassion, gratitude),
the group members are more likely to feel a sense
of belonging, safety, and stronger social bonds
within the group (Yalom & Leszcz, 2020). When
asked their motives for socially sharing their
emotions with others, respondents indicated they
sought social support and close relationships with
others (Duprez et al., 2015). Similarly, receiving
attention, empathy, and support from listeners
enhances liking for them (Nils & Rimé, 2012).
This affect sharing fosters affective synchrony
which is linked to enhanced affiliation and
strengthening of social relationships among
group members (Cheong et al., 2020; Mogan
et al., 2017). In contrast, research has found that
emotional suppression decreases rapport and
inhibits relationship formation (e.g., Butler et al.,
2003; Gross & John, 2003). Therefore, affect
sharing facilitates group interactions and effec-
tiveness by strengthening the interpersonal
relationships among group members essential

to taskwork and teamwork (Salas et al., 2015) and
can do so in mutual reciprocity.

Some prosocial affective states such as com-
passion, sympathy, and gratitude, promote posi-
tive social relationships through affect sharing
(Fischer & Manstead, 2008). Repayment in
kindness is one of the norms in reciprocal altruism
that facilitates the exchange of prosocial affect
(Stellaretal., 2017). That s, recipients are likely to
reciprocate compassion, sympathy, and gratitude
to givers, thus maintaining and reinforcing positive
relationships (e.g., Bui et al., 2022; Crocker &
Canevello, 2008). Furthermore, affective recipro-
city can spread beyond two people in direct
exchanges to include third parties who were not
involved in the original exchange (Nowak &
Sigmund, 2005). For example, the recipient of
compassion from an external agent (e.g., supervi-
sor, advisor, consultant) can reciprocate with
compassion toward other group members which
can ultimately, indirectly benefit the giver (Trivers,
1971). Reciprocal affective processes are also
associated with two more processes that receive
extensive attention in the literature: emotion
contagion and affect convergence.

Affective and Emotion Contagion

Affective contagion is the transfer of affect
from one person to another (Barsade, 2002).
Affective and emotion contagion are unique
affective processes because they are by definition
social in nature and exemplars of socially shared
affect. Emotion contagion is when specific
emotions held and expressed by one person are
assimilated by another such as among group
members (Elfenbein, 2014). Primitive emotional
contagion is a primarily unconscious form of
contagion in which people mimic another’s
nonverbal displays of emotion (e.g., vocal, facial,
gestural expressions) and experience those simi-
lar emotions through afferent feedback (i.e.,
physiological feedback from vocal, facial, and
gestural movements; Hatfield et al., 1994, 2014).
Other forms of emotion contagion need not be
fully unconscious such as contagious laughter
(Provine, 1992). Nevertheless, emotion conta-
gion involves affect sharing in which an emotion
is transferred to others after which the emotion
is shared.

Research on affect in interpersonal relation-
ships, collectives, and groups indicates that
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social comparison and empathy are additional
explanations for conscious affective contagion
(Menges & Kilduff, 2015). In social comparison
processes, people consider how others in the
interaction feel to determine their own affective
state (Schachter, 1959; Sullins, 1991). Empathy
requires people to imagine being in the same
circumstance and having as well as experiencing
the same feeling of another person (Hoffman,
1985). In these forms of affective contagion, there
is a movement or assimilation of the affective
state by one member to the affective state of
another member. Subsequently, the rated affec-
tive state should be similar for the members,
which would produce a shift in mean ratings of
the affective state from prior to the contagion
process. Additionally, because the members
share an affective state after contagion, the group
will have a reduction in variance in affective state
ratings. Consequently, affective and emotional
contagion involves processes that directly impact
the distributional qualities of rated affective
states.

Research in both field and laboratory settings
provide empirical evidence of affective and
emotion contagion among group members
(e.g., Barsade, 2002; Bartel & Saavedra, 2000;
Ilies et al., 2007; Totterdell, 2000; Totterdell et
al., 1998) as well as between leaders and
followers (e.g., Bono & Ilies, 2006; Johnson,
2008; Sy & Choi, 2013). For example, Sy et al.
(2005) found that teams with leaders who were
given a positive affect induction were likely to
express positive affect, while a leader induced to
have negative affect resulted in teams experienc-
ing more negative affect. Affective and emotion
contagion can be particularly dramatic in therapy
groups in which group members empathize,
relate, and identify with the feelings being shared
by other group members, and may mimic other
members’ feelings such as crying (Yalom &
Leszcz, 2020). This contagion can be distressing
for group members who become overwhelmed
from assimilating the emotional experiences of
others and are unable to manage the emotions or
their contagion; such group members may choose
to quit the group as a result (MacKenzie, 1990).

Field studies of professional cricket players,
nurses, and financial accountants found a
significant association between team members’
rated affect and the average rated affect of the rest
of the team members (Totterdell, 2000; Totterdell
et al., 1998). This association was greater when

team members engaged in collective activities
and for team members who had dispositional
sensitivity to affective contagion (Totterdell,
2000). Barsade (2002) had students work on
group tasks with confederates who displayed
either pleasant or unpleasant affect through eye
contact, smiling, voice tone, and postures.
Barsade used minute-by-minute segments to
track affect in group members’ self-reports and
from coding members’ affect and affective
expressions (e.g., facial expressions, nonverbal
language, voice tone). Barsade found that
members who interacted with pleasant confed-
erates displayed more positive affect than those
with unpleasant confederates. The results re-
viewed help to demonstrate affective contagion
with various methods, group settings, and
temporal assessments.

It is useful to compare affect sharing and
affective and emotional contagion. Whereas
affect sharing may require group structures and
time to process, affective and emotional conta-
gion can occur quickly and in early interactions
among group members when they are exposed to
other group members’ affective cues. Affect
sharing may need verbal or/and nonverbal cues
with consciousness (e.g., Rimé, 2009), whereas
nonverbal cues and unconsciousness are often
foundational for emotion contagion (e.g.,
Hatfield et al., 1994). Notably, when affective
and emotional contagion is high in groups, affect
processing in groups is likely to be marked by
affect sharing among members, with shared
affect likely to emerge (Bartel & Saavedra,
2000; Delvaux et al., 2016; Ilies et al., 2007).
Thus, affective and emotional contagion are
socially influenced affect sharing (Elfenbein,
2014; Heerdink et al., 2013).

