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Abstract 

 

Interactive Affective Sharing versus Non-Interactive 

Affective Sharing in Work Groups: Comparative Effects of 

Group Affect on Work Group Performance and Dynamics* 
 

 

This study explores whether the dynamic path to group affect, which is characterised by 

interactive affective sharing processes, yields different effects on task performance and group 

dynamics than the static path to group affect, which arises from non-interactive affective 

sharing. The results of our experiment with 70 three-person work groups show that groups 

performed better on creative tasks than on analytical tasks when they were in a positive 

mood, and better on analytical tasks than on creative tasks when in a negative mood, but 

only when affect was interactively shared. Moreover, analysis of videotaped group member 

interactions during task performance showed similar results for work group dynamics, such 

that group affect influenced belongingness and information sharing only when affect was 

interactively shared and not when affect was non-interactively shared. Results support the 

idea that dynamical affective processes are fundamental for understanding the effects of 

group affect on behavior.  

                                                 
* Chapter based on Klep, A. H. M., Wisse, B. M., & Van der Flier, H. (in press). Interactive affective sharing 

versus non-interactive affective sharing in work groups: Comparative effects of group affect on work group 

performance and dynamics. European Journal of Social Psychology. 
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Research on the role of affect in organizational processes testifies to the profound influence 

that affect may have on cognition, motivation, and behavior (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995; 

Ashkanasy & Cooper, 2008; Brief & Weiss, 2002; Forgas & George, 2001; Isen & Baron, 

1991; Lord, Klimoski, & Kanfer, 2002). Research that takes on a group perspective on affect 

has been scarce in the past, but is starting to flourish at present. Particular attention has 

been devoted to the idea that affect may at times be regarded a group level phenomenon. 

Although there is considerable agreement on the definition of group affect as being 

“consistent or homogeneous affective reactions within a group” (George, 1990, p. 108), 

researchers have been approaching the concept from different angles. 

Specifically, some researchers emphasize that “work group moods are constructed 

socially, involving the complex interplay of contagion and comparison processes…” (Bartel & 

Saavedra, 2000, p. 202). These researchers explicitly focus on interactive affective sharing 

processes or mechanisms among group members when explaining the development of group 

affect. This, so we argue, represents a dynamic path to group affect. In contrast, others do 

not explicitly focus on affective interactions between group members, but instead pose that 

group affect may occur as a result of for instance similarity in personality or similar affective 

reactions to shared events (e.g., George, 1996). We coin this the static path to the 

development of group affect. 

Theoretical discussions of group affect hardly discuss the potential differential effects 

of the dynamic path to group affect as compared to the static path to group affect. Yet, there 

are reasons to expect that the presence or absence of interactive affective sharing processes 

in groups influences the effects of group affect. For instance, interactive affective sharing 

processes may validate group members in how they feel and support a sense of affective 

shared reality. As a consequence, interactive affective sharing processes may strengthen the 

effects that affect may have on behavior. Therefore, we propose that the dynamic path to 

group affect yields stronger effects on task performance (analytical versus creative task 

performance) and group dynamics (belongingness and information sharing) than the static 

path to group affect.  

Our study aims to contribute to the literature in several ways. First, we are not 

aware of any published study that empirically explores, or systematically theorizes about, the 

role that interactive affective sharing between group members may play in the effects of 

group affect. With this study we aim to fill that void. Second, our study employs an 

experimental set-up with three-person work groups and provides causal evidence for 

proposed relationships. Third, our study relates group affect to analytical (cognitive) and 

creative task performance. Thereby, the study highlights the importance of the nature of the 

task in group affect research and also provides objective instead of subjective performance 
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measures. Finally, our study incorporates the effects of group affect on belongingness and 

information sharing. Unfortunately, these group dynamical aspects received little empirical 

attention of group affect researchers so far. Yet, they may substantially affect work group 

functioning.  

 

Pathways to Group Affect: Dynamic versus Static 

Because organizations rely more and more on the functioning of work groups and 

teams instead of on individuals (Fisher & Ashkanasy, 2000; West, Borrill, & Unsworth, 1998) 

researchers have begun to examine the role of affect in groups. Interestingly, affect in work 

groups may at times be sufficiently homogenous among group members to treat it as a 

collective property of the group (Barsade & Gibson, 1998; Bartel & Saavedra, 2000; George, 

1990, 1995, 2002; Kelly & Barsade, 2001; Pescosolido, 2002; Sy, Côté, & Saavedra, 2005; 

Totterdell, Kellett, Teuchmann, & Briner, 1998; Totterdell, Wall, Holman, Diamond, & 

Epitropaki, 2004). This phenomenon is labeled group affect. Group affect has a substantial 

impact on various significant outcome variables related to work group functioning. For 

instance, positive group affect has been related positively to cooperation, customer service 

behaviors, perceived performance, and coordination; and linked negatively to conflict and 

absence rates (Barsade, 2002; George, 1990, 1995; Mason & Griffin, 2003; Sy et al., 2005; 

Totterdell, 2000). Moreover, negative group affect has been related negatively to prosocial 

behavior (George, 1990). Evidently, research on group affect may help us to understand how 

people in work groups behave and interact.  

Considerable attention has also been devoted to the development of group affect. 

Yet, the origin of group affect has been approached from different theoretical angles. As we 

will argue we may differentiate between a dynamic and a static pathway to group affect. The 

dynamic pathway to group affect is best illustrated by studies that focus on group affect in 

terms of affective contagion (Barsade, 2002; Bono & Ilies, 2006; Neumann & Strack, 2000; 

Pugh, 2001; Sullins, 1991), affective convergence (Anderson, Keltner, & John, 2003), and 

affective linkage (Ilies, Wagner, & Morgeson, 2007; Totterdell et al., 1998;  Totterdell, 2000). 

These studies explain the development of group affect by focusing explicitly on interactive 

affective sharing processes. Generally, this approach to group affect reveals three key 

interactive affective sharing mechanisms.  

First, affective contagion (Kelly, 2004) may lead to group affect. It has been argued that 

during interaction people tend to automatically mimic and synchronize affective expressions 

of others, and consequently they become more affectively similar (Hatfield, Cacioppo, & 

Rapson, 1994; Neumann & Strack, 2000). Affective contagion has been considered the prime 

mechanism for affective convergence in studies of leaders and followers (Bono & Ilies, 2006; 
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Lewis, 2000; Sy et al., 2005), employees and customers (Pugh, 2001; Tsai & Huang, 2002), 

relationship partners (Anderson et al., 2003), and teams and (work) groups (Barsade, 2002; 

Bartel & Saavedra, 2000; Totterdell et al., 1998, Totterdell et al., 2004). 

