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This study, grounded in Pekrun's control-value theory, examined how teachers' joy and anger are linked to their
achievement goals across various work situations (teaching, interaction with colleagues, administration, other).
Furthermore, it investigated whether these linkages are mediated by control- and value-appraisals. In a two-week
diary study with 165 teachers from elementary and vocational track secondary schools, 2148 daily situations
were recorded. The findings revealed that the within-person level associations between teachers' joy and anger
and their achievement goals differed from the between-person level findings and varied across situations with

different valence, but remained consistent across different classes of situations. Control-appraisals, in contrast to
value-appraisals, mediated the associations between joy and achievement goals as well as between anger and
achievement goals at the within-person level. The results highlight the importance of within-person dynamics in
understanding how teachers' emotions relate to their achievement goals in everyday school life.

1. Introduction

Teaching is a profession charged with emotion, and teachers, just
like their students, experience motivational rollercoasters. While some
days may be filled with joy and laughter both in and outside of school,
others bring anger, and it is not always easy to find the motivation to get
up and go to school. Teachers' achievement goals, as a core facet of
motivation, are a prominent approach for assessing the quality of
motivation of a person, targeting the “why” of a person's motivation
(Ford, 1992; Urdan & Maehr, 1995). Teachers' emotions and their
achievement goals are closely linked to their own well-being (e.g., Buric
et al., 2017; Keller et al., 2014; Parker et al., 2012; Retelsdorf et al.,
2010), their teaching styles (e.g., Chen, 2019; Retelsdorf et al., 2010;
Retelsdorf & Giinther, 2011), and students' motivation and behavior in
the classroom (e.g., Dresel et al., 2013; Hagenauer et al., 2015). Both
teachers' emotions and their goals seem therefore highly relevant in the
educational context. As emotions and goals are strongly intertwined (e.
g., Bross et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2017), investigating their associations
can help clarify, expand, and ultimately integrate the two fields of
research, offering two possibilities for intervention: targeting teachers'
emotional experiences and shaping their goals.

Both emotions and achievement goals differ at the inter- (between-
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person level) and intraindividual-level (within-person level) (e.g.,
Becker et al., 2015; Frenzel et al., 2015; Praetorius et al., 2014), so it
seems worthwhile to investigate whether their associations also differ at
the inter- and intraindividual level. Thus, as a first step, variability in
teachers' emotions and goals should be examined, as insights into
emotion-goal relationships across different teaching situations can help
design interventions that should target the changeable aspects of
teachers’ experiences (Frenzel et al., 2020; Goetz et al., 2016) and ul-
timately support teacher well-being and enhance educational outcomes.

Examining differences at the intraindividual level is valuable, but
offers limited explanatory power, as the situational factors driving these
variations remain unclear. Therefore, as a second step, it is important to
consider situational differences. A useful starting point in this direction
is to categorize various situations and thus distinguish between distinct
classes of situations, as teachers’ everyday school life is characterized by a
great variety of different situations, for example teaching, interaction
with colleagues, and administrative tasks (Schmidt et al., 2017). Not
only can the different classes of situations vary from day to day, but so
can the individual perception of these classes, with some being
perceived as more positive and others as more negative (Schmidt et al.,
2017). This describes the valence of the situation.

To gain a deeper understanding of how exactly emotions and goals
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are linked, the control-value theory comes into play (Pekrun, 2006). The
theory states that emotions are caused by cognitive appraisals, specif-
ically through the subjective experience of control during an activity or
the outcome of that activity, as well as the subjective value attributed to
this activity or its outcome (Pekrun, 2006). Emotions and goals are
assumed to be linked via these control- and value-appraisals (Pekrun
et al., 2006), which should still be demonstrated to teachers.

1.1. Teachers’ joy and anger in work-related situations

1.1.1. Definition and occurrences

Teachers’ emotions can be defined as evaluative reactions involving
various psychological and physiological subsystems, uniquely
embedded in the specific events and social interactions that teachers
encounter in their profession (Frenzel et al., 2021). In their daily work,
teachers face various challenging situations and interact with students,
parents, colleagues, and principals to manage different demands, like
ensuring classroom functioning, fostering student motivation and
achievement, maintaining positive relationships with parents, and
collaborating with colleagues and superiors (Frenzel et al., 2021). These
daily situations can be seen as either positive or negative (Schmidt et al.,
2017) and elicit certain work-related emotions.

Studies on teachers' emotions showed that teachers experience
various different emotions like joy, pride, anger, anxiety, shame and
boredom, with joy being the most commonly experienced positive
emotion and anger being the most commonly experienced negative
emotion (Buri¢ & Frenzel, 2019; Frenzel, 2014 for an overview; Frenzel
& Goetz, 2007; Keller et al., 2014). Joy and anger differ in terms of their
valence: joy is a positive, i.e. pleasant emotion, whereas anger is a
negative, i.e. unpleasant emotion (Pekrun, 1992, 2024). They thus
represent two opposite poles of affective experience and offer a theo-
retically significant spectrum for understanding teachers’ emotional
dynamics.

Teachers' emotions, particularly joy and anger, are differentially
linked to a range of outcomes for both students and teachers themselves.
These emotions not only directly influence students' emotions but also
affect students indirectly through teachers' instructional behaviors
(Frenzel et al., 2021). Specifically, teachers' joy is associated with a
greater focus on students, more positive interactions, and greater stu-
dent closeness, whereas experiencing anger is associated with a reduced
focus on students (Chen, 2019) and less student closeness (Hagenauer
et al., 2015). Moreover, teachers' joy and anger are linked to student
outcomes: teachers' joy shows positive associations with higher students'
engagement and discipline, whereas teachers' anger is linked to lower
engagement and less discipline (Hagenauer et al., 2015). Furthermore,
teachers' joy and anger are related to teachers' own well-being: joy is
associated with greater satisfaction, higher self-efficacy, and lower
emotional exhaustion (Buric et al., 2017; Hagenauer et al., 2015; Keller
et al., 2014), whereas anger is associated with lower satisfaction and
self-efficacy and higher emotional exhaustion (Buri¢ & Frenzel, 2019;
Buric et al., 2017; Hagenauer et al., 2015; Keller et al., 2014). Thus, both
joy and anger are of great practical importance. Given their prominence
and relevance, we found it valuable to begin exploring teachers’
work-related emotions by focusing specifically on these two emotions.

Research into the circumstances, namely in which professional sit-
uations joy or anger occur, can help to develop targeted interventions to
positively influence teachers' emotional experiences and outcomes. To
date, most research on teachers' emotions has focused on emotions
experienced during teaching, which is plausible given that teaching is
one of the core tasks in teachers' professional lives (Frenzel, 2014).
However, there are also a few studies investigating teachers’ emotions in
interaction situations additionally to teaching situations (e.g., Buric¢
et al., 2017; Buri¢ & Frenzel, 2019). It would be useful to expand the
research by including additional important work-related situations, such
as administrative tasks, and examine the situations together.

Teaching and Teacher Education 172 (2026) 105352

1.1.2. Inter- and intraindividual variability of teachers’ joy and anger

As the previous section has shown, investigating teachers' emotions
in different situations is important. However, it should also be noted that
a teacher not only experiences different emotions across situations
(within-person; intraindividual), but teachers also differ from one
another in their emotional experiences (between-person; interindi-
vidual), as research revealed (Becker et al., 2015; Frenzel et al., 2015).
Research on students showed that emotions contain about half tempo-
rally stable and half variable fractions (Respondek et al., 2019). For
teachers, intraindividual differences are even more pronounced, as the
majority of variance in joy and anger is located at the within-person
level (77-84 % for joy, 79-80 % for anger), while the remaining vari-
ance is located at the between-person level (Becker et al., 2015; Keller
etal., 2014). Situational variance in teachers' emotions can, for example,
occur due to different subjects and student groups (Frenzel et al., 2015).
As teachers are confronted with different tasks and people in their daily
work life, an investigation of teachers’ emotions at both the between-
and the within-person levels, while considering different situations, is
indispensable.

1.1.3. Control- and value-appraisals as proximal antecedents of teachers’
joy and anger

To understand why different emotions are experienced by different
people in different situations, the control-value theory (Pekrun, 2000,
2006) can be helpful. According to the control-value theory (Pekrun,
2000, 2006), which can be generalized to the emotional experience of
humans (Pekrun, 2021, 2024), and is therefore also relevant for teach-
ers’ work-related emotions, cognitive appraisals of control and value are
proposed to be reciprocally linked to emotions (Pekrun, 2024). The
control-appraisal is defined as the perceived control over the situation
and its results, while the value-appraisal pertains to the perceived
importance of success (Pekrun, 2000, 2006). The control-value theory
posits that different appraisal constellations evoke different emotions
(Pekrun, 2006). Joy and anger are emotions linked to present situations
(Pekrun, 2006). Joy is elicited by high control and a positive value
(Pekrun, 2006), whereas anger is elicited by low control and a negative
value (Pekrun, 2024).

The value-appraisal, originally defined as the intrinsic and extrinsic
value of actions and outcomes (Pekrun, 2006), has recently been further
differentiated by distinguishing between activity value and outcome
value, each of which encompasses positive and negative, as well as
intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of value (Pekrun, 2024). To consider this
increasing differentiation of value, as an initial investigative approach in
this study, we focused on attainment value, which was operationalized
as personal importance (Eccles, 2005, 2009). This value facet may be
particularly relevant for teachers in their daily work, as it underscores
the connection between a task's relevance and aspects of self and iden-
tity (Eccles, 2005; Gaspard et al., 2015), and is closely linked to
achievement goals (Conley, 2012).