Affect Convergence

Affect convergence is the dynamic process
whereby group members’ affect homogenizes
and adjusts to become similar over time (Menges
& Kilduff, 2015). The interdependence, coordi-
nation, and collaboration processes during group
interaction provide opportunities for group
members to adjust their affect such that it
converges (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Affect
convergence may occur through a process of
entrainment, whereby group members adjust
their interactions to become synchronized with
one another and to changes in the external
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environment (Ancona & Chong, 1996; Harrison
et al., 2003; Kelly & McGrath, 1985; Parkinson,
2020). When group members interact, they can
display affective stimuli to others such as verbal
and nonverbal affective expressions. In this
fashion, group members can catch (assimilate)
the other members’ affect (Totterdell, 2000) and
adjust their own affect to match that of other
members. As a result, group members may
demonstrate a pattern of common affective states,
rhythms, and tempo over time.

Parkinson (2020) proposed that a key process
driving affect convergence is when people
intentionally calibrate their affect to synchronize
with each other’s affect within a group. Affective
entrainment can also be established through a
group’s synchronization to respond to external
forces (McGrath, 1991). These external forces
can produce disruptions for a group such as a
change in tasks, a crisis from the situation, a
change in membership, or a threat from oppo-
nents. Such disruptions will produce commensu-
rate changes in groups’ internal rhythms and
affective states in reaction to the disruptions
(Harrison et al., 2003).

Groups can switch back and forth between
different rhythms to make progress on their tasks
over time (Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2004). Similarly,
some affective stimuli are external forces that
require team adaptation in which the members
coordinate and readjust their internal team
affective rhythms (Munyon & Summers, 2023).
For example, after a low score in the first half of a
match, which triggers convergent negative affect
among team members, the team can become
determined to improve their play, helping the
team win the match during the second half. As
such, group members’ affect will converge when
groups entrain their internal affective rhythms to
respond to external forces.

The temporal dynamics inherent in entrain-
ment suggests that affect convergence takes time
to develop and continues to change over time. For
example, Park and Hinsz (2015) showed that the
homogeneity in positive and negative affect
increased when group members interacted over
time (e.g., ICC values of positive affect increased
from 0.14 prior group task to 0.20 post group
task). Delvaux et al. (2015) found that group
members’ anger and gratitude increasingly
converged over the course of 13 weeks (e.g.,
ICC values of anger increased from 0.15 in Week
2 to 0.39 in Week 13). Consequently, it is

important to recognize that affect convergence is
both temporal and dynamic, and that it can occur
for affective states and for affective processes.

Social influence in groups also promotes
affect convergence. Group members tend to
allow social influence to affect their moods and
emotions because they want to gain the accep-
tance of group members (Goffman, 1969) and
obtain social information (e.g., other group
members’ feelings; Schachter, 1959) to regulate
their feelings (Hareli & Rafaeli, 2008). As
noted earlier, group members have epistemic
and relational motivations to seek shared affect
(Echterhoff et al., 2009). Both normative
(relational) and informative (epistemic) needs
push group members to accept and conform to the
majority of affect expressed in their groups,
resulting in a similarity of affect among group
members (Wolf et al., 2023). These social and
informational forces contribute to the develop-
ment of social norms regarding affect in groups
as well as facilitate group members’ application
of those norms during group interactions
(Kelly & Barsade, 2001).

In group psychotherapy, the development of
shared agreements among therapists and clients
can contribute to affect convergence. A thera-
peutic alliance reflects an agreement between
therapists and group members on therapy goals
and to cooperate in pursuit of those goals (e.g.,
Atzil-Slonim et al., 2015; Coyne et al., 2018;
Piper et al., 2005). Implicit to the therapeutic
alliance is that the affective bonds and the affect
of group members may converge over time.
When group members and therapists develop
shared therapeutic goals and engage in mutually
beneficial behaviors, they will develop more
positive relationships and accompanying positive
affect (Bordin, 1979). Moreover, when members
of therapy groups develop more affective
ties over time, congruence in their affective
experience will emerge (Coyne et al., 2018).
Consequently, a potential indicator of an effective
therapeutic alliance would be high levels of
shared affect that results from the processes
associated with affect convergence.

Although our focus here has been on affect
convergence, it is important to recognize affect
divergence occurs at least occasionally (Barsade
& Knight, 2015; Tiedens et al., 2004). Affect
divergence is likely in conditions in which group
members have different roles in the group
(Tiedens et al., 2004), or when group members
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are asked to take unique perspectives (e.g.,
devil’s advocate; Janis, 1982). Moreover, affec-
tive processes in groups can involve complemen-
tary emotional reactions in which an emotion in
a group member elicits alternative emotions in
other group members (Van Kleef, 2016). In these
cases, emotion does not transfer a congruent
affect but rather arouses complementary affect.
For example, observing a sad group member
prompts compassion in other group members
(Lilius et al., 2008) or a leader’s anger sparks
subordinates’ fear (Liu et al., 2021). Moreover,
the degree of convergence and divergence of
affect in groups differs depending on arousal and
valence of the affect. Highly activated affect is
more likely to be exchanged, converge, and
become contagious in groups compared to low
activated affect (Bartel & Saavedra, 2000)
because high activated affect attracts attention
and is easier to convey than low activated affect
(Barsade, 2002).

The processes that lead to affect convergence
among group members reflect both affect sharing
and shared affect. Convergence is important in
formulations of socially shared affect because
affect is implicitly assumed to be an individual-
level phenomenon (Menges & Kilduff, 2015).
And as individuals, the affect of group members
would often be divergent in groups (Emich,
2020). Individual group members often experi-
ence different appraisals and thus different
affective states (Elfenbein, 2014). Affect conver-
gence demonstrates that shared affect and affect
sharing are cross-level properties in groups that
are important influences on group dynamics and
group outcomes (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

The Experience of Socially Shared Affect:
Shared Events, States, and Appraisals

When affect is shared and is being shared in
groups, this sharedness can occur for various
aspects or dimensions of a shared affective
experience. As with affective experiences in
general, the sharedness of affective experiences
can be arrayed along dimensions. We describe
the sharedness of affective experiences along
the dimensions of (a) the sharedness of the
affective event(s) or stimuli that generates
the affective experience, (b) the sharedness of
the affective state that results from the event(s),
and (c) the sharedness of the appraisal of the

affective experience. We present this three-
dimensional framework for the sharedness of
affective experiences in Figure 1. With this
framework, it is possible to see that sharedness
can be described solely along one of the
dimensions, but could be described as involving
a pair of the dimensions, and could more
comprehensively be described along all three
of these dimensions. It is this more comprehen-
sive description that provides a basis for
considering how socially shared affect is experi-
enced. Interestingly, Figure 1 indicates that there
is only one location in which the affect is
completely unshared, however, all other locations
in the three-dimensional space indicate that the
affect is at least partially shared. Moreover, the
three-dimensional space in the framework de-
picted in Figure | conceptually separates the
dimensions of affective sharedness, but this does
not mean that the affective experience falls
along these dimensions. Rather, this framework
demonstrates that affective experiences are
generally shared to some degree along each of
the dimensions. We will take up these three
dimensions in sequence to help describe how the
framework allows us to appreciate the complexity
of socially shared affect.