Second, affective comparison processes (e.g., Sullins, 1991) may enhance the likelihood 

of group affect. Interaction among group members may provide affect information cues 

about group members’ affective states. The evaluation of these affective cues may lead 

people to understand how they should be feeling. A comparison with one’s own affective 

state may result in the adjustment of one’s own affective state, thus engendering affective 

convergence among team members (cf., Festinger, 1954).  

Third, conscious social sharing of affect in teams may foster group affect. Social sharing 

of affect refers to the open communication between people about emotional circumstances 

and their affective reactions to it (Rimé, 1995). Although social sharing of affect is more 

common between people who belong to each other’s circle of intimates (such as family 

members or partner), communication about affective experiences also takes place in work 

teams (see Zech, Rimé & Nils, 2004). In sum, the dynamic path to group affect places 

emphasis on dynamic affective sharing processes among team members. 

In contrast, the static pathway to group affect largely lacks the explicit focus on 

interactive affective sharing between group members and focuses more on dispositional or 

contextual factors that happen to make group members feel similar. In support of this 

approach, several studies have shown that dispositional or contextual factors may explain 

the development of group affect (Barsade, Ward, Turner, & Sonnenfeld, 2000; George, 1990, 

1996; George & Brief, 1992). For example, the process of attraction-selection-attrition 

(Schneider, 1987) implies that people with similar personalities will be attracted to, and 

selected and nurtured by particular work environments. As a consequence, affective 

reactions of group members may become similar (George, 1990). As another example, 

George (1996) poses those group members who are exposed to similar work events 

(shared events), such as an organizational merger, will develop homogenous affective 

reactions within the group (cf., Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). In sum thus, the static path to 

group affect focuses on occurrences that lead group members to feel similar even though 

they do not interactively share their affective states.  

Clearly, both perspectives are valuable and have been discussed side to side in 

literature describing the origins of group affect (George, 2002). So, the issue at stake here is 

not as to whether or not both perspectives have merit. However, the question is whether 

or not these two paths to group affect may yield different effects on work group functioning. 

To our knowledge none of the previous studies explicitly compared the effects of the 

dynamic path to group affect with the effects of the static path to group affect and their 
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difference is seldom acknowledged. This is unfortunate, because a more refined approach to 

the study of group affect may aid us in our quest for a more thorough understanding of 

work group behavior and functioning. As a case in point, we assert that the dynamic path to 

group affect can account for stronger effects of affect on group task performance and 

dynamics than the static path to group affect.  

 

Interactive Affective Sharing and Affective Validation 

We propose that sharing mechanisms (such as affective contagion, affective 

comparison processes and conscious affective social sharing) function as social verification 

processes that validate affective experiences. Long-standing empirical studies have shown that 

people are motivated to validate their own ideas (Festinger, 1954) and feelings (Schachter, 

1959). Affective contagion, affective comparison, as well as conscious affective social sharing 

may lead to validation of one’s feelings. Moreover, these processes may satisfy people in 

their fundamental human need to create social consensus (e.g., Zech et al., 2004), by leading 

to consensus about experienced feelings. 

Theory of shared reality states that once an experience is recognized and is being 

shared with others in the process of social interaction, it achieves the status of objective 

reality (Hardin & Higgins, 1996). In other words, a shared reality is established through the 

dynamic process of social verification, and serves the function of making people believe that 

their experiences are valid, reliable and informative. The same may hold true for affective 

processes. Indeed, if group members are in agreement on their feelings they are therefore 

the beholders of an affective social consensus or an affective shared reality (Barsade, 2002). 

Similarly, George and King (2007) pose that sharing of affect within a team engenders the 

development of a single shared reality, which is likely to be reinforced and strengthened, and 

which group members believe to be valid. Hence, group members may perceive that their 

affective experiences are valid, reliable and informative. 

Importantly, the perception of the validity and informativeness of one’s thoughts and 

feelings has been found to determine the strength of their effects. For instance, the self-

validation hypothesis (Briñol & Petty, 2003; Petty, Briñol, & Tormala, 2002) holds that the 

extent to which people have confidence in their own thoughts affects their extent of attitude 

change. Petty et al. (2002) defined thought confidence as an individual’s assessment of the 

validity of his or her own thought, which was found to explain the extent to which a person 

was willing to act upon own thoughts by expressing and maintaining personally held 

attitudes. Similarly, research shows that perceptions of consensus between one’s own beliefs 

and those of others validates held beliefs and, as a consequence, renders attitudes more 

predictive of behavior (Sechrist & Stangor, 2001).  
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In the realm of affect, the mood-as-information-hypothesis (Schwarz, 2001) states 

that individuals use their affective states as a source of information (“How do I feel about 

it?”). The impact of moods on judgments and processing strategies has been found to depend 

on their informational value. Undermining the informational value of one’s moods, for 

instance through (mis)attribution of the mood (Schwarz & Clore, 1988), causes elimination 

of the otherwise observed influence of mood on subsequent information processing. Thus, 

people use their affective states as an input for subsequent processing and behavior when 

they perceive their feelings to be informative. In a similar vein, Gasper and Clore (2000) 

found that individuals who perceive their feelings as being relevant use their feelings to make 

judgments of the likelihood that negative events would happen to them. In contrast, 

individuals who do not perceive their feelings as being relevant tend not to rely on them 

when making risk estimates.  

Based on the above, we reason that interactive sharing of affect will lead to stronger 

validation of experienced affect. Moreover, affective sharing is more likely to lead to the 

development of an affective shared reality than non-interactive affective sharing. As a 

consequence, group members who interactively (as compared to non-interactively) share 

their affect will be more likely to use their experienced affect as an input in subsequent 

behavior. Below, we explain how this general proposition (i.e., the dynamic road to group 

affect yields stronger effects on work group functioning than the static road to group affect) 

will translate to mood effects on analytical versus creative task performance, and to group 

belongingness and information sharing. 

 

Work Group Performance: Analytical versus Creative Task Performance  

Mood effects on (organizational) behavior are often explained in terms of their effects 

on cognitive processing. Positive affective states tend to produce more heuristic, simple, 

global processing strategies, whereas negative affective states engender more effortful, 

careful, and systematic processing styles (Bless, 2000, 2001; Forgas, 1995; Schwarz, 2001; 

Schwarz & Clore, 1988). The phenomenon that people in different moods employ different 

cognitive styles, explains why people may be differentially responsive to different tasks 

(Fiedler, 2001).  