1.2. Teachers’ achievement goals in work-related situations

1.2.1. Definition and distinctions

Achievement goals are described as “purpose for engaging in
competence-relevant behavior” (Elliot & Hulleman, 2017, p. 44). As
schools are achievement contexts, not only for students, but also for
teachers (Butler, 2007), teachers aim to experience competence in their
day-to-day work life and may differ in how they strive for it (Dickhauser
etal., 2021). The most comprehensive goal model to date is proposed by
Daumiller et al. (2019), which features ten distinct goals, comprising
four mastery goals (task-approach, task-avoidance, learning-approach,
learning-avoidance) and four performance goals (appearance-approach,
appearance-avoidance, normative-approach, normative-avoidance).
Two further goal classes, work-avoidance and relational (-approach)
goals, are included in the model. Mastery goals are characterized by
perceiving performance situations as opportunities to increase one's
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competencies and acquire new skills (Ames & Archer, 1988) and can be
categorized into task goals, which focus on task-based standards, and
learning goals, which focus on competence development (Elliot et al.,
2011). Performance goals strive for demonstrating one's own perfor-
mance abilities (appearance goals) and outperforming others (norma-
tive goals) (Ames & Archer, 1988; Elliot, 1999; Elliot, 2005; Hulleman
et al., 2010; Lee & Bong, 2016; Nicholls, 1984; Urdan & Mestas, 2006).
Each of these four goals can be differentiated by an approach and
avoidance component (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Approach goals focus
on achieving positive outcomes, while avoidance goals aim to avoid
negative outcomes (Elliot, 1999). Work-avoidance goals involve striving
to get through the day with little effort (Nicholls, 1984). Relational goals
involve striving to create close and caring relationships with others
(Butler, 2012; Ryan & Shim, 2006; Urdan & Maehr, 1995; Wentzel,
1994).

Despite recent theoretical differentiations, teachers’ achievement
goals have so far typically been assessed in terms of four distinct goals:
mastery, ability-approach (i.e., equals performance-approach), ability-
avoidance (i.e., equals performance-avoidance), and work-avoidance
goals (see Goal Orientation Scale; Butler, 2007). Studies showed that
mastery goals were most frequently adopted, whereas work-avoidance
goals were less frequently pursued by teachers (Butler, 2007; Retels-
dorf et al., 2010).

1.2.2. Inter- and intraindividual variability of teachers’ achievement goals

To understand why different goals are pursued, it should be
considered that goals, like emotions, differ between and within in-
dividuals. Achievement goals contain stable and variable aspects (e.g.,
Bong, 2001, 2004; Biirger & Schmitt, 2017; Daumiller et al., 2023; Fryer
& Elliot, 2007; Jagacinski et al., 2010; Muis & Edwards, 2009). Findings
for teachers showed that their achievement goals vary to almost equal
proportions at the within- and the between-person level (47-64 % for
between-variance; Praetorius et al, 2014). The findings of
within-person variability highlight important methodological implica-
tions, underscoring the need for research designs that capture variability
at the individual level, rather than relying solely on between-person
comparisons. This could be implemented with intensive longitudinal
designs, for example, diary studies.

To the best of our knowledge, we are not aware of any studies that
have examined the variance of teachers' achievement goals focusing on
specific situations. However, studies with students showed that their
goals can vary between different subjects (Goetz et al., 2016) and within
different activities in the same lesson (Yu et al., 2025). Therefore, it
would be important to consider teachers’ achievement goals in specific
situations.

1.3. Linking teachers’ joy and anger with achievement goals through
control- and value-appraisals

1.3.1. Theoretical assumptions

Emotions and achievement goals are strongly intertwined (e.g., Bross
et al, 2024), as achievement goals are assumed to determine
achievement-related thoughts and actions, and consequently shape
emotions (Pekrun et al., 2006). This presumably takes place via control-
and value-appraisals, as goals facilitate or dampen different appraisals,
which in turn contribute to experiencing different kinds of emotions
(Pekrun et al., 2006).

The model proposed by Pekrun et al. (2006) states assumptions
regarding emotion-goal-associations based on the mastery versus per-
formance focus and the approach versus avoidance components of goals.
In short, mastery goals are linked to activity-related emotions, perfor-
mance goals to outcome-related emotions, approach goals are associated
with positive emotions, and avoidance goals with negative emotions
(Pekrun et al., 2006). In detail, the following mechanisms via control-
and value-appraisals are postulated (Pekrun et al., 2006): Mastery
(-approach) goals are assumed to focus on the activity itself, experienced

Teaching and Teacher Education 172 (2026) 105352

control, and a positive value of the activity. They should therefore be
positively associated with the activity emotion joy, and negatively
associated with the activity emotions boredom and anger.
Performance-approach goals presumably focus on outcomes, high
controllability, and a positive outcome value, and are assumed to be
linked to positive outcome emotions such as hope and pride.
Performance-avoidance goals are assumed to focus on outcomes, are
characterized by a lack of controllability and a negative outcome value,
and should be associated with negative outcome emotions such as
anxiety, hopelessness, and shame.

The model (Pekrun et al., 2006) does not address further goals, such
as work-avoidance and relational-approach goals. However, based on
the assumptions for the aforementioned goals (Pekrun et al., 2006), the
following associations can be theoretically assumed: It could be postu-
lated that work-avoidance goals are, due to their avoidance component,
linked to lower levels of control and value, and consequently, to expe-
riencing less joy and more anger. In contrast, relational-approach goals,
with their approach focus, might be associated with higher levels of
control and a positive value, potentially leading to higher levels of joy
and less anger.

1.3.2. Empirical findings

A few studies have investigated the theoretically proposed associa-
tions for teachers’ joy and anger and their achievement goals, focusing
on direct associations without considering control- and value-appraisals.
For joy, positive associations were found with mastery-approach goals
(Hu et al., 2024; Janke et al., 2019; Luo et al., 2020; Simonton et al.,
2024; Wang et al., 2017) and relational goals (Simonton et al., 2024;
Wang et al., 2017). Joy was negatively linked to performance-avoidance
goals (Hu et al., 2024; Janke et al, 2019; Luo et al., 2020) and
work-avoidance goals (Janke et al., 2019; Simonton et al., 2024; Wang
et al., 2017). Both positive (Simonton et al., 2024) and negative (Janke
et al., 2019) associations were found for joy and performance-approach
goals.

Results for anger revealed positive associations with performance-
approach goals (Hu et al, 2024, Wang et al, 2017),
performance-avoidance goals (Hu et al., 2024; Luo et al., 2020;
Simonton et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2017), and work-avoidance goals
(Simonton et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2017). Anger was negatively asso-
ciated with mastery-approach goals (Hu et al., 2024; Luo et al., 2020;
Simonton et al., 2024) and relational goals (Simonton et al., 2024).
Thus, in addition to theoretical assumptions linking mastery goals with
activity emotions like joy and anger, and performance goals with
outcome emotions (Pekrun et al., 2006), the former studies (Hu et al.,
2024; Janke et al., 2019; Luo et al., 2020; Simonton et al., 2024; Wang
et al., 2017) also found associations between performance goals and the
activity emotions joy and anger. It is important to note that the studies
(Hu et al., 2024; Janke et al., 2019; Luo et al., 2020; Simonton et al.,
2024; Wang et al., 2017) focused on emotion-goal covariance between
persons, not within persons.

The theoretical assumptions about the underlying mechanisms of
control- and value-appraisals (Pekrun et al., 2006) have not yet been
investigated in teachers but have already been investigated in students
for joy (Hall et al., 2016; Li & Li, 2024). Hall et al. (2016) found no
significant effects for control- and value-appraisals as mediators of the
associations between goals and joy. Li and Li (2024) found that control-
and value-appraisals mediated the associations between all assessed
goals, namely mastery-approach, mastery-avoidance,
performance-approach, and performance-avoidance goals and joy.
Approach goals were associated with higher levels of control and higher
value, which led to greater joy, whereas avoidance goals were associated
with lower levels of control and value, which led to less joy. The con-
flicting findings of the two studies (Hall et al., 2016; Li & Li, 2024) may
be attributable to methodological differences between the studies (e.g.,
sample size, measurement of constructs). For example, value was either
operationalized as intrinsic and extrinsic value (Li & Li, 2024) or a
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summative value score was built, consisting of intrinsic, attainment and
utility value (Hall et al., 2016). The theoretically assumed associations
involving control- and value-appraisals (Pekrun et al., 2006) do not yet
appear to be clearly supported by empirical evidence. Both studies (Hall
et al.,, 2016; Li & Li, 2024) investigated the associations at the
between-person level, which does not allow any conclusions to be drawn
about the associations at the within-person level.

1.3.3. Situational differences

To confirm theoretical assumptions, the associations between emo-
tions, goals and appraisals should be not only investigated at the be-
tween-, but also at the within-person level. Investigating differences at
the within-person level is interesting, but contains little explanation,
because it remains unclear which situational factors contribute to the
differences. Therefore, it would be worthwhile to consider the differ-
ences in situations. In the present study, a situation is conceptualized as
a time-limited moment, such as a specific classroom event, the work on a
specific task (e.g., an administrative task), or a social interaction (e.g.,
interaction with colleagues).

A first step in this direction is to categorize different situations and
distinguish between various classes of situations, like teaching, interac-
tion with colleagues or administrative tasks. If differences in associa-
tions were to emerge here, insights would have been gained into how
these situational fluctuations arise. When considering different classes of
situations, however, it is important to bear in mind that not all situations
are likely to be equally relevant to teachers’ outcomes like well-being.
Rather, it can be assumed that emotionally intense situations have a
particularly strong influence on the overall experience and thus, for
example, on well-being. It could therefore be worthwhile to focus spe-
cifically on situations that are associated with particularly strong emo-
tions. An additional methodological advantage is that the emotions can
then be better remembered in the self-report at the end of the day and
reported more accurately. However, emotional intensity is not unipolar,
but bipolar: a situation can be experienced as strongly positive or
strongly negative (Schmidt et al., 2017). We refer to this as the valence of
the situation. As the associations between emotions and their antecedents
may also vary in situations with different valences, situations with
opposite valences should not be analyzed together. Therefore, in the
following, we take the valence of the situation into account and analyze
the assumed associations either separately or under control of the
valence of the situation. Overall, teachers experience more positive than
negative situations, but the distribution of positive and negative situa-
tions varies across different classes of situations (Schmidt et al., 2017).