Shared Affective Events

The framework for the sharedness of affective
experiences depicted in Figure 1 allows us to
consider how events, conditions, contexts, circum-
stances, and situations might be associated with a
shared affective experience. An affective event is
something that anticipates an affective state, and
as such, it is part of the affective experience. When
people consider emotions, the event is believed
to cause the emotion. Alternatively, with regard
to moods for which people may be unaware of
the cause, the mood arises from a situation (e.g.,
background, context, condition). We will use
affective events to refer to the stimuli (i.e., events
and situations) associated with the generation of
affect.

Affective events imply that there has been
a stimulus change that anticipated a change
in affective states, and the event may have
precipitated the affective state (Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996). The person may be con-
scious or unaware of the event and the change in
the affective state. Our current interest is in how
shared these affective events are among group
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Figure 1
Three-Dimensional Framework for the Sharedness of Affective Experiences
Completely
Shared
Affective
Event
SoneHay Affective State Completaly
Shared
Affective
Appraisal

Completely
Shared

members. But not all shared events are shared
affective events. Many mundane events occur
among group members which do not anticipate or
precipitate a change in their affective state. Yet,
group members often do share positive and
negative affective events (Ohly & Schmitt, 2015).
Assuming that there are ways of specifying and
assessing the events that anticipate a change
in affective states, then it should be possible to
scrutinize the degree that the affective event is
shared among group members.

For group members, it is shared events
associated with changes in shared feelings that
are shared affective events. In research, affect
manipulations are affective events that produce
changes in participants’ affect. Henkel and Hinsz
(2004) changed affective ratings by allowing
participants to succeed or fail in achieving a
task performance goal. For shared affective
events, affect manipulations have to be shared.
Background music that is positive, neutral, or
negative is often used to manipulate affective
states, and group members can share exposure to
these stimuli (e.g., Park & Hinsz, 2015). Research
has used environmental conditions (e.g., weather;
Schwarz & Clore, 1983) as affective events;

however, this research finds that stimuli associated
with changes in affective states outside of
awareness produce different affect if the person
attributes their affect to previously unaware
stimuli. Consequently, research and conceptuali-
zation needs to be concerned with the degree the
shared affective state reflects the critical aspects
of the affective event. Shared affective events are
key instigators of affective contagion, and the
sharedness of the affective state largely determines
the shared appraisal of the affect (Elfenbein, 2014).

Shared affective events reflect the degree to
which group members sense or are exposed to
the same affective stimuli (Boothby et al., 2014).
The affective events can arise for any of the senses
or in combinations of the senses. These shared
events can involve physical interaction (e.g.,
playing football; Hopfensitz & Mantilla, 2019),
with or without verbal or nonverbal communica-
tion (e.g., taste testing chocolate; Boothby et al.,
2014). Shared affective events can happen
synchronously (e.g., a couple welcomes a new-
born; Boothby et al., 2016) or asynchronously
(e.g., group members learn about third-party
abusive behaviors on different days; Marr et al.,
2012). Group members may sense affective events
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in different ways but the stimuli should provide
important information such that similar appraisals
emerge and result in shared affective experiences.

To the degree that group members jointly and
contemporaneously experience affective events,
group members are likely to have shared feelings
about the events. For example, Cheong et al.
(2020) found that paired dyads who jointly
watched a movie were more likely to simulta-
neously display similar facial expressions relative
to unpaired dyads who did not physically watch
the movie together or individuals who watched
the movie alone. Chang et al. (2021) found that
participants watching a movie together experi-
enced similar feelings and patterns of changes in
their feelings. These findings suggest that the
same affective events provide the same informa-
tional basis for group members’ interpretation
of the event. Given the same stimuli, group
members would be more likely to contempora-
neously have similar affective states during
shared events.

Shared affective events can enhance the
intensity of the accompanying affect. Shteynberg
etal. (2014) presented single individuals and group
members positive and negative stimuli and found
that group members rated the stimuli more extreme
in affect than did individuals. Boothby et al. (2014)
argued that when people experience a stimulus,
they notice the stimulus and simultaneously think
about other coactors (e.g., how others may sense
and think about the stimuli). Using a chocolate
taste test task, Boothby et al. (2014) found
participants rated pleasant (unpleasant) chocolate
more flavorful (unappetizing) when tasting with a
coactor than when the coactor viewed a booklet
of paintings. These findings indicate that contem-
poraneous sharing of affective events with
awareness of coactors intensifies affect elicited
by the events.

Shared affective events are shared among
group members to the degree the members sense
or are exposed to the same affect arousing stimuli
(Elfenbein, 2014). The stimuli should not differ
among group members, nor should the sensory
experience be degraded for some group members
(e.g., not seeing or hearing the stimuli as well).
Importantly, different group members should
receive the same exposure and give the same
attention to the stimuli. All of these conditions
make it challenging to specify and assess the
sharedness of the various aspects of the complex
affective events that are part of group interaction.

Yet, if group members sense and are exposed to
the same affective event, they may experience a
similar, shared affective state.

Shared Affective State

Affective events anticipate and are associated
with the affective state that is experienced.
Affective states are experiential in nature, reflecting
noncognitive feelings about stimuli (Frijda, 1993).
In groups, members can experience shared affec-
tive states. To be shared means that the affective
states are communicated in some fashion. In many
research settings, the experienced affective state is
communicated as a self-report of the affective state,
although other forms of communication can serve
as the affective state such as facial expressions,
body posture, etc. (e.g., Barsade, 2002; Bartel &
Saavedra, 2000). Regardless, if the affective state
can be assessed, and assessed reliably, then the
degree of the affective state is shared among
group members can be determined. Often the
affective state experienced is assessed by self-
report measures of affective states with response
scales (e.g., PANAS; Watson et al., 1988), and the
degree of sharedness can be calculated as an index
(e.g., ICC; Park & Hinsz, 2015; r,,; Bartel &
Saavedra, 2000). However, the self-report measure
should validly reflect the underlying experience
of affective states to provide a basis for the
assessment, which will depend upon an under-
standing of the underlying structure of affective
states.

