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Abstract 

The aim of the study was to test the longitudinal reciprocal relationship between 

teachers’ emotional labor strategies (i.e., deep acting, hiding emotions, and faking emotions) 

and teachers’ self-efficacy (TSE). Additionally, due to a scarcity of the empirical research on 

teachers’ stable individual differences that can explain teachers’ emotion regulation and 

motivation, the role of teachers’ dispositional affectivity (i.e., positive affectivity – PA and 

negative affectivity – NA) in predicting individual differences in teachers’ use of emotional 

labor strategies and TSE was examined. A large sample of 3010 Croatian teachers (82% 

female) with varying years of teaching experiences (M=15.28, SD=10.50) participated in a 

three-wave longitudinal study. The results showed that TSE and hiding emotions were 

reciprocally related to each other even after controlling for dispositional affectivity – hiding 

emotions at Time 2 was related to lower levels of TSE at Time 3 and vice versa. Next, PA 

positively predicted TSE at both Time 2 and Time 3, but negatively hiding and faking 

emotions at Time 2. In addition, PA positively predicted deep acting only at Time 2. In 

contrast, NA positively predicted surface acting at Time 2 and Time 3, and negatively TSE, 

but only at Time 1.  

Key words: teachers, dispositional affectivity, emotional labor, self-efficacy, 

longitudinal design  
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Teacher Dispositional Affectivity, Emotional Labor, and Self-Efficacy: A 

Longitudinal Analysis 

Introduction 

While teaching and interacting with students, teachers often engage in emotional 

labor, that is, they deliberately manage their emotional displays as part of their work role 

(Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993; Grandey, 2000). Emotional expressions of many professionals 

who work in direct service roles are bounded by so called ‘emotional display rules’ that 

prescribe which emotions should be expressed and which emotions should be suppressed in a 

certain situation (Ekman et al., 1969). When it comes to the emotional display rules of the 

teaching profession, it is believed that teachers are most often required to express positive 

emotions and suppress negative ones, but also to keep their emotions at moderate levels of 

intensity (Sutton et al., 2009; Taxer & Frenzel, 2015; Yin, 2016). For example, teachers are 

expected to react with joy and enthusiasm when students perform well and hide or suppress 

emotions such as sadness or frustration when students are not making progress. Therefore, in 

order to comply with the emotional display rules of their profession, teachers sometimes have 

to regulate internal and expressive components of their emotions, that is, they have to 

perform emotional labor (Grandey, 2000; Yin & Lee, 2012; Taxer & Frenzel, 2015). 

Studies on teacher emotional labor have been on the rise during the last years and 

showed that ways in which teachers regulate their emotions are related to teaching quality 

and students’ outcomes (Burić, 2019; Burić & Frenzel, 2021) as well as to teachers’ 

psychological well-being (Lee, 2019; Wang et al., 2019; Yin et al., 2019). However, most of 

this research was based on cross-sectional design and rarely used teachers’ motivational 

variables as possible outcomes (Yin et al., 2019). Therefore, in the present study, we 

investigated a longitudinal relationship between teachers’ emotional labor and teachers’ self-
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efficacy (TSE), which is considered as one of the most important and most extensively 

researched constructs in the field of teacher motivation (Zee & Koomen, 2016). 

TSE and emotional labor are of crucial importance for predicting teaching 

effectiveness and well-being (Klassen & Tze, 2014; Zee & Koomen, 2016; Wang et al., 2019; 

Yin et al., 2019). Exploring whether TSE predicts emotional labor, whether emotional labor 

predicts TSE, or whether the longitudinal association between TSE and emotional labor is 

reciprocal in its nature, is of great importance, not only from the theoretical point of view, but 

also from the practical perspective. For example, if emotional labor predicts TSE, teachers 

can be encouraged and trained to use those emotional labor strategies that will enhance their 

TSE and, consequently, their professional well-being and teaching effectiveness. If, on the 

other side, TSE predicts emotional labor, to preserve desirable and prevent undesirable 

effects of certain emotional labor strategies on teacher well-being and performance, efforts 

could be made to enhance TSE.  

Additionally, due to a scarcity of the empirical research on teachers’ stable individual 

differences that can explain teachers’ emotion regulation and motivation (see Wang et al., 

2019), we additionally examined whether teachers’ dispositional positive and negative 

affectivity can explain individual differences in teachers’ use of emotional labor strategies 

and their TSE. Moreover, we tested whether the longitudinal relationship between TSE and 

emotional labor remains stable even after controlling for teachers’ personality characteristics.  

Theoretical and Empirical Background 

Teacher Emotional Labor  

To reduce the dissonance between the emotions that are felt and those that are 

expected to be expressed in a classroom, teachers can adopt two emotional labor strategies: 

deep acting, which involves managing internal feelings in order to modify their observable 

expressions; or surface acting, which involves directly modifying the expressed emotions by 
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hiding and faking them (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Hochschild, 1983). By performing 

deep acting, teachers strive to experience desirable emotions through engaging in thoughts 

and activities which foster those emotions (Humphrey et al., 2015). On the other hand, 

surface acting does not include trying to actually experience emotions, but rather it involves 

suppressing feelings and/or faking the required emotional display (Humphrey et al., 2015). 