Previous research suggests that emotions and goals vary depending
on the situation (e.g., Frenzel et al., 2015; Goetz et al., 2016; Yu et al.,
2025), whereas their functional linkages are theoretically considered
universal (Pekrun, 2006; Pekrun et al., 2006; Pekrun & Goetz, 2024). To
test the theoretically proposed universal linkages, we examined situa-
tional variability based on the valence and class of situation. Research on
teachers showed a variety of different classes of situations occur during
their daily work life, like instruction in class, preparation, interaction
with students outside class, counseling, interaction with colleagues,
professional development, administration, among others (Schmidt et al.,
2016, 2017). The majority of teachers’ work time is spent on the situ-
ation class of “instruction in class” (Schmidt et al., 2017).

For the specific emotion-goal associations, situational differences
could, for example, unfold as follows. Teachers might hold work-
avoidance goals whilst conducting administrative tasks, which could
lead to higher joy, but in a teaching situation, experiencing work-
avoidance goals could lead to lower joy. These differences in emotion-
goal associations might stem from various characteristics of the situa-
tion. As situations are inherently complex, it is conceivable that different
patterns of associations could emerge. Therefore, this study additionally
represents an initial attempt to assess the class of the situation, as this
could generate findings relevant to practice.

Teaching and Teacher Education 172 (2026) 105352
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Based on theoretical considerations and empirical findings, we pro-
pose a heuristic model linking joy, anger, appraisals, and achievement
goals while considering different situational classes characterizing
teachers’ daily lives (Fig. 1). The model comprises two levels: the
within-person level (Level 1) in the lower half, and the between-person
level (Level 2) in the upper half. At both levels, goals and joy/anger are
connected through direct paths. In addition, goals and joy/anger are also
linked indirectly via control and attainment value. Control and attain-
ment value are connected through a bidirectional relationship, ac-
counting for the covariance between these two constructs. At both
levels, the classes of situations are directly connected to joy/anger, as
well as indirectly through their influence on the associations between
goals and joy/anger. Furthermore, situational valence (positive vs.
negative), as a purely within-person level variable to further charac-
terize the situation, is directly related to joy/anger and indirectly in-
fluences the associations between goals and joy/anger.

We identified the following research gaps. First, although theoretical
models highlight the importance of within-person functioning, meaning,
for example, that the more a person experiences a given situation as
joyful, the more likely they are to pursue a certain goal in that situation
compared to a less joyful one, empirical research has tended to focus on
between-person covariations of emotions and goals (e.g., Bross et al.,
2024; Hu et al., 2024; Janke et al., 2019; Luo et al., 2020; Simonton
et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2017). For example, some individuals may
show stronger associations between, for instance, joy and a certain goal
than other people. Consequently, the empirical findings provide only
partial evidence for the assumed associations. Further, previous studies
on teachers’ joy, anger, and achievement goals have not investigated
situational variance in the associations due to situational characteristics.
To confirm assumptions on universal linkages (Pekrun, 2006; Pekrun
et al., 2006; Pekrun & Goetz, 2024), it would be interesting to investi-
gate whether the associations vary in different valenced situations and
in different classes of situations.

Lastly, previous studies on teachers have not investigated whether
and to what extent teachers’ associations are mediated by control- and
value-appraisals, as theoretically postulated (Pekrun et al., 2006).
However, this would be of great interest as it could provide more
detailed insights into the associations and bring forward theoretical
assumptions.

We therefore addressed the following research questions.

(1) How are the emotions joy and anger related to achievement
goals?

Theoretically, joy should be positively linked to mastery-approach
goals, whereas anger should be negatively linked to mastery-approach
goals (Pekrun et al., 2006). Expanding these theoretical considerations
with findings from prior studies on teachers’ emotion-goal associations
(e.g., Huetal., 2024; Janke et al., 2019; Luo et al., 2020; Simonton et al.,
2024; Wang et al., 2017), we made the following assumptions: We
expect joy to be positively associated with approach-oriented goals, such
as task-approach, learning-approach, appearance-approach, normati-
ve-approach and relational goals. In contrast, joy is expected to be
negatively associated with performance-avoidance goals (appear-
ance-avoidance, normative-avoidance) and work-avoidance goals.
Based on a former meta-analysis in the achievement context (Bross et al.,
2024), no significant associations are expected for joy and
mastery-avoidance goals, namely task-avoidance and
learning-avoidance. We expect anger to be positively associated with all
performance goals, irrespective of the approach- or avoidance orienta-
tion (appearance-approach, appearance-avoidance, normative-ap-
proach, normative-avoidance), with work-avoidance goals, as well as
with  mastery-avoidance goals, namely task-avoidance and
learning-avoidance (e.g., Bross et al., 2024). Negative associations are
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Control
A
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Level (Level 2)
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Attainment
Value

Classes of
Situations

Fig. 1. Proposed theoretical model on linkages between joy, anger and achievement goals.

Notes. pos: positive, neg: negative.

expected for anger with task-approach, learning-approach and rela-
tional goals.

In order to investigate these associations, we examined within-
person and between-person differences, as emotions and goals vary
across individuals as well as across situations (e.g., Praetorius et al.,
2014). We also distinguished between situations that were rated as
positive or negative (valence of the situation). For within- and
between-person level differences and differences in terms of the valence
of the situation, we do not have specific assumptions regarding potential
differences. Accordingly, we will conduct exploratory analyses.

(2) Do the associations between joy/anger and achievement goals
vary across different classes of situations?

Fig. 2 illustrates the second research question. To verify whether the
associations between joy/anger and achievement goals can be consid-
ered universal (Pekrun, 2006; Pekrun et al., 2006; Pekrun & Goetz,
2024), it is necessary to examine the associations in different situations.
However, due to the variation in emotions and goals at mean level in
different situations, it is also conceivable that the associations vary in
different classes of situations. We considered four different classes of
situations: teaching, interaction with colleagues, administrative tasks,
and other situations. The classes of situations are directly associated
with joy/anger, as teachers’ intensity of joy and anger might vary in
different classes of situations. Furthermore, the classes of situations are
depicted as moderators between joy/anger and goals. We added the

situational valence (positive vs. negative) at within-person level (Level
1) only, acting as a further variable for characterizing the situation,
affecting joy/anger directly. As we do not have specific assumptions
regarding situational differences, we will explore this possibility
empirically through exploratory testing.

(3) Are the associations between joy/anger and achievement goals
mediated by control- and value-appraisals?

Fig. 3 depicts the third research question. In line with previous
theoretical assumptions made by Pekrun et al. (2006), and in extension
of relevant goals, we expect stronger levels of approach goals, namely
task-approach, learning-approach, appearance-approach, normati-
ve-approach, and relational-approach goals, leading to higher levels of
control and attainment value, which, in turn, leads to more joy and
lesser anger. Stronger levels of avoidance goals, namely task-avoidance,
learning-avoidance, appearance-avoidance, normative-avoidance and
work-avoidance, are assumed to result in lower levels of control and
attainment value, leading to lesser joy and more anger. Situational
valence was included only at the within-person level (Level 1), serving
as an additional characteristic of the situation and influencing joy and
anger both directly and indirectly through interactions with goals.
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Fig. 2. Moderation model (RQ2).
Notes. pos: positive, neg: negative.

2. Method
2.1. Participants

A total of 165 teachers from German elementary schools (N = 86,
52.2 %) and vocational track secondary schools' (N = 78, 47.3 %; one
teacher did not specify the school) participated in a two-week diary
study. The participants’ average age was 43.31 years (SD = 11.12; min.
= 22, max. = 66), with 83.6 % identifying as female (n = 138) and the
remaining identifying as male.” On average, the teachers had 16.02
years of teaching experience (SD = 10.32; min. = 1, max. = 43 years).

! In Germany, the vocational track is the foundational level of the country's
three-tier secondary school system. These types of schools were selected
because they follow the class teacher principle, allowing emotions and goals to
be observed in a variety of everyday work situations relating to a specific school
class.

2 The sample in our study was predominantly female (83.6 %), which aligns
with the typical demographics of elementary and vocational-track secondary
education, where the teaching workforce is largely female. While this indicates
that our sample aligns broadly with the population in these school types, it also
means that the findings may be less generalizable to male teachers or to school
types with more balanced gender distributions.

> Joy/Anger

A

Classes of
Situations

2.2. Procedure

The study was approved by the local school district, and the schools
were contacted via phone and email. Informed consent was obtained
from all participants. Daily questionnaires were sent via email, and
participants received monetary compensation and individual feedback
upon completing the study. Participants completed a demographic
questionnaire on the first and last day. During the fourteen-day period in
between, a brief questionnaire was sent each evening to be completed
between 6 p.m. and midnight. Each day, teachers first indicated whether
it had been a workday. Of the 2303 daily questionnaires distributed,
1604 (69.6 %) were completed, with 1159 workdays and 445 non-
workdays (699 days were missing). Workday questionnaires (n =
1159) were considered for the present analysis, non-working days were
not included in the analyses. On average, each participant completed
7.02 questionnaires related to workdays.