Barrett and Russell (1999) articulate a two-
dimensional structure for experienced affective
states. These two independent dimensions are
meant to describe core affective states, which may
not represent nuanced aspects of affect, such as
unique emotional episodes. The two-dimensional
structure suggests that affect involves one
dimension of pleasure—displeasure which is
sometimes called the valence of affective states.
The valence dimension reflects what is consid-
ered the hedonic tone of affect such as if the
affective state is positive or negative. When
shared affective states are described, they often
focus on this positive—negative affect dimension
(e.g., that group interaction sustains positive
affect and diminishes negative affect; Park &
Hinsz, 2015).

The second dimension of the structure for
affect reflects the activation of the affective state
such as the level of excitement or fatigue. This
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activation dimension concerns the arousal com-
ponent of the affective state (Reisenzein, 1994)
and is sometimes considered the intensity of the
affect. This activation dimension can be repre-
sented as activated (energetic, engaged, excited,
agitated) versus deactivated (calm, sleepy,
relaxed, lethargic). Whereas the valence of the
affect provides feedback to group members about
whether the affective event experienced was
positive or negative, the activation of the affective
state provides feedback to group members about
motivation as a function of the event. As such, the
activation component relates more to the action
resulting from the affect while the valence is
associated with evaluative reactions. To the
degree group members share the valence and
the activation reactions to experiencing an
affective event, then the group members are
also likely to evaluate the event in the same way
as well as be implicitly motivated toward a
shared response to the affective event.

The valence and activation dimensional struc-
ture of experienced affective states has important
implications for shared affective states. The
valence dimension highlights the shared positive
and negative feelings among group members
(e.g., affective tone, cohesiveness) as well as a
common evaluation of the stimuli and events to
which they are exposed. Interestingly, the valence
dimension reflects the semantic space of the
shared affective events for those group members
in terms of evaluation (Osgood et al., 1957). The
activation dimension also reflects this semantic
space such that an experienced shared affective
state would stimulate group members toward
activity (Osgood et al., 1957). Importantly, we
can expect that the activation/arousal component
of affect to be exaggerated when it is shared. The
drive theory of social facilitation (Zajonc, 1965,
1980) implies that the mere presence of other
group members will enhance the arousal among
all group members. Moreover, excitation transfer
theory (Zillmann, 1979) indicates that interac-
tions among group members can enhance the
activation level among all group members. Thus,
there are theoretical reasons to expect that socially
sharing affect will increase the activation/arousal
of the experienced affective state among group
members.

Shared affective experiences should also result
in accentuation of the valence of the affective
state among group members. Much like group
polarization of affective ratings, accentuation can

occur when reported valence of the affect
becomes more intense or extreme in groups
(Barsade & Gibson, 1998; Hinsz & Robinson,
2023). For instance, if group members share an
experience of injustice and share the accompa-
nying anger, the shared anger will become more
pronounced among group members. If group
members self-report their anger, they will tend
to exaggerate their affective ratings by reporting
the points closest to the endpoints and away
from the midpoint of the scale. In addition to this
accentuation of shared affective states, group
involvement and interaction produces sharing of
affect, and as a consequence, the experienced
affective state should be more shared (i.e.,
affective contagion). Both the accentuation and
convergence patterns should occur for shared
affective states in groups such that rated affect
should move toward extremes while becoming
more shared (homogeneous).

The experience of shared affective states
among group members can produce unique
patterns for both the valence and activation
dimensions of affect. Group members’ evaluation
of the valence of their shared affective states
should become more extreme as a function of
sharing affective experiences. Moreover, group
members should feel more affective arousal and
activation to the degree they share that affective
state among themselves. Although this section
focused on shared affective states, it is challeng-
ing to separate affective states from the events
and the appraisal associated with shared affective
experiences. Because we are interested in the
shared experience of affective states, we assumed
that evaluations of affective states by group
members reflect unbiased and valid representa-
tions of the affective state. This assumption
requires critical attention, but it does lead us to
consider how shared affective experiences are
appraised by group members.

Shared Affective Appraisals

Appraisal theories of affect (Frijda, 1986;
Lazarus, 1991; Scherer et al., 2001) highlight the
important role that appraisal plays in affective
experience. Whereas shared affective states are
noncognitive reactions to events or stimuli that
bring about change in affective states, shared
affective appraisals reflect the awareness, inter-
pretation and representation of those affective
events. The appraisal of affect involves complex
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processes, and for shared affective appraisals,
these processes would be shared as well. These
socially shared affective processes of appraisal
occur at the confluence of affect and cognition.
We will focus on three phases of shared affective
appraisal: awareness, sensemaking, and repre-
sentation, although these are not independent
phases. Again, it is challenging to separate the
appraisal from the event or the affective state.
Consequently, aspects of shared affective events
and shared affective states will arise as we
consider how shared appraisals are involved in
shared affective experiences.

Researchers who discuss appraisal processes
at the individual level divide it into a number of
components (Scherer, 2009). Some of these
components relate to aspects of affect already
discussed: (a) the event or sensory (stimuli) basis
for the change in feeling; (b) the value associated
with the affect, that is, the evaluation of the
affect; (c) how the affect relates to the appraiser’s
experiences, that is, an affect schema; (d) the way
the affective experience is represented; which
is related to the schema but also anticipates (e)
how the affect implicates a readiness for action.
These components indicate that appraisal in-
volves an interaction between the affective event
and the appraiser’s hedonic feelings. Given the
key role of the appraiser in the appraisal process,
individual differences can emerge in appraisals
among group members which can map onto
differences in the robustness of the affective
experience. Although these individual difference
variables regarding affective experience are not
examined in this review of socially shared affect,
note that explorations of the impact of disposi-
tional affective states of group members will
provide a richer understanding of how diverse
affective processes and affective diversity among
group members will impact the dynamics of
socially shared affect in groups.