It has been argued that positive mood benefits especially those tasks that call for 

creative ideas and unconventional behavior (Fiedler, 2001). So far however, research on the 

effects of moods on creative task performance has yielded inconsistent findings (see Amabile, 

Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005; Baas, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2008; George & Zhou, 2007; 

James, Brodersen, & Eisenberg, 2004 for reviews). Yet, on the balance, most theoretical 

arguments and empirical findings seem to support a positive rather than a negative link 



Chapter 2 
 

32 

between positive affect and creativity (Amabile et al., 2005). For instance, the broaden-and-

build model states that positive affect broadens people’s momentary though-action 

repertoires and prompt individuals to discard everyday behavioral scripts, and to pursue 

novel, creative paths of thought and action (Fredrickson, 1998, 2001). Similarly, positive 

mood has been found to increase the tendency to combine material in new ways, to see 

relatedness between divergent stimuli, and to gain access to more unusual and diverse 

information which facilitates creativity (Isen, Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987; Murray, Sujan, Hirt, 

& Sujan, 1990). Note that positive mood has not only been found to facilitate creativity in 

individuals but also in groups (Grawitch, Munz, & Kramer, 2003; Grawitch, Munz, Elliott, & 

Mathis, 2003).  

In contrast to positive mood negative mood should create an advantage on tasks that 

call for accuracy and carefulness (Fiedler, 2001). Evidence for this notion comes from 

research on person perception and persuasion, that showed that people with negative 

moods make the fundamental attribution error to a lesser extent (Forgas, 1998a), and are 

more sensitive to the strength of arguments in persuasive messages than happy individuals 

(Bless, Bohner, Schwarz, & Strack, 1990). Moreover, individuals in negative moods are less 

likely to erroneously recall critical lures than were individuals in positive moods (Storbeck & 

Clore, 2005). Hence, negative affect reduced the false memory effect. Sinclair and Mark 

(1995) examined effects of induced mood states on individual’s judgmental accuracy on a 

numerical analytic task. Sad participants were more accurate in judging the magnitude and 

direction of correlation coefficient of scatter plots, and used more digits in their estimates 

than happy and neutral participants. In sum, negative affect seems to bolster analytical tasks 

that require effortful, systematic, and item specific processing styles. 

Based on the above evidence regarding positive and negative mood effects on task 

performance and our general proposition that the dynamic path to group affect more 

strongly influences work group functioning than the static path to group affect, we predicted 

that:  

Hypothesis 1: Groups will perform better on creative tasks than on analytical tasks 

when in a positive mood, and better on analytical tasks than on creative tasks when 

in a negative mood, and these effects will be stronger for interactive affective sharing 

groups than for non-interactive affective sharing groups.  

 

Work Group Dynamics: Belongingness and Information Sharing  

Work group functioning not only pertains to group performance, but also to group 

processes or group dynamics. So far, those group processes that have been explored in the 

group affect literature are hypothesized to directly contribute to group performance, 
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whereas little attention has been devoted to more socio-emotional and socio-cognitive 

processes. Moreover, previous research mainly focused on more general group processes 

(cf., Barsade, 2002) instead of on more specific group member interactions and dynamics. 

Therefore, in the present study, we will examine the effects of (the dynamic versus the static 

path of) group affect on group belongingness and group information sharing, both of which 

have received scant empirical attention in the group affect literature.  

Group belongingness. Group belongingness refers to the fundamental human 

motivation to affiliate with others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) in order to avoid feelings of 

loneliness and alienation (Kohut, 1984). Belongingness involves aspects of companionship, 

affiliation, and connectedness (Lee & Robbins, 1995). The role of sharedness of affect in 

creating group belongingness has received ample theoretical attention. For instance, 

Sandelands and St. Claire (1993) argue that one of the major functions of affect in groups is 

to unite individuals. Indeed, affect that group members experience in the context of their 

group membership provides a sense of connectedness (Damasio, 1994). Spoor and Kelly 

(2004) also propose that shared affect facilitates the development of group member bonds. 

Relatedly, studies on cohesiveness describe group affect as glue that holds group members 

together and promotes the desire to stay in a group (Barsade & Gibson, 1998).  

Interestingly, literature on the social sharing of affect suggests that people are prone 

to talk about negative events with others, not because it contributes to their emotional 

recovery, but because it fulfils the fundamental need for affiliation (Zech et al., 2004). Indeed, 

there is some evidence that sharing negative affect might be especially important in the 

formation of social attachments within groups. Elder and Clipp (1988) found that persistence 

of attachments among military veterans was greatest in groups that experienced heavy 

combat. In sum, theoretical analyses suggest that particularly the sharing of negative affect 

may feed into group belongingness, but empirical evidence corroborating this assumption is 

less abundant.  

Group information sharing. A considerable amount of research addresses the 

emerging view that, much like individuals, groups process information to perform tasks (see 

Hinz, Tindale, & Vollrath, 1997 for a review). Group-level information processing and related 

concepts such as socially shared cognition (Thompson & Fine, 1999), shared mental models 

(Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000), and team mental models 

(Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994), all refer to the general notion that information may be 

shared among team members. Hinz and his colleagues (1997) state that: “group-level 

information processing includes information, ideas, and analytical processes that are shared, 

in that not only are they common among the group members but also that the information, 

ideas, and analytical processes are being shared (i.e., exchanged and transferred)” (p. 44).  
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As mentioned earlier, research has provided support for the notion that negative 

affect (as compared to positive affect) leads to a higher level of systematic processing of 

information and ideas (Schwarz, 2001). Negative affective states signal that the current 

situation is problematic, therefore individuals need to pay attention to details, engage in data-

driven processing, and narrow their attention (Bless, 2000). A more systematic processing of 

ideas may enhance the possibility of group information sharing. Furthermore, a narrowed 

scope of attention has been associated with interactions focused on information sharing, 

planning, and monitoring (Jehn & Shah, 1997). In addition, negative affect (as compared to 

positive affect) has been most related to the communication function of affect in groups 

(Spoor & Kelly, 2004). It has been suggested that negative emotions spread more easily than 

positive affective states (Hatfield et al., 1994), indicating that people more rapidly 

communicate their emotions and more easily share information with one another when 

experiencing negative affect. In sum, sharing negative affect may bolster group information 

sharing.  

Based on the above and in light of our general proposition that the dynamic path to 

group affect more strongly influences work group functioning than the static path to group 

affect, we predict that:  

Hypothesis 2a: Interactive affective sharing work groups will experience a higher level 

of belongingness when in a negative mood than when in a positive mood, whereas for 

non-interactive affective sharing work groups these effects will be weaker.  

Hypothesis 2b: Interactive affective sharing work groups will attain a higher level of 

information sharing when in a negative mood than when in a positive mood, whereas 

for non-interactive affective sharing work groups these effects will be weaker.  

 

We tested our hypotheses using an experimental design, permitting us to make 

causal inferences. For the present study we created temporary work groups consisting of 

three group members, who engaged in face-to-face interaction and worked on two 

performance tasks in the laboratory. We applied a multi-method approach by obtaining 

objective performance scores, video observations of work group dynamics, and self-report 

data. 