2.3. Measures

2.3.1. Work-related situations

Each day, teachers were asked to describe up to four emotionally
intense work-related situations in an open-ended format (Klusmann
et al., 2020; Schmidt et al., 2017). These situations were coded by two
independent raters (Gwet's AC1 = .84) (Gwet, 2008) using a coding
scheme adapted from Schmidt et al. (2017). The reported situations
were categorized into four main categories: teaching, interaction with
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Fig. 3. 1-1-1 Mediation model with two mediators (RQ3).
Notes. pos: positive, neg: negative.

colleagues, administrative tasks, and other situations.

Following this, teachers were asked to select one emotionally posi-
tive and one emotionally negative situation from those they had re-
ported, based on the instruction: “Please choose the situation that you
remember as particularly positive/negative.” These selections were used
to determine the valence of the situations, which were then dummy
coded (0 = negative, 1 = positive), resulting in n = 1099 positive (51.2
%) and n = 1049 negative situations (48.2 %) (see Supplementary 1).

The situations were coded as follows: n = 1019 were classified as
teaching-related (47.4 %), n = 298 as interactions with colleagues (13.9
%), and n = 349 as administrative tasks (16.3 %). All other situations
that did not fit into these three categories were coded as “other” (n =
482; 22.4 %). These included situations such as parent counseling,
lesson preparation, and indefinable situations. Data were missing for n
= 66 situations. For both selected situations, joy, anger, achievement
goals, and control- and value-appraisals were subsequently recorded. As
is common in intensive longitudinal studies, we used single items for
economic reasons that have proven to be sufficiently valid and reliable
(Gogol et al., 2014; Matthews et al., 2022; Song et al., 2023).

2.3.2. Joy and anger

The single items for joy and anger were adapted from Goetz et al.
(2013) and Rottweiler et al. (2018) with the item “With regard to this
positive/negative situation, I felt ... “[joy, anger]” on a five-point Likert
scale ranging from one (not true at all) to five (exactly).

2.3.3. Achievement goals

Task-approach, task-avoidance, learning-approach, learning-
avoidance, appearance-approach, appearance-avoidance, normative-
approach, normative-avoidance, work-avoidance and relational goals
were assessed with an adapted scale by Daumiller et al. (2019) in
regards to the positive/negative situation. Participants responded on an

eight-point Likert-scale ranging from one (not true at all) to eight
(exactly) (see Supplementary 2 for item formulation).

2.3.4. Control- and value-appraisals

Control was assessed with the item “I was in control of the situation”
on a five-point Likert-scale ranging from not true at all to exactly,
adapted from Goetz et al. (2010). Attainment value was assessed with
the item “For me, the situation was ...” [not important at all to very
important] on a four-point Likert scale adapted from Goetz et al. (2010)
and Klusmann et al. (2020).

2.4. Analyses

Statistical analyses were conducted with R (R Core Team, 2023). The
hierarchical data structure was considered, as daily situational mea-
surements (N = 2148) were nested in persons (N = 165). For research
question one, we conducted bivariate multilevel correlations across the
situational (Level 1) and person-level (Level 2) for the positive and
negative situations with the misty package (Yanagida, 2024). Further-
more, manifest path models with MLR-estimator for non-normally
distributed data were performed. Missing data were addressed using
multiple imputation with predictive mean matching using the miceadds
package (Robitzsch & Grund, 2024), while accounting for the multilevel
structure of the data. A total of 20 imputations with 20 iterations were
conducted. The imputed datasets were analyzed using the mitml (Grund
et al., 2023) and lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012; Rosseel et al., 2025) for
research question two, and lavaan.mi package (Jorgensen, 2025) for
research question three. We calculated separate models for joy and
anger. To account for multiple testing, we used the Benjamini and
Hochberg (1995) procedure.

For approaching research question two, the coded classes of situa-
tions were dummy-coded. The specific valence of the situation (positive
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or negative) was entered as a covariate at Level 1 (see Fig. 2). For

research question three, we ran 1-1-1-mediation analysis, as all variables Al I “r MY eae ? CI’ < ‘\“ N
were measured at Level 1 (see Fig. 3). We ran separate models for joy
and anger. Joy and anger were predicted from control- and value-
appraisals and all achievement goals. Again, the specific valence of = T amAmeooedd <
the situation (positive or negative) was entered as a covariate and as an
interaction variable with all achievement goals at Level 1. For mediation
models (see Fig. 3), we calculated the direct effects for goals on joy/ SR g| R38R RRS § =
anger, goals on control, goals on value, control on joy/anger, and value
on joy/anger. We calculated the total indirect effects by considering
0 L —|lomnm N NON ® N O DN
mediation paths and total effects for the whole mediation model by IR REIL B °| < °|
considering mediation and direct paths. We report unstandardized co-
efficients for all analyses.
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3. Results
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3.1. Associations between joy, anger and achievement goals T1E8ARARB]: B3338
In the following, please note that, although the results may not O ONDAIRDO VKNI O N
. .. . .. . SNANY YO MInNo o o9
appear intuitive at first glance due to the focus on positive and negative | |
work situations, we naturally observe differences in the intensity of the
two emotions, joy and anger. This means that anger is more strongly Nmowvwawm QEONYT QO
X X . i . o . SRMMIIL HITNSSSS
expressed in negative work situations than in positive ones but still |
shows variance within negative work situations that leads to meaningful
c'orrel.atlons. The same applies in reverse for joy in positive work °l8IN8L I83%3388
situations.
Descriptive statistics of teachers' joy, anger, achievement goals, and
their bivariate correlations are presented in Table 1 (positive situations) Qe Yaadaddoco C" <
and Table 2 (negative situations). The correlations differed at the
within- and between-person level and between positive and negative
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work situations. In positive work situations (Table 1), joy was associated
with work-avoidance (r =-.08, p < .05) and relational goals (r=.21,p <

Notes. Pearson's correlations. Theoretical range for emotions: 1-5, for achievement goals: 1-8, for control: 1-5, and for attainment value: 1-4. ICC(1): Proportion of between person variance to the total variance, ICC(2):

Reliability of aggregated variable. Statistically significant correlations (p < .05) are displayed in boldface. Correlation coefficients at Level 1 (within-person level) are displayed in the lower triangle, correlation coefficients
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< .05), learning-approach (r = .29, p < .05), learning-avoidance (r = .26, r :
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Table 2

Correlations between joy, anger and achievement goals in negative situation.

Correlations

Descriptives

11 12 13 14

10

1

Icce2)

ICC(1)

SD

-.19

.23
-.16

.23
11

.44

.32
.08
.09
.13
.24
.32
.37
.39
.47
41

.26
.08
.28
.46
.64
.68
.85
.88
91

.21 .28

.30
.13
31

.39

.30
.10
.60
.66

12
.08
.81

.03

—.49

.68
.53
.68
.73

.24
.14
.24
.29
.34
41

.92
1.42
2.46
2.50
2.60
2.38
2.26
2.46
1.73
2.14
2.30
2.72
1.39

48

1.

1086
1084
1078
1073
1067
1061
1069

Joy

.29
.39
.36
.34
.23

.08
17

.28

.18
.37
.52
.63
.64
.93

.03
.45

.16

—.32

3.53

Anger

2
3
4

.10
.10
.06
—.08
—.01
—.12
—.08
-.10

.03

.03
—.05
—-.03
—.01
—.04
—.02
—.03
—.03

.02
—.03

86
40

5.

Task-approach

.56

.39
.71

.55

.54
.36
.18
.28

.22

5.

Task-avoidance

.53 .65

.83

.31

.13
.02
11
.03
.14
.05
.06

77
.82

3.51

Learning-approach
Learning-avoidance

.60

.61

.69

.48
.29
.20
.23
17
.01

.29

2.86
2.

.19
.16
.10
.19
—.20

.86 .50

.23

.27

.80
.80
.86
.84
.73

.38
.38
.47

71

Appearance-approach

7

42

.77

.54
.49
42

.23

.27

3.03

1069
1067
1066

Apperance-avoidance

.33

.22 .31

.15
22

.14
.15
.01

1.93
2.

Normative-approach

.40

.50

.51

.23

.45
.29
.28
.22
.15

35

Normative-avoidance
Work-avoidance
Relational

Control

10
11

.01

.04

.05
.10

.01

.05
.10
.04
.03

.04
11
—.02

.07
.13
.02
11

.01
.15

—.03

.06
.22
—.02

2.76

1075
1073
1048
1047

.19
—.12

17

—.08

17
.03
.14

.21

.00
—-.37

.00
.28

—.01

72

4.38

12

.02

12
—.18

.09
.13

.65

3.09
3.

—.15

.09 .10 .04 .04 .07

.05

.86 .55

18

Attainment Value

14

Notes. Pearson's correlations. Theoretical range for emotions: 1-5, for achievement goals: 1-8, for control: 1-5, and for attainment value: 1-4. ICC(1): Proportion of between person variance to the total variance, ICC(2):

Reliability of aggregated variable. Statistically significant correlations (p < .05) are displayed in boldface. Correlation coefficients at Level 1 (within-person level) are displayed in the lower triangle, correlation coefficients

at Level 2 (between-person level) are displayed in the upper triangle.
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3.2. Daily work situations moderating the associations between joy, anger
and achievement goals

The results of the analyses with all ten goals in one model and with
the moderators teaching, interaction with colleagues, administrative
tasks, and other situations are shown in Table 3 (joy) and Table 4
(anger). We additionally calculated the analyses for each goal individ-
ually (see Supplementary 3 and 4). More significant moderation effects
occurred in the individual models (9 in total) than in the overall models
(5 in total); however, the direction of the significant effects in the in-
dividual models corresponded to those in the overall models.

With correcting for multiple testing (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995),
task-avoidance goals were negatively linked to joy (b = —.108, p < .05),
and the valence of the situation was positively linked to joy (b = 2.633, p
< .05) at the within-person level. The valence of the situation was
negatively linked to anger (b = —2.231, p < .05) at the within-person
level. We did not find any significant effects at the between-person
level or moderator effects after the correction. The associations be-
tween joy/anger and goals therefore do not seem to change substantially
in different classes of situations.