Working in groups may lead to reappraisal
processes which can include members inspecting
other members’ affect to appraise their own
feelings (Cohen, 2004; Cohen & Wills, 1985).
Appraisal theories suggest that appraisals are
malleable and can change over time as new
information is gathered and different dimensions
of the affective stimuli are considered (Scherer
et al., 2001). The reappraisal processes can
involve changes from initial affective appraisals
such that group members become more similar in
their affective appraisals (Menges & Kilduff,

2015). For example, interactions among group
members could help clarify events regarding a
group member’s performance (e.g., “You should
not feel bad. You didn’t see the other group
members’ sabotaging your efforts.”). In therapy
groups, therapists can guide patients to engage in
reflection and reappraisal of affective experi-
ences, which can result in learning and changes in
patients’ affective experiences (Yalom & Leszcz,
2020). Affective appraisal processes can help
interpret the significance of affective events for
group members such that they can appreciate
the potential impact of affective events for their
well-being (cf. Moors et al., 2013). Affective
appraisal and reappraisal processes gain more
understanding with a consideration of awareness,
sensemaking, and representation of shared affect,
which are considered next.

Shared Awareness of Affect

The first phase of affective appraisal is an
awareness of the affective event or stimuli, which
involves attending to the event and a detection
of sensory information (Elfenbein, 2007). Much
like shared situation awareness (Endsley, 1995;
Salas et al., 1995), shared affective experiences
involve a shared awareness of the event or stimuli
associated with a change in feelings. Because
affective appraisal is deeply contextualized, this
awareness would involve the shared recognition
and detection of the affective event. From a
shared awareness of affect, group members
can better appraise their own and other group
members’ affective experiences. The shared
awareness allows group members to direct and
focus attention on those affective features that
are deemed relevant for the appraisal of the shared
affective experience. Consequently, shared
awareness contributes to the interpretation of
events or stimuli that are relevant to the appraisal
of the shared affective experience.

Shared awareness of affective events in a group
requires effective communication among group
members about what happened and perhaps why
it happened (Salas et al., 1995). When group
members share information about the stimuli, the
awareness of other group members regarding
the affective event can be modified. Moreover,
this sharing may impact other group members’
recognition of the relevance of the event for
change in affective states (Weiss & Cropanzano,
1996). Moreover, depending on group members’
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awareness of specific affective stimuli, group
members may experience shared or unique affect
(Scherer et al., 2001). To the degree that group
members share similar awareness about the
elements of the affective experience, then their
appraisals of the affective experience will
be more highly shared. Moreover, the shared
awareness of the affective events can enhance
how shared the affect is, as well as accentuate the
shared awareness of the affective experience,
which will also assist group members in making
sense of their affective experience.

Shared Sensemaking of Affect

Shared sensemaking is processes through
which group members arrive at a common
interpretation of events (Maitlis, 2005; Weick
et al,, 2005). Shared sensemaking augments
shared awareness of affective experiences to
impact shared affective appraisals. Through
aspects of socially shared cognition (e.g.,
information exchange) and what might be
considered affect discourse processes (e.g., affect
narratives), group members can make sense of
affective experiences with similar interpretations
that may converge over time. These shared
sensemaking processes can facilitate a shared
affective appraisal among group members.

When group members share their perspectives
about the stimuli or their interpretation of the
stimuli, they provide a basis for making shared
sense of the stimuli (Wrzesniewski et al., 2003).
Group members interact to convey notions and
revise narratives about affective stimuli (Weick
et al., 2005) so that they can produce a shared
affective appraisal. In contrast, when group
members interpret the same affective stimuli
differently, they are likely to experience differ-
ent affect (Scherer et al., 2001). For example, a
project’s failure may create anger in members
who attribute the failure to external reasons (e.g.,
lack of support from the top management team),
guilt in members who make an internal attribu-
tion (e.g., not putting forth sufficient effort), and
sadness in members who attribute the failure to
uncontrollable reasons (e.g., pandemic). Thus,
consistent with the appraisal theory of emotion
(Scherer et al.,, 2001), the same event may
prompt different affective experiences because
group members appraise the stimuli in differ-
ent ways.

Shared Representations of Affect

Shared affective appraisals are enhanced when
group members share representations of the affect
that propels the appraisals. A shared representa-
tion reflects any concept, norm, perspective, or
interpretation that is shared by group members
(Tindale et al., 1996). Aligned with other
concepts of socially shared cognition (Hinsz,
19954, 2004; Tindale & Kameda, 2000), a shared
representation conveys that group members have
a shared perspective of the world which guides
how group members will act and interact. Related
to the shared sensemaking processes for affect,
shared representations of affect reflect how group
members interpret affective stimuli, guide group
members’ affective responses, and help deter-
mine the degree of shared affect at the group level.
In many ways, a shared representation of affective
experiences is the group members’ shared
affective model upon which shared affective
appraisals are based.

Shared representations of affect are at the
heart of what determines the kinds of affect that
will be activated and shared at the group level
(Sawyer & Clair, 2022). The shared representa-
tion of affect, much like a shared schema, reflects
(a) the affective content of the affective experi-
ence, (b) the relationships among this content
and other experiences that contribute to the
affective appraisal, and (c) the degree this
affective content and sets of relationships are
shared among group members. This conceptuali-
zation of shared representations of affect can
be illustrated with an example of compassion
among team members. Compassion could arise
when one team member witnesses another team
member’s needs and becomes motivated to help
the teammate (Goetz et al., 2010). The represen-
tation characterizes and structures the appraisal
of experienced compassion for the other team
member given their particular needs. If the team
members share this compassionate state, they
may also share an appraisal of their compassion.
If team members share an interpretation that they
have capacity to provide help, there is a high
likelihood that team members will experience
compassion. However, if team members share
an interpretation that the member needing help
was undependable and lazy, team members
would be less likely to experience compassion.
Importantly, the degree to which the affect (e.g.,
compassion) is shared varies depending on the
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degree to which team members share their
representations of the affective experience
(e.g., compassion). This example with compas-
sion illustrates the roles that shared representa-
tions of affect play in the appraisal processes
associated with socially shared affect. These
shared affective appraisals, along with shared
affective states and events can then anticipate
other group-level outcomes and mechanisms
associated with socially shared affect.