Although group affect may pertain to both shared emotions and shared moods, the 

bulk of the studies focus on shared moods. Likewise, the current study will focus on moods 

instead of on emotions. Apart from the fact that this enables a closer comparison with 

earlier work on group affect, the decision was also made in recognition of the fact that 

moods have longer lasting and more pervasive consequences on work group functioning 

than emotions have (Forgas & George, 2001). 
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Method 

Participants and design. Two hundred and ten Dutch university students  

(Mage = 20.46, SD = 2.07, 27.6% male) were paid 10 Euros for their voluntary participation. 

Participants were randomly divided in seventy 3-person work groups. Each work group was 

randomly assigned to the conditions of a 2 (mood: positive vs. negative) by 2 (interactive 

affective sharing: yes vs. no) between-subjects design. Task performance on the analytical and 

creative task (task: analytical vs. creative) was included in the design as a within-subjects 

variable. 

 

Procedure. Participants were invited in groups of three to take part in this study. 

Upon arrival in the group laboratory, participants were seated together at a table and told 

that during the experiment the three of them were a work group. The first part of the study 

was introduced to participants as a study on the evaluation of film clips. In reality, however, 

the film clips were used to induce positive and negative mood. Research has shown that this 

is a highly effective procedure to manipulate participants’ mood (see Gerrards-Hesse, Spies, 

& Hesse, 1994 for a review). In the positive mood condition participants watched two  

5-minute long film fragments containing edited highlights from two popular animation 

movies; Finding Nemo and Shrek 2. In the negative mood condition participants were shown 

two 5-minute long film fragments containing tragic war scenes from respectively The sky is 

falling and Sophie’s choice. 

Participants in the interactive affective sharing condition were seated in a semi-circle 

behind a television screen to watch the film clips together. In this way participants were able 

to see and hear their group members. After watching the clips participants took 5 minutes 

to come up with a collective description of experienced feelings based on their own affective 

experience and on the affective experiences of their group members. Therefore, group 

members were required to interactively share their feelings with one another. Note that for 

the interactive affective sharing condition we manipulated group affect in a dynamic manner. 

The experimental set-up facilitated interactive affective sharing processes, such as affective 

contagion, affective comparison, and conscious social sharing of affect.  

In contrast, members of work groups in the non-interactive affective sharing condition 

were allocated one of three computers, which were separated by screens and supplied with 

headphones. Thus, we made certain that participants could neither see nor hear their group 

members (or their computers). All members of the groups watched the same film clips in 

private. After watching the film clips participants took 5 minutes to come up with an 

individual description of experienced feelings based on their own affective experience. Thus, 

participants were given no opportunity to interactively share their affect with their group 
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members. Note that for the non-interactive sharing condition we manipulated group affect in 

a static manner. Group members were exposed to similar events (they all watched positive 

or negative film clips), while current interactive affective sharing processes (i.e., affective 

contagion, affective comparison, and conscious social sharing of affect) were impeded. 

Subsequently, the experimenter introduced the second and allegedly unrelated study. 

In due course, all work groups were asked to perform one analytical task and one creative 

task with a 5-minute time slot per task. The analytical task consisted of a Sudoku puzzle 

(a.k.a. Number Place). The aim of the puzzle is to enter a numerical digit from 1 through 9 in 

each cell of a 9 × 9 grid, so that every column, row and 3 × 3 subgrid contains one of nine 

digits only once. A systematic processing style should facilitate the performance on the 

Sudoku task because of the reasoning and (numerical) analytical abilities needed to solve it 

(Friedman & Förster, 2000). Furthermore, solving a Sudoku requires detail-oriented, item 

specific, systematic processing of information (Schwarz, 2001). The creative task was a 

drawing task. This task required groups to change empty rectangles into objects by drawing in 

such way that the rectangle would become an indispensable part of the object. Groups were 

instructed to compose as many diverse objects as possible. In contrast to the Sudoku task, a 

global processing style would bolster the performance on the drawing task. The drawing task 

requires the creative ability to generate unique and innovative ideas for each rectangle. 

Moreover, this task favors divergent thinking and analytical flexibility, which requires a 

looser, heuristic processing (Vosburg, 1998a). Participants were instructed to work together 

as a team and were equally responsible for their group’s task performance. Thus, they were 

not allowed to have individual members working alone at the task. After finishing the last 

task, groups were carefully debriefed, thanked, and paid. All participants indicated that they 

did not know anyone personally in their work group. 

Work groups were video recorded during task performance (and not during mood 

manipulation) in order to obtain direct and unobtrusive behavioral measures. Two 

independent observers, who were blind to the experimental conditions, were asked to  

(1) rate participants’ descriptions of experienced affect during the film clips, and to (2) score 

the group members’ behaviors recorded at the videotapes. To learn how to identify the key-

behaviors necessary to obtain measures for our group dynamic variables (belongingness and 

information sharing) the observers underwent an elaborate 8 hours training. Observers 

were explicitly instructed to evaluate the group as a whole, hence to accomplish group level 

measures. One observer coded all descriptions of experienced feelings and all videotapes, 

and the second observer coded a randomly selected 30% of the descriptions and tapes. In 

the analyses, we used the ratings of the individual who had rated all descriptions and all 

videotapes. For a similar procedure see Beersma and De Dreu (2005).  
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Dependent Measures 

Work group performance. Analytical task performance measures of the work 

groups were obtained by calculating each group’s number of correctly filled in digits in the 

Sudoku puzzle (minimum of 1 and maximum of 47). With regard to creative task 

performance we focused on novelty or unusualness of the ideas, which is typically evaluated 

as the originality criterion of creativity (Paulus, 2000). To assess unusualness, we first made 

an overall inventory of all drawn objects, whereby the total number of times that a specific 

object had been drawn was calculated. With seventy groups included in this study, the 

minimum frequency score of an object was 1 (only one team draw a specific object), and the 

maximum frequency score was 70 (all teams draw a specific object). Thus, the frequency 

score reflects the originality of the drawn object, with high frequency scores indicating low 

originality and low frequency scores indicating high originality. Then, for each group 

separately, we added the frequency numbers of each of their portrayed objects, and divided 

this number by the total amount of objects that were drawn by that particular group. Last, 

these measures were recoded for the convenience that higher scores represented a higher 

level of originality. Some previous research used alternative approaches to operationalize 

originality such as peer ratings of the originality of ideas (Grawitch et al., 2003a), and the 

number of ideas generated by less than 5% of the groups (Paulus, 2000). However, our 

measurement of originality has the advantage to be a more objective one than peer ratings, 

because it is based on frequencies of occurrence. In contrast to the 5% cut-off rule, our 

approach to originality is a more informative one, because it taps originality differences 

between all ideas, reflecting a continuous measure of originality instead of a discrete one. 