3.3. Control- and value-appraisals mediating the associations between
joy, anger and achievement goals

The mediation model for joy is displayed in Table 5, significant direct
paths at the within-person level are displayed in Fig. 4. There were no
significant results at the between-person level; the following results thus
relate to the within-person level. We corrected for multiple testing
(Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995). Learning-approach goals and relational
goals were linked positively to control (learning-approach b =.059, p <
.05, relational goals b = .079, p < .05). Appearance-avoidance goals
were linked negatively to control (b = —.071, p < .05). All approach
goals except normative-approach goals were linked positively to value
(task-approach b = .028, p < .05, learning-approach b = .029, p < .05,
appearance-approach b = .040, p < .05, relational goals b = .025, p <
.05). Work-avoidance goals were linked negatively to value (b = —.064,
p < .05). Control was positively associated with joy (b =.186, p < .05).
The indirect path via control (Goals — Control — Joy) was significant (b
=.030, p < .05), which indicates mediation. Of the ten goals included,
none of the direct paths between goals and joy remained significant after
including control as a mediator, indicating full mediation. The total
effect of the mediation model was significant (b =.099, p < .05). The R?
values for joy were quite high (67.4 %), whereas for control and value,
they were quite small (6.5 % and 7.9 %) at the within-person level.

The mediation model for anger is displayed in Table 6, significant
direct paths at the within-person level are displayed in Fig. 5. Again, no
significant findings occurred at the between-person level. In addition to
the findings for goals and the mediators, control and value mentioned
above, control at within-person level was negatively associated with
anger (b = —.327, p < .05). The indirect path via control (Goals —
Control — Anger) was significant with a negative effect (b = —.053,p <
.05), which indicates mediation. Among all ten included goals, none of
the direct paths between goals and anger remained significant after
adding control as mediator, indicating full mediation. The total effect of
the mediation model was not significant (b = —.050, p = .257). The R?
values for anger were relatively high (52.3 %), while those for control
(6.6 %) and value (7.9 %) were comparatively low at the within-person
level.