Some Group Topics Related to Socially
Shared Affect

There are numerous concepts that come to
mind beyond those already discussed when
socially shared affect is considered. An elaborate
and comprehensive nomological network of
relationships could be developed and discussed
such as that of Barsade and Knight (2015) for
group affect. Yet, as an extensive introduction of
conceptualizing socially shared affect, such a
nomological network is beyond the scope of this
article. Nevertheless, there are antecedents,
consequences, and related concepts of socially
shared affect deserving of at least brief discus-
sion. When considering these concepts, we are
struck by how often they map onto Cartwright’s
(1968) conceptualization of group cohesiveness.
We describe some of these concepts below and
recommend readers desiring a more comprehen-
sive list of factors related to socially shared affect
to examine Cartwright (1968) and Barsade and
Knight (2015).

Group Cohesiveness

A classic construct associated with socially
shared affect is group cohesiveness. Group
cohesiveness was defined as “the resultant of
all the forces acting on members to remain in the
group” (Festinger, 1950, p. 274), “the degree to
which the members of a group desire to remain in
the group” (Cartwright, 1968, p. 91). Group
cohesiveness is also defined as group attraction,
group members’ desire to identify with and be
accepted as part of a group (Evans & Jarvis, 1980)
as well as a group’s degree of unity, with
members sharing an affective bond (Forsyth,
2021). Central to these definitions is an affective
reaction to membership in a group that is to a
degree shared among group members. Similar to

the conceptions of affective states, group cohe-
siveness reflects both an affective state as well as
group members’ inclination toward action. And
because these aspects of affect arise within
groups, group cohesiveness is a socially shared
affect.

There is a reciprocal relationship between
socially shared affect and group cohesiveness,
whereby group cohesiveness promotes shared
affect which in turn enhances group cohesiveness
(Barsade & Gibson, 1998; Forsyth, 2021). The
group cohesiveness literature illustrates that
shared positive affect enhances group cohesive-
ness and that group cohesiveness enhances shared
positive affect among members (Forsyth, 2021).
In group psychotherapy, shared and sharing
affect, regardless of its valence, promotes group
cohesiveness, which is a critical determinant of
treatment effectiveness (Burlingame et al., 2001;
Marmarosh et al., 2005). Cohesive groups create
social bonds with high interpersonal attraction and
positive attitudes among group members (Lott &
Lott, 1965). These affective social bonds can
result in group members’ wanting to share their
feelings and thoughts (Stokes, 1983). Group
members with highly shared affect are similar in
their appraisal and feelings, and are likely to bond
and be motivated to stay members of the group.
Moreover, the bonding processes associated with
group cohesiveness result in pressures among
group members toward uniformity of feelings
and conformity to group norms (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995). Therefore, group members are
likely to converge in their affective feelings while
sharing their affective reactions (Barsade &
Gibson, 1998).

Although group cohesiveness is associated
with group interactions involving positive affect,
there is also evidence that shared and sharing
affect have influences on group disintegration. As
family members in therapy experience intense
negative affect, they may attack each other
while also motivating support. Family members
may resolve their negative feelings toward
each other, then arrive at mutual understanding,
acceptance, and respect (Yalom & Leszcz, 2020).
However, shared negative affect can also be
detrimental to therapy groups, requiring thera-
pists’ to use affect management skills. Because
shared negative affect often stems from internal
sources within groups, shared negative affect may
lead to negative consequences such as conflict,
hostility, and withdrawal (Bernard et al., 2008).
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This is consistent with the literature that shared
negative affect elicited from internal sources leads
to group disintegration and ultimately decreased
group performance (Knight & Eisenkraft, 2015).
The detrimental effects of shared negative affect
can be constrained by shifting the focus from the
contents of critical events to group members’
examination of the group’s shared affective state
and how group members appraised the experience
(Burlingame et al., 2021). On occasion, therapists
may intentionally initiate shared negative affect in
groups to enact group members’ maladaptive
behaviors and use the resulting group experiences
to guide learning and change (Yalom & Leszcz,
2020). Consequently, the sharing of negative and
positive affect appears to play different roles in the
development and maintenance of group cohesive-
ness and disintegration.

Social Categorization and Identification

Social identity theory and self-categorization
theory suggest that individuals categorize
themselves as belonging to certain groups,
with this identification guiding their behavior
(Tajfel, 1974; Turner, 1985). Group members
generally find themselves similar to others
within their groups, particularly for the group’s
prototypical features (Hogg & Abrams, 1988). A
group-based affect perspective of categorization
and identification suggests that when group
identification is salient, appraisals of affective
events and stimuli that impact a member’s group
will arouse shared affect about the group
(Goldenberg et al., 2020; Smith et al., 2007).
Moreover, group identification should facilitate
affect sharing resulting in greater shared affect
through group members’ openness to receive
other group members’ affective influence. This
openness signals willingness to be accepted in
groups, perceived as similar, and bond with other
group members. Group members with high
group identification should be willing to attend
to, catch, and assimilate other group members’
affective signals, resulting in greater affect
sharing and shared affect in groups (Tanghe
et al., 2010).

Membership Stability

The stability of membership in groups is
critical to develop and sustain sharedness in
groups (Li & van Knippenberg, 2021; Mathieu

et al., 2014). Changes in group membership
can disrupt patterns of group interaction (e.g.,
coordination) and socioemotional bonds among
group members (e.g., Arrow & Crosson, 2003;
van der Vegt et al., 2010) which will inhibit the
social sharing of affect. Bartel and Saavedra
(2000) argue that membership stability enables
frequent and continued interactions, which
provide group members opportunities to express
and detect each other’s affect. Familiarity among
group members would also tend to enhance
accurate appraisals of affective expressions
within groups. Therefore, membership stability
can facilitate affective convergence in groups
(Bartel & Saavedra, 2000).

Group Norms

Groups have and enforce social norms about
the appropriateness of expressing and experienc-
ing affect in groups (Eid & Diener, 2001; Ekman,
1973). Norms, as socially shared expectations,
manage affect sharing and shared affect in
groups. Some groups may have norms that
encourage the expression of specific affective
states (e.g., anger, gratitude; Delvaux etal., 2015;
compassion, Lilius et al., 2011). Other groups
may have norms that restrict the expression of
affect (e.g., Chiang et al., 2021; Menges et al.,
2015). New members entering groups often draw
upon norms to determine appropriate affective
expressions (Ashforth & Humphrey, 2022).
These norms can govern group members’ affect
so that members experience and display affect
that aligns with group norms (Kelly & Barsade,
2001). Affect regulation via group norms predicts
the convergence of pleasant and unpleasant
affective states (Bartel & Saavedra, 2000).
Group norms of anger and gratitude were found
to enhance group members’ experiences of anger
and gratitude, resulting in the convergence of
anger and gratitude in groups (Delvaux et al.,
2015). Therefore, similar to other group norms,
norms of affect in groups serve to guide and
regulate the expectations and actions of group
members, resulting in the sharing of affect and
consequently the degree of shared affect in
groups.