A recent meta-analysis based on research with teachers’ samples indicated that 

engaging in surface acting is positively related to burnout and negatively to job satisfaction, 

while engaging in deep acting is positively related to job satisfaction (Yin et al., 2019). 

Similarly, another meta-analysis conducted by Wang and colleagues (2019) showed that 

surface acting and genuine expression of negative emotions are detrimental for teachers' 

psychological well-being, while genuine expression of positive emotions was found to be 

particularly adaptive for teachers. Interestingly, deep acting showed either mixed or 

nonsignificant correlations with teacher adjustment.  

However, suppressing emotions and faking emotions, as two facets of surface acting, 

seem to be distinctly related to teacher well-being and teaching effectiveness. For example, 

by using longitudinal design, Burić et al. (2019) found that teachers’ trait emotions are 

differently related to hiding and faking emotions – anger positively predicted hiding feelings 

and faking emotions but hiding emotions positively predicted hopelessness. Next, Burić 

(2019) found that faking emotions was positively related to class-perceived enthusiasm, 

students’ intrinsic motivation and positive affect, while hiding emotions was related only to 

class-perceived enthusiasm and this association was negative. Similarly, Burić and Frenzel 

(2021) revealed that teachers’ faking emotions was positively related to class-perceived 

instructional strategies (i.e., cognitive activation, supportive climate, classroom management) 

and students’ engagement, while teachers’ hiding emotions was negatively related to the 

class-perceived instructional strategies. Considering these differentiated associations between 
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faking and hiding emotions and indicators of teachers’ well-being and effectiveness, in the 

present study we took a triadic approach to emotional labor by assessing teachers’ deep 

acting and two strategies of surface acting, namely faking emotions, and hiding emotions 

(Lee & Brotheridge, 2011).  

Teacher Self-Efficacy (TSE) 

The construct of self-efficacy is grounded in the theoretical framework of social 

cognitive theory and refers to an individual’s belief in his or her capability to succeed in a 

specific situation or accomplish a certain task (Bandura, 1997). TSE refers to the beliefs that 

teachers hold about their capability to succeed in teaching, including beliefs about their 

instructional capabilities, capabilities for classroom management, and capabilities for 

establishing meaningful relationships with students (Soodak & Podell, 1996; Tschannen-

Moran & Hoy, 2001; Wheatley, 2005). According to a review of existing studies on TSE 

conducted by Zee and Koomen (2016), TSE was found to be relevant for outcomes at the 

classroom level, at the student level, and at the teacher level. At the classroom level, TSE 

influences the quality of classroom processes through teachers’ beliefs about their ability to 

provide emotional and instructional support and manage students’ behavior during classes. 

Highly efficacious teachers have been found to cope more effectively with problematic 

students’ behaviors and establish less conflictual relationships with students. They also use 

more diverse instructional strategies and are more sensitive to students’ needs and 

expectations. At the student level, TSE has proven to be positively related to students’ 

academic achievement and motivation. Lastly, teachers’ beliefs about their ability to succeed 

in the teaching profession are vital for their own psychological well-being – teachers with 

high TSE experience less job-related stress and report lower levels of burnout and higher 

levels of personal accomplishment, commitment to teaching, and job satisfaction. 

Teacher Emotional Labor and TSE  
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According to the social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997, 2012), human functioning is 

reciprocally determined by personal factors (e.g., thoughts, feelings), environmental factors, 

and agentic behaviors, implying that emotional labor might be shaped by both personal 

factors and environmental conditions. Regarding the personal factors, individual differences 

in self-efficacy beliefs are proved to be one of the most important determinants of human 

behavior and performance. Since individuals with greater self-efficacy more easily overcome 

environmental stressors and challenges which, in turn, improves their well-being and general 

functioning, more positive self-efficacy beliefs should be related to exerting higher levels of 

effort and persistence when faced with emotional labor demands (Dahling & Johnson, 2013). 

Moreover, self-efficacy beliefs were found to affect the direction of one’s attention, how 

emotions are managed, and how emotional events are perceived (Chemers et al., 2001). 

Therefore, it can be assumed that teachers with higher levels of TSE also possess more 

confidence and resources to engage in demanding strategy of deep acting in order to meet the 

emotional requirements of their job and genuinely feel the emotions that are expected from 

them. In contrast, teachers with lower levels of TSE are more likely to experience negative 

and undesirable emotions and consequently use superficial strategy of surface acting to hide 

and substitute such emotions with more desirable but faked ones.  