4. Discussion

In this study, we aimed to gain insights into the associations between
teachers' emotions—specifically joy and anger—and their goals.
Teachers work in diverse contexts in which they experience a wide range
of emotions and pursue different goals. In the classroom, these factors
may have different effects than, for example, in extracurricular
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Table 3 Table 3 (continued)
I\{Ioderatlon of the associations between achievement goals and joy by coded b SE 2value » adi.
situations.
p
b SE z-value P adj. Learning-avoidance 274 1.431 199 846
p Appearance-approach .085 1.446 .068 .884
Level 1 Appearance-avoidance —.090 1.358 —.071 917
Task-approach 037 031 1.220 203 Normative-approach 137 1.804 .074 .890
Task-avoidance —.108 029 _3.773 <.001 * Normative-avoidance .583 1.628 .378 711
Learning-approach .036 .021 1.712 .095 Work:avoidance —.476 1.022 —.484 .634
Learning-avoidance .004 .024 176 .753 Relatu-)nal -084 -810 113 872
Appearance-approach .064 .031 2.039 .050 Teaching —.359 1.080 —.034 .962
Appearance-avoidance —.034 031 ~1.099 287 Interaction with colleagues .068 1.096 .007 .989
Normative-approach .043 .034 1.257 .236 Administration ) 049 11.331 .005  1.000
Normative-avoidance —.054 031 ~1.765 106 Task-approach x Teaching —.186 2.059 —.092 .935
Work-avoidance .007 020 333 742 Task-approach x Interaction —.202 2.425 —.072 991
Relational .032 .019 1.657 117 Task-approach x —-.128  2.005 —.070 .907
Valence 2.633 077 34394 <001  * Administration
Teaching —.052 204 ~1.203 338 Task-avoidance x Teaching .304 1.766 174 .851
Interaction with colleagues .003 241 ~1.094 345 Task-avoidance x Interaction .872 2.114 429 .668
Administration —.027 270 —1.743 184 Task-avoidance x -.107 2.438 —.040 918
Task-approach x Teaching .042 .035  —1.337 .263 Admil?istration
Task-approach x Interaction —.014 041 ~1.269 274 Learm.ng—approach X —.639 1.795 —.366 711
Task-approach x -.025 .040 -.719 .479 Teaching
Administration Learning-approach x —-1.077 3.072 —.384 712
Task-avoidance x Teaching —.066 .032 2.854 .007 Intera'ction
Task-avoidance x Interaction —.090 .040 .836 432 Lear{ll{lg-apProach X .207 2.368 .079 .828
Task-avoidance x .019 .040 2.128 .043 Administration
Administration Learning-avoidance x —.022 1.878 —.014 823
Learning-approach x 120 .024 -.077 .770 Teaching
Teaching Learning-avoidance x —-1.182 2.572 —.476 .638
Learning-approach x .052 .040  -1.323 .207 Interaction
Interaction Learning-avoidance x .637 2.298 .299 .760
Learning-approach x -.011 .033 .089 .801 Administration
Administration Appearance-approach x .499 2.074 242 796
Learning-avoidance x -.027 .027 -1.020 .344 Teaching
Teaching Appearance-approach x 373 1.910 .204 .841
Learning-avoidance x .042 .039 1.070 .313 Interaction
Interaction Appearance-approach x —.794 2.627 —.338 741
Learning-avoidance x —.014 .035 —.411 .656 Administration
Administration Appearance-avoidance x —.685 1.979 —.358 726
Appearance-approach x —.025 .035 —.722 .486 Teaching
Teaching Appearance-avoidance x 128 3.255 .045 .920
Appearance-approach x —.066 .052 -1.277 .234 Interaction
Interaction Appearance-avoidance x —.047 2.433 .004 .832
Appearance-approach x —.090 .052 -1.736 .098 Administration
Administration Normative-approach x —.296 2.315 —.131 .871
Appearance-avoidance x 019 .037 .503 .609 Teaching
Teaching Normative-approach x -.972 3.087 —.325 734
Appearance-avoidance x 120 .052 2.326 .027 Interaction
Interaction Normative-approach x .326 3.493 .102 .904
Appearance-avoidance x .052 .046 1.122 280 Administration
Administration Normative-avoidance x —.135 2.422 —.051 .893
Normative-approach x —.011 .040 —.269 717 Teaching
Teaching Normative-avoidance x —.050 3.197 —.025 931
Normative-approach x —.042 .062 —.671 517 Interaction
Interaction Normative-avoidance x —2.026 2.183 —.976 .362
Normative-approach x .049 .056 .880 .397 Administration
Administration Work-avoidance x Teaching 197 1.258 .165 .836
Normative-avoidance x .040 038 1.070 310 Work-avoidance x Interaction —.338 2.032 —.168 .868
Teaching Work-avoidance x 1.095 1.763 644 .528
Normative-avoidance x .025 .060 422 .639 Administration
Interaction Relational x Teaching —.025 .874 —.038 918
Normative-avoidance x .036 .050 709 492 Relational x Interaction .646 1.270 .501 .618
Administration Relational x Administration —.524 1.500 —.352 719
Work-avoidance x Teaching -.015 .023 —.654 .537 R-Square
Work-avoidance x Interaction —.007 .037 —-.189 .768 Joy 1.000
Worlf-e?vmdfmce * 028 029 955 375 Notes. b: unstandardized estimates, SE: standard error, p: p-value; Category and
Administration alence dummy-coded; 0: negative Situation, 1: positive situation; A multiple
Relational x Teaching .029 .023 1.253 .252 vaie y ’ 8 . > _p_ ’ P
Relational x Interaction 005 029 159 796 testing correction was applied using the Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) pro-
Relational x Administration _.038 028 —1.382 196 cedure, as shown in the ‘adj. p’ column. Asterisks indicate significance after this
R-Square correction (*p < .05); Joy at between-person level was fixed at 0 because of
Joy 695 negative variances.
Level 2
Task-approach 249 1.507 .166 .858
Task-avoidance —.380 1.290 —.305 .763
Learning-approach 447 1.511 .315 .755
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Table 4 Table 4 (continued)
Moderation of the associations between achievement goals and anger by coded .
. . b SE z-value p adj.
situations.
p
b SE z-value p adj. Learning-avoidance 322 747 440 667
p Appearance-approach 439 724 .597 .560
Level 1 Appearance-avoidance 129 .678 197 .838
Task-approach 016 032 491 613 Normative-approach —.490 1.361 —.359 721
Task-avoidance .029 037 796 440 Normative-avoidance —.230 1.242 —.193 .833
Learning-approach —.030 .024 —-1.206 .238 Work;avoidance —.067 717 —.094 .903
Learning-avoidance —.031 .025 -1.223 .246 Relational -.119 471 —.243 776
Appearance-approach —.045 .033 ~1.362 189 Teaching —.048 5.598 —.009 972
Appearance-avoidance 017 .033 499 627 Interaction with colleagues 397  5.590 .073 942
Normative-approach .002 .043 .039 .871 Administration ) —.095  6.005 —.016 .985
Normative-avoidance 037 038 966 343 Task-approach x Teaching -1.108 1.210 —-.923 .364
Work-avoidance —.025 027 _ 916 368 Task-approach x Interaction 822 1.092 .769 .465
Relational 023 .019 1.205 .251 Task-approach x 249 1.101 227 783
Valence -2.231  .093  -24.061 .001 Administration
Teaching 383 222 1.737 118 Task-avoidance x Teaching 1.039 .974 1.075 .288
Interaction with colleagues —.129 255 —.497 548 Task-avoidance x Interaction -.279 1.119 —.261 .767
Administration 386 282 1.379 237 Task-avoidance x -1.216 1.185 —1.028 .327
Task-approach x Teaching —.004 .040 —.091 749 Administration
Task-approach x Interaction .032 041 .800 452 Learm.ng—approach X —-.096 1.135 —.090 .787
Task-approach x .010  .054 .185 729 Teaching
Administration Learning-approach x —-.577 1.555 —-.371 714
Task-avoidance x Teaching —.009 .040 —.227 772 Intera'ction
Task-avoidance x Interaction 014 .044 326 714 Lear{ll{lg-approach X 446 1.304 .352 .696
Task-avoidance x —.021 .049 —.426 682 Administration
Administration Learning-avoidance x —.340 1.034 -.337 722
Learning-approach x .019 .028 .675 .518 Teaching
Teaching Learning-avoidance x —.118 1.287 —.098 .841
Learning-approach x —.009 .046 —.191 787 Interaction
Interaction Learning-avoidance x .091 1.171 .055 .735
Learning-approach x .042 .039 1.073 .297 Administration
Administration Appearance-approach x —.280 .949 —.288 .740
Learning-avoidance x .033 .028 1.184 .275 Teaching
Teaching Appearance-approach x -.828 1.214 —.676 .515
Learning-avoidance x .006 .044 142 .782 Interaction
Interaction Appearance-approach x .168 1.536 .102 .851
Learning-avoidance x —.021 .042 —.503 607 Administration
Administration Appearance-avoidance x —-.572  1.043 —.547 .599
Appearance-approach x .034 .035 .970 .360 Teaching
Teaching Appearance-avoidance x 335  1.428 .232 .798
Appearance-approach x .025 .056 .468 .630 Interaction
Interaction Appearance-avoidance x —.694 1.316 —.524 .600
Appearance-approach x .166 .065 2.564 .015 Administration
Administration Normative-approach x 1.390  1.540 .903 .370
Appearance-avoidance x —.008 .038 —.207 .760 Teaching
Teaching Normative-approach x -.016 2.085 —.002 912
Appearance-avoidance x —-.017 .051 —.332 .735 Interaction
Interaction Normative-approach x —1.011 2.209 —.459 .649
Appearance-avoidance x —.095 .052 —1.838 .077 Administration
Administration Normative-avoidance x —-.039 1.359 —.027 .871
Normative-approach x —.026 .046 —.566 582 Teaching
Teaching Normative-avoidance x 1.421  2.109 .693 .496
Normative-approach x .070 .079 .886 .386 Interaction
Interaction Normative-avoidance x 675  2.083 .329 .738
Normative-approach x —010  .071 —136  .841 Administration
Administration Work-avoidance x Teaching -.235 .834 —.284 779
Normative-avoidance x —.045 047 —.969 339 Work-avoidance x Interaction —-.171 1.483 -.113 .862
Teaching Work-avoidance x 646 1.212 .537 .596
Normative-avoidance x —.051 .072 —.706 489 Administration
Interaction Relational x Teaching 262 .489 .534 .604
Normative-avoidance x —.101 067 ~1.517 133 Relational x Interaction —.153 .723 -.219 .764
Administration Relational x Administration —.036 914 —.046 .824
Work-avoidance x Teaching .013 .031 417 .685 R-Square
Work-avoidance x Interaction .060 .036 1.683 114 Anger 1.000
Worlf-e?vmdfmce * 015 036 47 672 Notes. b: unstandardized estimates, SE: standard error, p: p-value; Category and
Administration alence dummy-coded; 0: negative Situation, 1: positive situation; A multiple
Relational x Teaching —.058 .026 —2.293 .038 vaie y ’ 8 . > _p_ ’ P
Relational x Interaction _.038 033 1182 271 testing correction was applied using the Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) pro-
Relational x Administration _.035 030 ~1.173 277 cedure, as shown in the ‘adj. p’ column. Asterisks indicate significance after this
R-Square correction (*p < .05); Anger at between-person level was fixed at 0 because of
Anger .548 negative variances.
Level 2
Task-approach 482 .832 .582 .565
Task-avoidance —.413 .695 —.598 .553
Learning-approach .042 .899 .052 .847
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Table 5 Table 5 (continued)
Mediation model results with all achievement goals as predictors, control- and .
. . . b SE z-value p adj.
value-appraisals as mediators, and joy as outcome. p
b SE z-value p adj. Appearance- (x6) —.025 .012 —2.160 .031
p avoidance — Value
Level 1 Normative-approach  (x7) -.019 016  —1.202 .229
Task-approach — Joy  (f1) —.019 .017 —1.146 252 — Value
Task-avoidance — (f2) —.022 016  —1.405 .160 Normative- (x8) .005 .011 429 .668
Joy avoidance — Value
Learning-approach -  (f3) .037 .015 2.435 .015 Work-avoidance — (x9) —.064 .010 -6.334  <.001 *
Joy Value
Learning-avoidance (f4) —.009 016 _.528 598 Relational — Value (x10) .025 .008 3.310 .001 *
- Joy Control — Joy (el) .186 .028 6.554  <.001 *
Appearance- (f5) .038 020 1.936 .053 Value — Joy (e2) 092 .036 2.592 .010
approach — Joy Total Effect .099 .034 2.915 .004 *
Appearance- (f6) —.010 .018 -.578 563 Goals — Control — .030 .008 3568  <.001 *
avoidance — Joy Joy
Normative-approach  (f7) .053 .029 1.816 .069 Goals — Value — -.003 .005 —.692 .489
— Joy Joy
Normative- (f8) -.026 021 -1.230 .219 R-Square
avoidance — Joy Joy .674
Work-avoidance — (f9) .029 .015 1.975 .048 Control .065
Joy Value .079
Relational — Joy (f10) -.003 .012 —.251 .801 Level 2
Valence — Joy 2.199 .201 1.961 <.001 * Task-approach — Joy (c1) —.065 .184 -.351 726
Task-approach x .037 .027 1.356 175 Task-avoidance — (c2) -.107 334 -.319 749
Valence — Joy Joy
Task-avoidance x —.016 027 —.600 548 Learning-approach — (c3) .298 .740 .403 .687
Valence — Joy Joy
Learning-approach —.014 .022 —.669 503 Learning-avoidance (c4) .006 .346 .018 .986
x Valence — Joy - Joy
Learning-avoidance .006 .022 246 .806 Appearance- (c5) —.616 2444 —.252 .801
x Valence — Joy approach — Joy
Appearance- —.037 .028 ~1.293 196 Appearance- (c6) .532 2.116 252 .801
approach x Valence avoidance — Joy
- Joy Normative-approach (c7) 450  2.011 224 .823
Appearance- 012 .029 427 669 - Joy
avoidance x Valence Normative- (c8) —.396 1.707 —.232 .817
— Joy avoidance — Joy
Normative-approach —.044 .038 ~1.162 245 Work-avoidance — (c9) .034 .078 441 .659
x Valence — Joy Joy
Normative- 016 .035 442 659 Relational — Joy (c10) .048 294 .163 .871
avoidance x Valence Task-approach — (al) —.097 314 —.309 758
— Joy Control
Work-avoidance x —.077 026 _2.954 003 % Task-avoidance — (a2) .247 .358 .690 490
Valence — Joy Control
Relational x Valence .080 .020 3.960 <.001 * Learning-approach - (a3) —.418 .636 —.657 511
— Joy Control
Task-approach — dn 042 017 2.479 013 Learning-avoidance (a4) 121 .319 .381 .703
Control — Control
Task-avoidance — (d2) —.032 016 ~1.997 .046 Appearance- (a5) 1.627 1.991 .817 414
Control approach — Control
Learning-approach —»  (d3) .059 .016 3.670 <.001 Appearance- (a6) -1.372  1.720 —.798 425
Control avoidance — Control
Learning-avoidance d4) —.024 015 _1.541 123 Normative-approach (@7) —1.354 1.627 -.832 .405
— Control — Control
Appearance- (d5) .042 .020 2.101 .036 Normative- (a8) .997 1.419 .703 482
approach — Control avoidance — Control
Appearance- (d6) —.071 .021 —3.368 .001 Work-avoidance — (a9) .040 .099 .402 .688
avoidance — Control Control
Normative-approach a7 .058 025 2.333 020 Relational — Control (al0) —.093 .269 —.346 729
— Control Task-approach — 1) .032 159 199 .842
Normative- (d8) 007 024 277 782 Value
avoidance — Control Task-avoidance — y2) .238 .258 .923 .356
Work-avoidance — (d9) .004 .017 .206 .837 Value
Control Learning-approach —»  (y3) —.207 493 —.420 675
Relational — Control ~ (d10) 079  .016 4896  <.001 * Value
Task-approach — (x1) 028 010 2.854 .004 s Learning-avoidance 4) .129 .252 512 .608
Value — Value
Task-avoidance — (x2) —.011 .011 —1.061 .289 Appearance- (¥5) .880 1.477 .596 .551
Value approach — Value
Learning-approach - (x3) .029 .010 3.001 .003 Appearance- (y6) -.863 1.255 —.688 .492
Value avoidance — Value
Learning-avoidance (x4) .007 .009 738 461 Normative-approach y7) —.745 1.157 —.644 .520
— Value — Value
Appearance- (x5) 040 011 3.614  <.001 Normative- (O] 707 981 721 471

approach — Value
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avoidance — Value

(continued on next page)
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Table 5 (continued)

b SE z-value p adj.
p

Work-avoidance — ¥9) —.038 .059 —.646 518
Value
Relational — Value (y10) —.168 .195 —.860 .390
Control - Joy (b1) .179 222 .808 419
Value — Joy (b2) .223 374 .596 .551
Total Effect —.242 717 —.337 736

Goals — Control — —.056 .101 —.552 .581
Joy

Goals — Value — 2.257  3.784 .596 .551
Joy
R-Square

Joy .325

Control .206

Value .330

Notes. b: unstandardized estimates, SE: standard error, p: p-value, valence was
dummy-coded: 0: negative Situation, 1: positive situation; multiple testing
correction was applied using the Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) procedure, as
shown in the ‘adj. p’ column; asterisks indicate significance after this correction
(*p < .05).

environments. The teaching profession encompasses unique work situ-
ations; therefore, a situational approach is appropriate, as these situa-
tions are specific to the teaching profession and differ from those
experienced in other populations and occupations. Accordingly, we took
a closer look at teachers' emotional experiences and goals within these
specific situations. We extended previous research, which primarily
focused on interindividual differences, by also considering intra-
individual variations, situational differences, and control- and value-
appraisals. As the study was conducted in Germany, one noteworthy
aspect of the German educational context is that Germany does not have
a strong accountability system—teachers are not formally held respon-
sible for their students' academic achievement. This may indeed have
implications for German teachers’ goals—e.g., they might have less
pronounced performance-approach goals for their teaching, as the
achievement of their classes is never officially compared with that of
other classes, nor does it carry any consequences for the teacher.