Leadership

Leaders hold the highest position in a group’s
status hierarchy, having powerful influences on
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the affect of group members (e.g., contagion,
convergence; Fredrickson, 2003; Pescosolido,
2002; Redl, 1942). Leaders can activate, model,
and regulate affect for group members to coordi-
nate group interactions toward achieving shared
goals and to inform group members of appropriate
responses to situations (Pescosolido, 2002; Pirola-
Merlo et al., 2002). Group members tend to be
aware of, and conform to, leaders’ affective
expectations to respond appropriately and facilitate
social integration (Bono & Ilies, 2006; Johnson,
2008; Sy & Choi, 2013). For example, group
members tend to assimilate leaders’ affect as well
as converge around that affective state, particularly
positive affect (Sy & Choi, 2013; Sy et al., 2005,
2013). Thus, leadership can be expected to have
influences on the affect of group members
similar to the influences of leadership on member
cognitions and actions. Research will need to
continue to explore how leadership can involve the
processes associated with the social sharing of
affect.

Group Size

Group size can change the degree of affect
sharing and homogeneity of affect in groups.
When group size increases, group structures and
member relationships change. The connections
among group members become less stable
because more relationships are needed to link
all members to each other (Forsyth, 2018).
Groups also face challenges in coordinating
group members’ effort toward collective goals
(Steiner, 1972). There will be less participation
and weakened solidarity among group members.
These consequences of increases in group size
will undermine group structures and processes
associated with affect sharing and affect conver-
gence, such as bonding among members and
developing group affective norms (Kelly, 2001).

Group size can also change the intensity of
group members’ affect (Kelly, 2001). For
example, based upon motivational systems
theory of group involvement (Hinsz et al.,
2019; Park & Hinsz, 2006), Hinsz (2020) tested
hypotheses regarding group size influences on
positive and negative affect. Due to the group
members holding core beliefs of strength and
safety in numbers, positive affect would increase
monotonically as group size increased and
negative affect would decrease monotonically
as group size increased. Motivational systems

theory of group involvement also proposes that
because group members share a belief of safety
in numbers, they should feel less fear and
reactions to threat cues when they are in larger
groups (Tedeschi et al., 2021). Research on the
bystander effect indicated that larger groups
reduced individuals’ sympathy to intervene in
emergency situations (e.g., Latané & Darley,
1969; Levine & Crowther, 2008). This pattern of
effects for group size requires more investigation
to determine which mechanisms and contextual
factors alter how group size impacts shared
affective states in groups. Moreover, given the
differential effects of group interaction on
positive and negative affect (Park & Hinsz,
2015), there should be further examination of
how different patterns may emerge for positive
and negative affective states (valence) for group
size as well as for accentuation of affect shared
in groups.

Task Interdependence

Task interdependence is the degree to which
group members’ actions rely on other group
members’ actions or inactions (Hinsz, 1995b).
Task independence is a key source of intercon-
nection among group members which provides
a basis for influencing affect sharing and the
convergence of affect. When tasks are highly
interdependent, group members must increase
collaboration and coordination to establish
unified work strategies (Wageman, 1995).
Bartel and Saavedra (2000) argued that high
task independence forces group members to share
affect to better coordinate with each other. High
task independence also provides group members
opportunities to promote positive interactions,
perceive other members’ affect, and conduct
affect comparisons, thus facilitating affect shar-
ing and affect convergence. Indeed, Bartel and
Saavedra (2000) found that greater task interde-
pendence enhanced affect convergence in groups.

Group Effectiveness

Socially shared affect can directly and indi-
rectly influence group effectiveness. The degree
of shared affect can impact group members’
perceived similarity in groups, which in turn
relates to numerous benefits, ranging from
interpersonal satisfaction (Sacco et al., 2014),
commitment to build stable and long-term
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relationships (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), and
group identification (Leach et al., 2008). Jeong
and Korsgaard (2022) found that dissimilarity
in perceived positive affect among team members
reduced team members’ commitment. When
groups have high levels of shared positive affect,
they are likely to engage in positive behavioral
processes such as social integration, coordina-
tion, helping, and eventually promote group
adaptability, viability, and performance. For
example, homogeneity of team positive affect
positively relates to team effectiveness indicators
of team situation awareness, cognitive resource
management, information exchange, and crew
collaboration (Kaplan et al., 2013). Jeong and
Korsgaard (2022) demonstrated that the relation-
ships between team performance and the team’s
mean level of positive affect were stronger
when positive affect was shared in the teams.
This finding illustrates that socially shared affect
can have both direct (mediator) and indirect
(moderator) influences on measures of group
effectiveness, and that complex relationships
might be expected as socially shared affect is
considered for other group outcomes.

Discussion

This article provides a review of socially
shared affect with a focus on shared affect and
affect sharing in groups. Underlying this is an
emphasis on social sharedness as a theme of
affective processing in groups which directed
attention to affective convergence (shared affect)
and affective and emotion contagion (affect
sharing). A framework was offered for organizing
how sharedness of affective experiences in group
settings can be conceived, arraying aspects of
shared affective experience along three dimen-
sions (Figure 1): affective events, affective states,
and affective appraisal (awareness, sensemaking,
representation). This examination reveals impor-
tant ways in which shared affective experiences
differ from those of lone individuals. The
review also highlighted numerous topics from
group research relevant to socially shared affect.
It is particularly enlightening to consider group
cohesiveness as a socially shared affect and social
norms as being applicable for the regulation of
affect in group settings. Many other insights,
implications, and challenges derive from an
examination of socially shared affect in groups.