Both performance measures were standardized using z-scores.  

 

Work group dynamics. Observers coded group belongingness and group 

information sharing during the analytical task as well as during the creative task. 

Belongingness refers to the perception of being a part of a particular group which may arise 

by forming and maintaining social bonds with others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Therefore, 

observers measured group belongingness by coding the videotapes by counting the number 

of remarks that involved social bonding (such as making compliments), and the number of 

times that group members used the pronoun ‘we’. We assessed interrater reliability of 

belongingness frequencies by computing the intraclass correlations (ICC3; Shrout & Fleiss, 

1979). The average intraclass correlation was .83, which is considered “excellent” according 

to the criteria for reliability coefficients developed by Cicchetti and Sparrow (1981).  

Group information sharing is defined as making statements about the task (Jehn & 

Shah, 1997) and has been considered to consist of active task behavior (offering opinions, 
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suggestions, and information) on the one hand and passive task behavior (asking for 

information, opinions or suggestions) on the other (Bales, 1951). Therefore, observers 

coded the videotapes by counting the number of statements including active information 

sharing (such as offering suggestions for the solution of the tasks and correcting others on 

provided suggestions and solutions) and passive information sharing (such as asking for 

information about the tasks). The average intraclass correlation (ICC3; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979) 

used to assess interrater reliability was .83.  

 

Manipulation checks. To check the successfulness of the mood induction 

participants filled out a questionnaire containing propositions of feeling states after the mood 

induction. The scale of the 12 items of this questionnaire (α = .93, e.g., ‘I feel happy’, ‘I feel 

sad’) ranged from 1 = completely disagree to 7 = completely agree. Negative moods were 

recoded so higher scores indicate higher positive affect. Furthermore, observers rated 

participants’ descriptions of experienced feelings during the film clips on a seven-point scale  

(1 = high negative affect and 7 = high positive affect). Interrater reliability of the description 

ratings was again assessed by intraclass correlations (ICC3; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). The 

average intraclass correlation was .97, which is considered “excellent” by Cicchetti and 

Sparrow (1981).  

To check the successfulness of the interactive affective sharing manipulation we 

assessed participants’ interactive affective sharing with 11 items (1 = completely disagree to  

7 = completely agree), to be divided in three subscales. The three subscales reflected the 

three key interactive affective sharing mechanisms as described in theoretical analyses of 

group affect outlined in the above. First, the affective contagion scale, measured the extent to 

which participants felt to have been affectively contaminated by their group members (two 

items; r = .64; e.g., ‘I have the idea that I have taken over feelings of others’). Second, the 

affective comparison scale tapped into participants’ perceptions of their own affect as 

compared to the affect of their group members (five items; α = .87; e.g., ‘My experienced 

affect is highly similar to the experienced affect of my group members’). Third, the conscious 

social sharing of affect scale assessed the extent to which participants were aware of others’ 

affective states or overtly communicated their affective experiences with other group 

members (four items; α = .94, e.g., ‘I shared my feelings with my team members’). 
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Results 

Preliminary analyses. First, principal-components analyses (PCA) with OBLIMIN 

rotation on the items of the manipulation checks were performed. The PCA on the mood 

items yielded a one-factor solution, accounting for 58.9% of the variance. All items loaded 

more than |.53| on the one-factor. Next, a PCA was conducted on the interactive affective 

sharing items. In line with our theoretical idea of what constitutes dynamic (as compared to 

static) group affect, the analysis yielded a three-factor solution, revealing our affective 

contagion, affective comparison, and conscious social sharing of affect factors. All items loaded 

above |.72| on the intended factor, and all cross-loadings were below |.25|. The eigenvalues 

of the three factors were greater than 1, explaining a total of 76.71% of the variance.  

Manipulation checks were measured at the individual level of analysis. However, 

because individual observations within one group were interdependent we used the group as 

the unit of analysis.1 To assess whether the aggregation of the manipulation checks was 

justified we calculated intraclass correlation coefficients (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). First, the 

extent to which members of the same group responded similarly was calculated using ICC1 

for all manipulation check measures. The ICC1 values for self-reported mood, mood 

descriptions, affective contagion, affective comparison, and conscious social sharing of affect 

were: .54, .902, .26, .58, and .87, respectively. In addition, one-way analyses of these values 

indicate that all five ICC1 values were statistically significant (p < .001). In addition, we 

calculated rwg values to assess the level of agreement within a work groups on all the 

variables (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). Rwg measures for self-reported mood, mood 

descriptions, affective contagion, affective comparison, and conscious social sharing of affect 

were: .86, .812, .67, .84, and .88, respectively. These values indicate satisfactory agreement 

(James et al., 1984). Therefore, we believe that aggregation to the group level is justified. 

Note that the ICC1 and Rwg values for self-reported mood reflect that in both the interactive 

sharing condition and the non-interactive sharing condition participants experienced 

homogenous affective states. Therefore, these values provide further evidence that both the 

static pathway as well as the dynamic pathway may lead to group affect.  

                                                 
1 Manipulation checks were also analyzed at the individual level of analysis, to explicitly test if 

manipulations had their intended effects on every single individual within the work group. These results were 

similar to the reported manipulation checks at the group level of analysis. 
2 Note that the mood descriptions rated by observers were transformed into a group level variable 

only for the groups in the non-interactive affective sharing condition (for groups in the interactive affective 

sharing condition we already obtained a group level measure).  
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Manipulation checks. A 2 (mood: positive vs. negative) × 2 (interactive affective 

sharing: yes vs. no) analysis of variance (ANOVA) on the self reported mood ratings showed 

that groups in the positive mood condition rated their mood as more positive (M = 5.59,  

SD = 0.39) than groups in the negative mood condition (M = 4.11, SD = 0.60),  

F(1, 66) = 152.34, p < .0001, η2 = .70. No other effects were found. Furthermore, a two-way 

ANOVA on the mood descriptions revealed that groups in the positive mood condition 

described their mood states as much more positive (M = 6.51, SD = 0.61) than groups in the 

negative mood condition (M = 1.37, SD = 0.46), F(1, 66) = 1539.60, p < .0001, η2 = .96. 