4.1. Joy, anger and achievement goal associations

As assumed, differences in the associations between teachers’ joy,
anger and goals at the within- and between-person level and in positive
and negative situations occurred. In extension of existing studies on
teachers (e.g., Hu et al., 2024; Janke et al., 2019; Luo et al., 2020;
Simonton et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2017), our findings showed that the
associations at the within-person level differ from the associations at the
between-person level. Most emotion-goal associations were significant
at one level, but not at both levels. In the few cases where associations
were significant at both levels, the correlations were stronger at the
between-person level.

The results for the associations between teachers' joy and goals are
partly consistent with previous research findings (e.g., Hu et al., 2024;
Janke et al., 2019; Luo et al., 2020; Simonton et al., 2024; Wang et al.,
2017). The findings for associations with mastery-avoidance goals,
which were not investigated in previous studies on teachers, revealed
interesting patterns: teachers’ learning-avoidance goals were positively
associated with their joy at the between-person level in both positive
and negative work situations. Despite their avoidance component, this
facet of mastery goals was thus positively associated with joy. This un-
derscores the importance of taking different goal facets and their asso-
ciations with emotions into account when investigating teachers (Bross
et al., 2024; Daumiller et al., 2019).

Moreover, and contrary to theoretical assumptions, teachers' joy was
positively associated with normative-avoidance and work-avoidance
goals at the between-person level in negative work situations. This
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contrasts previous findings that found negative associations between
teachers' joy and their avoidance goals (e.g., Hu et al., 2024; Janke et al.,
2019; Luo et al., 2020; Simonton et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2017). The
positive correlations could have occurred because the valence of the
situation was considered in the analyses. Theoretical frameworks for
teachers' emotion-goal associations could therefore be expanded to ac-
count for the valence of the situation. In negative work situations,
however, it is noteworthy that teachers’ joy also correlated positively
with many approach-goals. Therefore, pursuing more goals in negative
work situations might be beneficial for teachers, as it appears to be
linked to increased joy.

The findings for anger and goals are predominantly consistent with
previous research findings on teachers (e.g., Hu et al., 2024; Luo et al.,
2020; Simonton et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2017). In positive work situ-
ations, we found positive associations between anger and all perfor-
mance goals except appearance-approach goals, as well as with
work-avoidance goals at the between-person level. This highlights that
teachers’ anger is associated with performance and work-avoidance
goals, which are considered more maladaptive and thus should be
prevented.

In positive work situations, teachers’ work-avoidance goals corre-
lated as expected negatively with joy (within-person level) and posi-
tively with anger (between-person level). This suggests that teachers
should be encouraged not to adopt work-avoidance goals, especially in
positive work situations, as they are associated with negative emotional
experiences.

As expected, teachers’ relational goals were positively associated
with joy at both levels in positive work situations. This suggests that
promoting relational goals, for example, by encouraging teachers to
actively establish positive relationships with their students and col-
leagues, could be positively linked to their emotional experiences.
Further, teachers should be encouraged to experience joy, for example,
by using appropriate regulation strategies.

Our findings highlight the importance of considering both teachers'
within- and between-level and the valence of the situation, as emotion-
goal associations differed at both levels and in positive and negative
work situations. This could hint to non-linear correlations, as the asso-
ciations appear to change depending on the valence of the situation
(positive vs. negative), suggesting that the associations may not be
consistent or linear across situations Since both levels yielded relevant
associations in our data, this emphasizes that examining only one level
risks overlooking important findings on emotion-goal associations that
might expand our theoretical understanding of teachers’ emotions and
goals.

4.2. Role of daily work situations for the associations

Our findings indicate that the associations between emotions and
goals do not differ across different classes of situations, as none of the
interaction effects were significant after correcting for multiple testing
(Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995). This finding is in line with theoretical
assumptions proposing universal associations between emotions and
goals (Pekrun, 2006; Pekrun et al., 2006; Pekrun & Goetz, 2024), despite
variations in emotions and goals at mean-level are found to exist (e.g.,
Becker et al., 2015; Keller et al., 2014; Praetorius et al., 2014).

This study has made a first attempt to provide a more accurate pic-
ture of the emotion-goal associations by considering different classes of
situations. Future research could extend these classes of situations and
address the question of how exactly situations are evaluated and based
on which aspects an evaluation is made.

4.3. Control- and value-appraisal mechanisms
Extending previous studies that either found no mediation effects for

control- and value-appraisals (Hall et al., 2016) or identified mediation
effects for both control- and value-appraisals (Li & Li, 2024), in our
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Fig. 4. Results for mediation model for joy with all goals as predictors, control- and value-appraisals as mediators, and joy as outcome.
Notes. Displayed are unstandardized coefficients; only significant direct paths after Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) correction with p < .05 at the within-person level
are shown; mediation via control (indirect path) b = .030, p < .05; mediation via attainment value (indirect path) b = —.003, p = .489; total effect of the mediation

model b = .099, p < .05.

study, control was found to fully mediate the associations between joy
and goals at the within-person level, and between anger and goals at the
within-person level. Notably, control served as a significant positive
mediator in the link between joy and goals, and as a significant negative
mediator in the link between anger and goals: learning-approach and
relational goals were linked to higher levels of control, whereas
appearance-avoidance goals were linked to lower levels of control. Ul-
timately, this led to increased joy and lower levels of anger. These
findings align with theoretical assumptions that linked the approach and
avoidance components of goals to higher and lower levels of perceived
control and consequently to joy and anger (Pekrun et al., 2006). We
were able to demonstrate this for two examined approach goals, namely

14

learning-approach and relational goals, and for one avoidance goal,
namely appearance-avoidance. Teachers who adopted approach goals in
a given situation by trying to develop their own competencies and
achieve a personal connection with their colleagues or students, in
contrast to adopting appearance-avoidance goals, which evolve around
avoiding to look incompetent to others (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996),
therefore tended to experience more control and ultimately experience
more joy and less anger in that situation compared to other situations.
Fostering learning-approach and relational goals, and reducing
appearance-avoidance goals that may undermine teachers' perceived
control, therefore seems promising. This could be achieved, for example,
in educational training and professional development programs.
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Table 6 Table 6 (continued)
Mediation model results with all achievement goals as predictors, control- and .
N ) b SE z-value P adj.
value-appraisals as mediators, and anger as outcome. p
b SE zvalue P adj. Appearance- x5) 041 011 3624 <001  *
p approach — Value
Level 1 Appearance- (x6) —.025 012 -2.162 .031
Task-approach — (f1) 046 .024 1.917 .055 avoidance — Value
Anger Normative-approach x7) —.019 .016 —1.208 227
Task-avoidance — (f2) .010 .027 .363 716 — Value
Anger Normative- (x8) .005 .011 433 .665
Learning-approach —  (f3) —.035 .027  -1.310 .190 avoidance — Value
Anger Work-avoidance — (x9) —.064 .010 -6.323  <.001 *
Learning-avoidance (f4) —.019 .024 —.816 415 Value
— Anger Relational — Value (x10) .025 .008 3.297 .001
Appearance- (f5) 018 026 693 489 Control — Anger (el) —.327 .032 -1.159 <.001
approach — Anger Value — Anger (e2) .001 .045 .018 .986
Appearance- (£6) —-.028  .026 —1.050 294 Total Effect —-050  .044 -1.134 257
avoidance — Anger Goals — Control — —.053 .012 —4.287 <.001
Normative-approach (f7) .021 .036 .582 .560 Anger
— Anger Goals — Value — .004 .008 .530 .596
Normative- (f8) —.025 .028 —.890 .373 Anger
avoidance — Anger R-Square
Work-avoidance — (f9) .004  .018 .205 .837 Anger -523
Anger Control .066
Relational — Anger (f10) 012 .019 .650 516 Value -079
Valence — Anger -1.738 .185  —9.400 <.001 Level 2
Task-approach x —.027 027 -1.016 310 Task-approach — (1) 052 .190 .276 .782
Valence — Anger Anger
Task-avoidance x 014 .029 .469 639 Task-avoidance — (c2) —-.065  .366 -177 .859
Valence — Anger Anger
Learning-approach .030 .026 1.123 261 Learning-approach - (c3) 232 .901 257 797
x Valence — Anger Anger
Learning-avoidance .003 027 115 908 Learning-avoidance (c4d) —.222 430 —.517 .605
x Valence — Anger — Anger
Appearance- —.041 030 ~1.391 164 Appearance- (c5) .012 3.017 .004 .997
approach x Valence approach — Anger
— Anger Appearance- (c6) 105 2.592 .040 .968
Appearance- 030  .031 .981 327 avoidance —~ Anger
avoidance x Valence Normative-approach (c7) 137 2,502 .055 .956
— Anger — Anger
Normative-approach —.005 .042 —.116 .908 Normative- (c8) —174 2114 —.082 -934
x Valence — Anger avoidance — Anger
Normative- 022 034 660 509 Work-avoidance — (c9) .091 .079 1.161 246
avoidance x Valence Anger
- Anger Relational — Anger (c10) .015 .342 .045 .964
Work-avoidance x 011 021 534 594 Task-approach — (al) —.090 316 —.283 777
Valence — Anger Control
Relational x Valence —.031  .021 -1.508 132 Task-avoidance — (a2) 253 .359 706 .480
— Anger Control
Task-approach — (d1) .042 .017 2.488 .013 Learning-approach — (@3) —.452 .624 —.724 469
Control Control
Task-avoidance — d2) —.032 016 ~1.966 049 Learning-avoidance (ad) .130 .313 415 .678
Control — Control
Learning-approach »  (d3) .059  .016 3.693  <.001 * Appearance- (a5) 1712 1.963 -873 -383
Control approach — Control
Learning-avoidance (d4) —.024 015 -—1.546 122 Appearance- (a6) —-1.438  1.695  —.848 -396
— Control avoidance — Control
Appearance- (ds) 042 020 2.110 035 Normative-approach @7) —1.420 1.598 —.888 .374
approach — Control — Control
Appearance- (d6) —.071 021 ~3.366 001 % Normative- (a8) 1.052 1.396 .754 .451
avoidance — Control avoidance — Control
Normative-approach  (d7) 057  .025 2.326 .020 Work-avoidance — (a9) -041 -099 410 682
— Control Control
Normative- (ds) .007 024 280 779 Relational — Control (al0) —.099 .267 —-.371 710
avoidance — Control Task-approach — y1) .031 .156 .198 .843
Work-avoidance — (d9) .003 .017 .202 .840 Value
Control Task-avoidance — (y2) .236 254 .930 .352
Relational — Control ~ (d10) .078 .016 4906 <.001 * Value
Task-approach — (x1) 029 010 2.865 004 Learning-approach — (y3) —.203 484 —.420 .675
Value Value
Task-avoidance — (x2) —.011  .011 -1.045 .296 Learning-avoidance 4 127247 -516 -606
Value — Value
Learning-approach —»  (x3) 029  .010 2.996 .003 * Appearance- 5 870 1.454 -598 -550
Value approach — Value
Learning-avoidance (x4) .007 .009 .726 .468 Appearance- (y6) —.854  1.235 —.692 489
~ Value avoidance — Value
Normative-approach y7) —.740 1.137 —.651 .515
— Value