Many of the notions associated with socially
shared affect in groups reflect distributional
characteristics of the affective responses of
group members. Assuming that group members
indicate aspects of their affective experience on
ajudgment (e.g., appraisal), rating (e.g., affective
state), or descriptive (e.g., stimuli or event)
response scale, then a variety of statistical
procedures can be applied to those group member
affective responses. Moreover, summary statis-
tics of the distribution of group members’
responses can be calculated, and aggregated at
the level of a group or across a sample of groups.
Each of these statistics can inform us about the
reported nature of affect from among those
group members. The variance of the group
member responses relates to the homogeneity
and heterogeneity of reported affect, and if
measured over the duration of group interaction,
it will index affective convergence or divergence.
The central tendency of the distribution of
affective responses provides a notion of where
the group or set of groups is generally located
on the response scale. If the distribution of
group affective responses is skewed, then group
involvement results in an exaggeration of the
underlying group affective responses (Hinsz &
Robinson, 2023; Tiedens et al., 2004). If the
distribution is examined at the level of the
group, then movement toward the affective
response of one of the group members would
be indicative of contagion. Moreover, if the
interrelationships in the affective responses of
members of a group are assessed to determine the
interdependence among member responses (e.g.,
ICC; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979), then an index can
be calculated for the degree that group members
share an affective response. Thus, much can be
learned from careful inspection of the distribu-
tional qualities of the group members’ responses
regarding aspects of their affective experiences.

The discussion of affective appraisals
highlighted the interaction of affect and cognition
in affective experiences (Moors et al., 2013).
Given the coordination needs and reduced
tempo of affective appraisal processes in groups,
there may be greater interaction of affect and
cognition in socially shared affective appraisals.
Consequently, both moods and emotions could
provide more feedback to group members about
the nature of their affective experiences (Hinsz &
Robinson, 2023). To aid our consideration of
appraisal processes for socially shared affect, we
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have drawn upon notions from socially shared
cognition such as shared representations (Tindale
et al.,, 1996). We might also consider group
members having beliefs and feelings about how
affect operates and functions in groups (e.g.,
mental models of affect in groups; Hinsz, 1995a)
or a meta-affect for groups (cf. Hinsz, 2004). It
might be beneficial to consider other concepts
from socially shared cognition for their potential
applicability to socially shared affect.

The literature on information processing in
groups (Hinsz et al., 1997) offers substantial
evidence that group members are likely to share
or discuss information that is already known by
those group members. That is, there is a bias to
share and discuss information that is already
known by group members (i.e., shared informa-
tion bias, information sharing bias) which is
detrimental to discussing the unique or unshared
information that may be critical to reaching the
most effective group response (Gigone & Hastie,
1993; Stasser & Titus, 1987). We assert, subject
to empirical validation, that there are shared
affect and affect sharing biases that occur for
affective experiences in interacting groups. That
is, for group members interacting or involved in
groups, group members will increasingly share
affect that is already shared (common) among the
group members. Moreover, group involvement
and group interaction reinforce the sharing of
affect that is being shared (exchanged) among
group members. Likewise, group involvement
and group interaction will diminish the degree of
shared affect for uniquely held affect as well as be
less likely to share (transfer, communicate) affect
that group members tended not to be sharing
(exchange). The earlier discussion in this review
about shared affect and affect sharing provides a
basis for this assertion (see also Hinsz &
Robinson, 2023). There are important implica-
tions of the shared affect and affect sharing biases
such as the mutual enhancement and mutual
support in the sharing of feelings that are felt
among group members involved and interacting
in groups (Wittenbaum & Park, 2001).

This review discusses affective experiences
focusing on single affective states; however, this
belies the complexity of socially shared affect of
group members and groups. Group members can
simultaneously experience positive and negative
affect (J. T. Larsen et al., 2001), as well as
multiple and mixed feelings. Research has
examined complex combinations of affective

experiences felt simultaneously such as ambiva-
lent affect and nostalgia which is a bittersweet
affective experience (Ashforth et al.,, 2014;
Leunissen, 2023). If these complex combinations
of affect arise in group members, then socially
shared affect in groups will involve constellations
of affective experiences. Research can explore
which configurations of complex combinations
of member affective experiences will be effective
or ineffective in different group settings (Emich
& Lu, 2021). Such questions will be relevant for
affectively intense group settings such as
psychodrama and professional wrestling tag-
team events. As more comprehensive conceptua-
lizations of socially shared affect develop, it will
be important to consider issues such as the
antecedents, consequences, and boundary con-
ditions of these constellations of group member
affective experience. Such conceptualizations
could draw upon frameworks examining the
development and change in affective conver-
gence and diversity in interacting groups because
the constellations involve variations in affective
experiences within and between group members.

This review focused on processes and concepts
related to socially shared affect and used
examples and illustrations of different types
of groups and teams, in particular teams in
organizations and groups involved in psycho-
therapy. Nevertheless, the concepts, insights and
implications derived from the examination in this
review are not limited to specific types of groups.
Rather, considerations of groups as affective
processing social entities should be applicable to
all kinds of group settings and types of groups
(e.g., group typologies; McGrath, 1984). This
would include sports teams, social groups,
families, groups in extreme environments, and
even research teams. This review rests upon an
analysis of affect in generic group settings;
however, future investigation should enhance the
understanding of boundary conditions as well as
how group type moderates the phenomena
associated with socially shared affect.

Although the examination of socially shared
affect in this review provides a variety of insights,
implications, and conceptualizations, there are
still a number of questions that remain. We
conclude with just a few of these questions. At a
very broad level, and borrowing from Leavitt
(1974), “What if we took the notions of affective
processing in groups seriously?” This would
require a transition from an examination founded
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upon conceptions of affect at the individual level
(e.g., Frijda, 1993) to consider affective experi-
ences at the group level. This review article
focused on shared affective experiences; how-
ever, this was still from the perspective of sharing
the affect of individual group members. What
understanding might be gained and distinctive
concepts emerge if we considered moods,
emotions, and affect at a group level of analysis
(cf.Buietal.,2023; Wangetal.,2023)? Likewise,
many additional insights might stem from
considering groups as affective processing social
entities.

Similarly, what might be learned if other ways of
conceptualizing affect were applied to socially
shared affect in groups? This review barely
considered dispositional affect (e.g., positive and
negative affectivity; Watson, 2000) for the ways
members’ stable affective states might modify how
affect is socially shared in groups. Nor did this
review consider regulatory systems approaches to
affect (e.g., Gross, 2001; R. J. Larsen, 2000). Social
norms were described as serving to guide, manage
and regulate affect. How would affective norms
and other regulatory mechanisms (e.g., feedback)
impact the ways that affect is socially shared?
Moreover, if we consider affective regulation to
manage members’ affective experiences, how
might regulatory systems or other approaches
provide theoretical bases for understanding and
predicting the dynamics of affect change in groups?
Addressing questions such as these can inspire
further examination and investigation of affective
experiences in groups.
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