Again, no other effects were found.3 

Testifying to the successfulness of the interactive affective sharing manipulation two-

way ANOVAs were performed on the subscales of the interactive affective sharing scale. As 

expected, as compared to groups in the non-interactive affective sharing condition, groups in 

the interactive affective sharing condition reported to think that their affective states were 

more strongly influenced by the affective states of fellow group members  

(M = 2.77, SD = 0.84 vs. M = 1.54, SD = 0.59; F[1, 66] = 47.53, p < .0001, η2 = .42), to have 

compared their affective states with their group members to a greater extent (M = 4.41,  

SD = 0.69 vs. M = 2.79, SD = 0.63; F[1, 66] = 103.91, p < .0001, η2 = .61), and to have 

socially shared their feelings with fellow group members to a greater extent (M = 5.00,  

SD = 0.41 vs. M = 1.52, SD = 0.57; F[1, 66] = 821.45, p < .0001, η2 = .93). No other effects 

were found. Overall, these findings show that our manipulations were successful.  

In the following analyses of variance (ANOVAs), mood (positive vs. negative) and 

interactive affective sharing (yes vs. no) were between-subjects factors in the design, and 

task (analytical vs. creative) was a within-subjects factor in the design. 

 

 

                                                 
3 To further verify that participants’ moods were indeed affected by the film clips we also administered 

to participants the same mood questionnaire before the mood induction. An ANOVA was conducted in which 

self reported mood before (time 1) and after (time 2) the mood manipulation was included as within-subject 

factor (Time). A time main effect, F(1, 66) = 51.85, p < .0001, η2 = .44, showed that groups experienced more 

positive mood at time 1 (M = 5.27, SD = 0.46) than at time 2 (M = 4.85, SD = 0.90). The within-subject analysis 

further revealed a Mood x Time interaction, F(1, 66) = 154.68, p < .0001, η2 = .70, indicating that at time 1 

groups in the positive mood condition felt as positive (M = 5.28, SD = 0.43) as groups in the negative mood 

condition did (M = 5.27, SD = 0.49), whereas at time 2 groups in the positive mood condition experienced 

higher levels of positive mood (M = 5.59, SD = 0.40) than groups in the negative mood condition (M = 4.11,  

SD = 0.60).  
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Work Group Performance: Analytical versus Creative Task Performance 

Hypothesis 1 predicts a three-way interaction of mood, interactive affective sharing, 

and task, stating that groups will perform better on creative tasks than on analytical tasks 

when in a positive mood, and better on analytical tasks than on creative tasks when in a 

negative mood, and that these effects will be stronger for interactive affective sharing groups 

than for non-interactive affective sharing groups. First, the ANOVA revealed a Mood × Task 

interaction, F(1, 66) = 4.10, p < .05, η2 = .06, showing that creative task performance was 

better for groups in the positive mood condition than for groups in the negative mood 

condition (Mpositive mood = .32,  SD = 0.95 vs. Mnegative mood = -.32, SD = 0.96), F(1, 66) = 8.63, 

 p < .01, η2 = .11, while analytical task performance was not dependent on mood condition 

(Mpositive mood = .02, SD = 0.92 vs. Mnegative mood = -.02, SD = 1.09), F(1, 66) = 0.02, p = .89,  

η2 = .00.  

More important, and congruent with our first hypothesis we found a Mood × 

Interactive Affective Sharing × Task interaction, F(1, 66) = 10.43, p < .01, η2 = .14. 

Decomposing this interaction using simple effects analyses showed a significant 2-way 

interaction between mood and task in the interactive affective sharing condition,  

F(1, 66) = 14.53, p < .001, η2 = .18. However, the interaction between mood and task was 

not significant in the non-interactive affective sharing condition, F(1, 66) = 0.71, p = .41,  

η2 = .01. As expected, we found that interactive affective sharing work groups experiencing 

positive mood performed significantly better on the creative task (M = .31, SD = 1.10) than 

on the analytical task (M = -.31, SD = 0.68), F(1, 66) = 5.30, p < .05, η2 = .07. No such 

differences were found for non-interactive affective sharing work groups in which group 

members experienced positive mood (Mcreative task = .34, SD = .77 vs. Manalytical task = .40,  

SD = 1.04), F(1, 66) = 0.05, p = .83, η2 = .00 (see Figure 2.1, top panel).  

Moreover, interactive affective sharing groups experiencing negative mood 

performed significantly better at the analytical task (M = .13, SD = 1.04) than at the creative 

task (M = -.73, SD = 0.91), F(1, 66) = 9.59, p < .01. η2 = .13. No such differences were found 

for non-interactive affective sharing work groups in which group members experienced 

negative mood (Mcreative task = .11, SD = .83 vs. Manalytical task = -.17, SD = 1.15), F(1, 66) = 0.93,  

p = .34, η2 = .01 (see Figure 2.1, bottom panel). These results support hypothesis 1. No 

other effects were found.  
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Figure 2.1: Group performance as a function of mood, interactive affective sharing, and task. The top panel 

depicts the positive mood condition, and the bottom panel depicts the negative mood condition. Analytical and 

creative task performance was standardized using z-scores. 

 

 

Work Group Dynamics: Belongingness and Information Sharing 

In hypothesis 2a we predicted that interactive affective sharing work groups will 

experience a higher level of belongingness when in a negative mood than when in a positive 

mood, whereas for non-interactive affective sharing groups these effects will be weaker. This 

hypothesis was tested by submitting the group belongingness ratings to an ANOVA. Results 

first revealed a main effect of interactive affective sharing, F(1, 66) = 11.01, p < .001,  
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η2 = .14, indicating that groups in the interactive affective sharing condition experienced 

more belongingness (M = 4.88, SD = 1.21) than groups in the non-interactive affective 

sharing condition (M = 4.03, SD = 0.94).  

Consistent with our hypothesis, this effect was qualified by a Mood × Interactive 

Affective Sharing interaction, F(1, 66) = 5.00, p < .05, η2 = .07. As shown in Figure 2.2, 

interactive affective sharing work groups tended to experience a higher level of 

belongingness (M = 5.21, SD = 1.28) when in the negative mood condition than when in the 

positive mood condition (M = 4.57, SD = 1.08), F(1, 66) = 3.12, p = .082, η2 = .05. For non-

interactive affective sharing groups, no such tendency in belongingness between the positive 

mood condition (M = 4.29, SD = 0.76) and the negative mood condition (M = 3.78,  

SD = 1.06) was found, F(1, 66) = 2.02, p = .16, η2 = .03. Although the simple main effect in 

the interactive affective sharing condition only reveals a trend in the data it is in accordance 

with hypothesis 2a.  

Furthermore, we found a main effect of task (F[1, 66] = 145.51, p < .0001, η2 = .69), 

indicating that work groups experienced more belongingness when engaged in the creative 

task (M = 5.74, SD = 1.64) than in the analytical task (M = 3.22, SD = 1.27). No other effects 

were found. 
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Figure 2.2: Group belongingness as a function of mood and interactive affective sharing 
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In hypothesis 2b we predicted that interactive affective sharing work groups will 

attain a higher level of information sharing when in a negative mood than when in a positive 

mood, whereas for non-interactive affective sharing work groups these effects will be 

weaker. We tested this hypothesis using an ANOVA on our rating of group information 

sharing. Results revealed, first of all, a main effect of interactive affective sharing,  

F(1, 66) = 17.61, p <.0001, η2 = .21, showing that groups in the interactive affective sharing 

condition provided and asked for more information (M = 6.17, SD = 1.42) than groups in the 

non-interactive affective sharing condition (M = 4.89, SD = 1.19).  