(continued on next page)
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Table 6 (continued)

b SE z-value p adj.
p

Normative- (y8) .702 .964 728 467
avoidance — Value
Work-avoidance — y9) —.038 .059 —.651 .515
Value
Relational — Value (y10) —.167 .192 —.868 .386
Control — Anger (b1) —-.157 .252 —.622 .534
Value — Anger (b2) 142 432 .328 743
Total Effect —.136 .695 —.196 .845

Goals — Control — .049 .091 .544 .586
Anger

Goals — Value — 1.436 4.377 .328 743
Anger
R-Square

Anger .278

Control 211

Value 327

Notes. b: unstandardized estimates, SE: standard error, p: p-value, valence was
dummy-coded: 0: negative Situation, 1: positive situation; multiple testing
correction was applied using the Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) procedure, as
shown in the ‘adj. p’ column; asterisks indicate significance after this correction
(*p < .05).

Moreover, increasing teachers’ experience of control seems favorable.

A notable finding of the study is the absence of between-person
mediation effects, suggesting that the mediation effects of control are
level-specific. While within-person differences in control predicted
corresponding changes within teachers, these effects do not appear
across teachers at the between-person level. However, since the theo-
retical assumptions of the control-value theory (Pekrun, 2000, 2006) are
postulated for within-person processes, it is not surprising that we did
not observe these effects at the between-person level. These findings
may call for an updated theoretical framework, highlighting the need for
a more nuanced approach that differentiates situational (within-person)
processes from differences at the person-level.

In contrast to theoretical assumptions (Pekrun et al., 2006), value did
not act as a mediator. At a theoretical level, this could indicate that value
is less relevant than control for teachers’ emotion-goal associations,
which should be further investigated in future studies. At a methodo-
logical level, the lack of significant findings might be attributed to the
study design, as explicitly positive and negative situations were identi-
fied to capture relevant daily situations with variance. In our study, the
value-appraisal, recorded as attainment value, possibly confounds with
the positive and negative valence of the situation. This could indicate
that the study instruction was perceived as differentiated by the
participating teachers as intended by the study design.

4.4. Limitations and further directions

Firstly, this study focused on the direction of goals on joy/anger in
research questions two and three. Although this approach was necessary
to model moderation and mediation assumptions, future studies could
build on this by modeling reciprocal relationships and investigating
other relevant work-related emotions, for example pride, hope or anxi-
ety. Additionally, as our data are correlational, no causal inferences can
be drawn.

Secondly, future studies could employ multi-item scales to better
assess the constructs. Although single-item measures have been shown
to be sufficiently valid and reliable (Gogol et al., 2014; Matthews et al.,
2022; Song et al., 2023), multi-item scales could provide reliability es-
timates and enable the use of structural equation modeling. As the first
study on this topic, we initially focused on one central value facet,
namely attainment value. Future research should extend this approach
by including additional value facets, such as intrinsic value, utility
value, and cost (Eccles et al., 1983), alongside attainment value. This
broader perspective would allow researchers to explore whether other
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facets of value mediate the associations between goals and emotions.

Thirdly, there are limitations to the research design, as it focused on
capturing two situational extremes (positive vs. negative situations).
This approach made it possible to capture emotionally salient experi-
ences; however, it has the disadvantage that it did not capture a full
range of situations experienced, possibly including those with a more
neutral valence and therefore limits the representativeness of the data
with respect to teachers' typical daily experiences. Importantly, we did
not test for potential non-linear effects, but our results indicate that the
associations between joy/anger and achievement goals may be more
complex than a straightforward linear relationship. Future research
should explore the dynamics that unfold between these extremes to gain
a more nuanced understanding. To avoid distortions between partici-
pants due to self-selected situations, future studies could, for example,
use vignette studies to examine how an objectively predefined situation
relates to teachers’ subjective experience in that situation.

Fourthly, future studies could expand beyond self-report measures.
For instance, physiological methods may be employed to assess emo-
tions. Objective measures are less susceptible to the biases of conscious
reporting and are not influenced by an individual's willingness to ex-
press certain emotions (Rosenberg & Ekman, 1994). Techniques such as
electroencephalography, heart rate monitoring, or facial expression
analysis could be incorporated alongside self-reports in future research
(e.g., Donker et al., 202.3; see Mauss & Robinson, 2009 for an overview).
However, it is important to note that these methods also have their own
measurement limitations. Achievement goals could additionally be
captured experimentally or through behavioral data.

Lastly, another limitation of this study is its cultural specificity, as all
teacher participants were from Germany. The daily situations examined,
such as teaching, interactions with colleagues, and administrative tasks,
reflect frequent experiences within the German educational system. It is
important to acknowledge that interpretations of these professional
situations and the associated emotional and motivational experiences
might vary across cultural contexts. For example, in other cultural set-
tings, tasks such as interaction with colleagues might elicit different
emotions and be accompanied by different goals. Albeit, based on the
universality assumptions of control-value theory (Pekrun, 2006; Pekrun
et al., 2006; Pekrun & Goetz, 2024), the associations between emotions
and goals should be generalizable across different cultural settings,
which could be investigated in future studies to better understand how
situational factors are associated with teachers’ emotional experiences
and their goals across various cultural settings.

Despite these limitations, the current findings underscore the situa-
tional nature of emotion-goal associations. Future studies could examine
teachers' emotion-goal associations, for example in relation to teachers'
emotion regulation (e.g., Bross et al., 2025), students' emotions (e.g.,
Raccanello et al., 2022), and teachers’ motivation teaching styles (e.g.,
Katz & Moe, 2024).

4.5. Conclusion

This study contributes to the theoretical understanding of teachers’
joy, anger, and achievement goals. Our findings emphasize that joy,
anger, and achievement goals exhibit distinct associations at both the
within- and between-person level, as well as in positive and negative
situations. Therefore, theoretical frameworks might integrate emotion-
goal-assumptions for both levels as well as incorporate situational
valence, and future research should investigate teachers' emotion-goal-
associations accordingly.

Furthermore, the more teachers endorsed learning-approach and
relational goals in a situation, the more they experienced control in that
situation, which then led to higher joy and less anger in that situation.
This underscores the significance of fostering approach goals and
perceived control in teachers’ daily work situations to ultimately in-
crease experiences of joy. Future teacher training programs should take
these situational differences into account by implementing one-to-one
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Figure 5. Results for mediation model for anger with all goals as predictors, control- and value-appraisals as mediators, and anger as outcome.
Notes. Displayed are unstandardized coefficients; only significant direct paths with p < .05 at the within-person level are shown; mediation via control (indirect path)
b = —.053, p < .05; mediation via attainment value (indirect path) b = .004, p = .596; total effect of the mediation model b = —.050, p = .257.

training sessions or interventions that focus on personal factors and in-
dividual needs within specific work-related situations rather than of-
fering a one-size-fits-all solution. For example, teachers could
individually select the work situations that are most critical to them.
They could then reflect on how they could set learning-approach and
relational goals that are meaningful to them in these situations and
which strategies could enhance their subjective sense of control. School
leaders could also provide individualized support, for instance by of-
fering teachers opportunities to pursue approach goals and experience
greater control in their daily work life.
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