Consistent with our hypothesis, this main effect was qualified by a Mood × Interactive 

Affective Sharing interaction, F(1, 66) = 4.83, p < .05, η2 = .07. As shown in Figure 2.3, 

interactive affective sharing groups shared more information (M = 6.69, SD = 1.11) when in 

the negative mood condition than when in the positive mood condition (M = 5.66,  

SD = 1.53), F(1, 66) = 5.66, p < .05, η2 = .08. For non-interactive affective sharing groups no 

such difference in information sharing between the positive mood condition (M = 5.06,  

SD = 1.09) and the negative mood condition (M = 4.74, SD = 1.29) was found,  

F(1, 66) = 0.63, p = .43, η2 = .01. These results strongly support hypothesis 2b.  
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Figure 2.3: Group information sharing as a function of mood and interactive affective sharing 
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Furthermore, we found a main effect of task, F(1, 66) = 27.67, p < .0001, η2 = .30 

(Manalytical task = 4.81, SD = 2.03 vs. Mcreative task = 6.32, SD = 1.85), which was qualified by an 

Interactive Affective Sharing × Task interaction, F(1, 66) = 5.58, p < .05, η2 = .08. These 

effects indicated that groups in the interactive affective sharing condition shared more 

information during the analytical task than groups in the non-interactive affective condition 

(Minteractive affective sharing = 5.74, SD = 1.96 vs. Mnon-interactive affective sharing = 3.77, SD = 1.55),  

F(1, 66) = 20.97, p <.0001, η2 = .24, while information sharing during the creative task was 

not dependent on the interactive affective sharing condition (Minteractive affective sharing = 6.59,  

SD = 1.86 vs. Mnon-interactive affective sharing = 6.02, SD = 1.81), F(1, 66) = 1.86, p = .18, η2 = .03. No 

other effects were found.  

 

Discussion 

Research found evidence for the existence of group affect and for its impact on work 

group functioning (e.g., Barsade, 2002; Barsade et al., 2000; George, 1990, 1995; Mason & 

Griffin, 2003; Sy et al., 2005, Totterdell, 2000). Considerable attention has also been devoted 

to the development of group affect. Yet, the origin of group affect has been approached from 

different theoretical angles. As we argued, one may differentiate between a dynamic pathway 

to group affect and a static pathway to group affect, depending on the extent to which a role 

for the interactive affective sharing processes has been reserved. Previous research did not 

theoretically or empirically differentiate between group affect that rises from interactive 

affective sharing processes and group affect that rises from non-interactive affective sharing. 

The present study shows that this is unfortunate, because our key findings suggest that the 

dynamic path to group affect yields stronger effects on group task performance and group 

dynamics than the static path to group affect.  

 

Theoretical Implications 

Our findings have several theoretical implications for group affect research. To date, 

growing theoretical and empirical work on group affect has led scholars to put forward 

multiple theoretically based rationales that explain the development of group affect (see 

Forgas & George, 2001; Ilies et al., 2007; Kelly, 2004; Kelly & Barsade, 2001; Lord et al., 2002 

for reviews). However, as the amount of alternative and complementary mechanisms grows 

and the research field expands, so does the danger that the research field of group affect 

becomes fuzzier and less clear-cut. Perhaps, a theoretical framework that allows for more 

differentiation is warranted. Our study offers such a framework and aims to aid in the 

development of a more refined outlook on group affect and its potential effects on 
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organizational behavior. Based on theoretical analyses in the group affect literature we 

identified and labelled two different approaches to group affect. First, we identified the 

dynamic path to group affect, with its explicit focus on the role of interactive affective 

sharing processes. Second, we identified the static path to group affect, in which little explicit 

attention to dynamic affective sharing mechanisms exists, but instead emphasizes contextual 

and dispositional factors that happen to make group members feel similar. Our finding that 

the dynamic road to group affect yields stronger effects on work group functioning than the 

static road to group affect shows that there is merit in classifying group affect literature into 

these two approaches. Moreover, our results suggest that interactive sharing mechanisms 

are essential for building group affect in work groups. So far, group affect researchers have 

only theorized about the role of affective sharing mechanisms in the occurrence of group 

affect, yet they have not empirically investigated its isolated and direct influence on group 

performance and dynamics. Therefore, it might be the case that earlier studies concerning 

the static path to group affect might have found effects on group outcomes due to 

interactive sharing mechanisms that were not explicitly acknowledged.  

Our findings also contribute to the literature by acknowledging the often neglected 

role of task characteristics in group affect research. We found that groups performed better 

on a creative task than on an analytical task when they were in a positive mood, and better 

on an analytical task than on a creative task when they were in a negative mood, only when 

group members’ feelings were interactively shared. These findings align well with earlier 

individual level research indicating that positive mood fosters creative performance (e.g., Isen 

1990, 2000), whereas negative mood fosters analytical performance (e.g., Fiedler 2001). 

Researchers in several domains argued for the need to consider task type in promoting 

more systematic research on (work group) functioning and behavior (James et al., 2004; 

Kaufmann & Vosburg, 1997). By admitting different task types in our study we showed that 

the call to consider task type may also be important for research on group affect. For 

instance, based on the existing evidence flowing from studies on group affect, one might 

suspect that positive group affect, and not negative group affect, is positively related to 

higher performance (Barsade, 2002; Totterdell, 2000). However, earlier group affect 

research often did not differentiate between task types, thereby neglecting the potential role 

of task characteristics. Our study shows that negative group affect may have positive effects 

on task performance if the task is an analytical one, thereby testifying to the importance of 

differentiating between task types when the effects of group affect are being studied.  

In addition, the results of this study not only suggests that negative interactively 

shared affect positively affects analytical task performance, it also suggests that feelings of 

belongingness and the sharing of information may be positively influenced by negative group 
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affect. All in all, this leads us to concur with recent research that has pointed out that 

negative moods in the work place should not be viewed as being detrimental to work group 

functioning per se (George & Zhou, 2002, 2007). 

The present findings also extend previous work on the effects of group affect on 

group dynamics, which has mainly focused on group dynamical processes such as 

cooperation or prosocial behavior (Barsade, 2002; Barsade et al., 2000; George, 1995), 

whereas other processes have remained relatively underexposed. We examined 

belongingness and information sharing by analyzing group members’ behaviors that were 

recorded on videotape. We found that work groups (1) experienced a higher level of 

belongingness when in a negative mood than when in a positive mood, and (2) attained a 

higher level of information sharing when in a negative mood than when in a positive mood, 

only for work groups in which affect was interactively (versus non-interactively) shared. 

Group belongingness and information sharing were coded during both analytical and creative 

task performance. Although we did not allude to any differences in group dynamics 

dependent on the specific task at hand, we found that group members expressed more 

belongingness and shared more information with one another during the creative task as 

compared to the analytical task. The reason for these results could be that the creative task 

left more room for social interaction than the analytical task.  

 

Practical Implications 

In the light of the present findings we pose that, besides valence of affect, managers, 

team leaders and directors should be aware of interactive affective sharing processes among 

group members to be able to maximize work group performance and facilitate group 

dynamics. As the current study shows, managers may consider promoting the use of 

interactive affective sharing mechanisms within work groups, because this enhances the 

chance that valence of affect will indeed influence work group functioning. However, our 

results point out that it is important for managers to realize that the effects of positive and 

negative interactively shared moods depend on the kind of task that has to be performed. 

For instance, if a team has to come up with all sorts of creative ideas on a certain project, 

managers should specifically facilitate the interactive sharing of positive affect between these 

team members. On the other hand, if teams have to perform on an analytical task, the 

interactive sharing of negative affect may be more beneficial.  

These results imply that when valence of affect is beneficial for the specific task at 

hand managers may try to create group affect in their teams by stimulating dynamical 

affective linkages among employees, rather than, for instance, focusing on composing teams 

that consist of employees with similar affective dispositions. Different strategies may be used 
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to promote interactive affective sharing among team members. For example, training 

programs, which are widely practiced in organizations and are generally aimed at optimizing 

group functioning may be tailored to allow more interactive affective sharing between group 

members. Indeed, sessions may be developed where team members socially share their 

affect with others, by telling personal stories to one another or having team members 

experience certain work related events and exchange how they felt. In other words, team 

members may be stimulated to use interactive affective sharing techniques, for instance to 

learn to be more attentive to each others’ emotional expressions (to foster emotional 

contagion), to affectively compare one’s experienced affect to that of others, and to 

consciously exchange affective information with one another. Note that managers may also 

try to influence the valence of the experienced affect within teams in organizations, for 

instance via work conditions (George, Reed, Ballard, Colin, & Fielding, 1993; Teuchmann, 

Toterdell, & Parker, 1999; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), emotion norms (Fischer, Manstead, 

Evers, Timmers, & Valk, 2004; Hochschild, 1983; Rafaeli & Sutton, 1989), and leader behavior 

(Damen, Van Knippenberg, & Van Knippenberg, 2008; George, 1995; Lewis, 2000; 

Pescosolido, 2002).  

Regarding group dynamics within groups, our results indicate that it may be especially 

important to interactively share negative feelings with other group members in order to feel 

attached to the group. Many practices in daily life, such as group therapy in clinical settings, 

initiation rites in student societies, and boot camp practices in military settings, appear to be 

aimed at building feelings of attachment through the dynamic sharing of negative feelings. 

Thus, for the development of healthy intra-group relations it seems reasonable to offer team 

members the possibility to interactively share negative affect with one another. However, we 

would like to note that negative affect arising from disturbed intra-group relations probably 

does have negative effects on work group functioning. For instance, Jehn (1995) found that 

relationship conflicts have a negative effect on task performance. Negative affect within a 

work group that arises from socially shared sad personal experiences between group 

members may thus have a totally different effect on work group functioning than negative 

affect arising from irritations or character clashes between group members.  

 

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research 

As every study, the present study has its strengths and limitations. An important 

strength of this study pertains to the variety and sort of measures used. All our dependent 

variables were objective performance measures and codings of audio-video registrations, 

making the results of our study less dependent on subjective perception measures. 

Moreover, the experimental design enabled us to determine the direction of causality and 
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increased the confidence in the internal validity of our study. However, experimental designs 

might pose restrictions to the external validity.  

Although our set-up could potentially be criticized for its artificial nature, we would 

like to point out that findings from laboratory experiments that rely on student samples are 

usually similar to findings from surveys of organizational members (Dipboye, 1990; Wofford, 

1999). Moreover, we tried to make sure that our analytical and creative task captured the 

essential elements of tasks used in organizational contexts. For instance, in the field of 

advertising or product development, creative performance is also dependent on thinking 

outside the box and coming up with original ideas. Furthermore, we tried to enhance 

generalizability by developing a paradigm that aimed to capture essential features of work 

group settings. For instance, work group members were to perform multiple tasks, and were 

equally responsible for work group outcomes. Still, confidence in the conclusions of this 

study would be bolstered by replication in the field and by using tasks that are known to 

score higher on ecological validity, and we would welcome any such attempt. 

To arrive at our general proposition that the dynamic path to group affect renders 

stronger effects on work group functioning than the static path to group affect we build on 

theoretical perspectives of social validation theory and shared reality theory. Based upon 

several literatures, we reasoned that interactive affective sharing processes may affectively 

validate group members, which, in turn, may strengthen the valence of affect-behavior link. 

Unfortunately we can not draw any final conclusions about the validity of our argument, 

because in the current study we did not empirically test whether validation of affect and 

shared affective reality played a leading role. Thus, more insight into the mechanisms 

explaining the effects of interactive affective sharing on work group functioning would be 

valuable. We think that the proposed mechanisms may be promising and fruitful starting 

points for future research.  

Although we had expected to find that the dynamic path to group affect would have a 

larger impact on work group functioning than the static path to group affect, we did not 

anticipate that the static pathway had as little influence on work group performance and 

group dynamics as it did in the present study. The reason for this lack of effect could be that 

non-interactive affective sharing may have stronger effects on individual tasks than on group 

tasks (the latter of which we employed in our study). Another explanation could be that 

dispositional or contextual factors that happen to make group members feel similar are not 

sufficient to explain work group functioning and behavior. Perhaps, interactive affective 

sharing processes are a necessary prerequisite for group affect to influence work group 

performance and dynamics. Future research may shed more light on this important matter. 

Although in reality it is plausible that group affect may occur through both interactive and 
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non-interactive affective sharing, we showed that each pathway has its exclusive effects on 

group performance and dynamics. However, future research may also look into the 

interactive effects of the two pathways on group outcomes.  

In conclusion, our study clearly shows that interactive affective sharing has stronger 

effects on group task performance and group dynamical aspects than non-interactive 

affective sharing. In doing so, the present study testifies to the importance of affective 

dynamical interaction processes among group members in understanding and in explaining 

the effects of group affect on behavior. 