However, emotional labor can also shape TSE. According to the social-cognitive 

theory (Bandura, 1997), affective and physiological states are one of the sources of teacher 

self-efficacy beliefs. When it comes to impact of mood on self-efficacy, negative affective 

states lead to lower self-efficacy, while positive affective states lead to higher self-efficacy 

(Kavanagh & Bower, 1985). The same effect can be observed during teaching. For example, 

when teaching results in negative emotions, such as when students misbehave and teachers 

feel frustrated, it takes a toll on their self-efficacy – they may perceive that they are not 
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capable to maintain order in the classroom and consequently feel that they are not successful 

as teachers.  

Conceptually, deep acting is similar to reappraisal (i.e., construing an emotion-

eliciting situation in a way that changes its emotional impact) and surface acting is similar to 

suppression (i.e., inhibiting ongoing emotion-expressive behavior; Grandey & Melloy, 2017; 

John & Gross, 2004). Therefore, when individuals engage in deep acting, they change the 

emotion they felt. For example, teachers may effortfully try to change their view on students’ 

misbehavior in classroom by shifting the attributed causes of such behavior from deliberate 

inattention and violation of classroom rules to tiredness and childish nature of their students. 

As a result, teachers’ upsurging anger is blocked and possibly even turned into sympathy. In 

contrast, surface acting or suppression does not change the felt emotion, but rather it changes 

only its outward expression (e.g., a teacher may choose to hide frustration caused by slow 

progress of certain students but continues to feel it). As a result, teachers who engage in deep 

acting may modify their feelings from negative into positive ones which can positively 

impact on their TSE. However, negative emotions of teachers who rely on surface acting stay 

intact and consequently reduce their TSE. Therefore, it can be expected that teachers’ 

emotional labor and TSE are most likely reciprocally related to each other.  

Indeed, previous studies found that deep acting was positively related to teacher 

efficacy for instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement, while 

surface acting was negatively related to all three dimensions of TSE (Yin et al., 2017). Taxer 

and Frenzel (2015) found that TSE was positively related to genuine expression of positive 

emotions and negatively related to hiding negative emotions, indicating that surface acting as 

an emotional labor strategy could be related to lower TSE. On the other hand, Sahin (2015) 

found a positive relationship between self-efficacy and deep acting in teacher candidates, 

which suggests that both deep acting and surface acting are related to TSE. Furthermore, Lee 
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and Van Vlack (2018) suggest that the relationship between emotional labor and TSE could 

be mediated by experienced emotions – deep acting is related to experiencing positive 

emotions, which in turn increases TSE, while surface acting is related to experiencing 

negative emotions, which in turn decreases TSE. Based on theoretical considerations outlined 

above and available empirical findings that mostly stem from cross-sectional studies, we 

hypothesized:  

H1: Teachers’ emotional labor and TSE will be reciprocally related to each other – 

TSE will positively predict deep acting and negatively hiding and faking emotions over time. 

On the other side, deep acting will positively predict TSE while hiding and faking emotions 

will negatively predict TSE over time. 

Teachers’ Emotional Labor and TSE: The Role of Dispositional Affectivity  

Dispositional affectivity refers to individual differences in predispositions to 

experience certain affective states and emotions. According to Cropanzano et al. (1993), 

research on personality has shown that there are two general dimensions when it comes to 

affective responding at work – positive affectivity and negative affectivity (Watson & Clark, 

1984). These dimensions are orthogonal, which means that a person can be high on both 

dimensions, low on both dimensions, or high on one and low on the other (Diener & 

Emmons, 1985). Positive affectivity (PA) reflects individuals’ predispositions to experience 

positive emotional states, such as joy, enthusiasm, and optimism. Individuals who are high on 

PA tend to be active, joyful, energetic, and lively, whereas those who are low on PA tend to 

be the opposite – lethargic, drowsy and sluggish (Watson & Clark, 1984). On the other hand, 

negative affectivity (NA) represents the extent to which an individual feels and expresses 

negative emotions. People who are high on NA tend to be anxious, angry, and afraid, whereas 

those who are low on NA tend to be calm and relaxed (Watson & Clark, 1984). While both 

PA and NA are related to broader personality dimensions such as extraversion and 
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neuroticism (Watson et al. 1999), dispositional affectivity concerns solely the affective aspect 

of personality, which is why it is essential to consider it when discussing teachers’ emotional 

lives.  

According to the behavioral concordance model (Moskowitz & Côté, 1995), traits 

predispose people to regulate their emotional displays by using those strategies that are 

congruent with their broad dispositional tendencies (e.g., PA and NA). Accordingly, 

individuals with high PA, who tend to experience positive emotions, are more likely to use 

deep acting which is congruent with their felt positive emotions. In contrast, individuals with 

high NA, who typically experience negative emotions, may view attempts to experience 

positive feelings as trait-incongruent and thus rely on surface acting (Dahling & Johnson, 

2013). Therefore, it can be expected that teachers with higher scores on PA will tend to use 

deep acting to regulate their emotions since this strategy is more congruent with positive 

emotions they usually experience. On contrary, teachers with higher scores on NA will tend 

to use surface acting since this strategy is more congruent with negative emotions they 

typically experience. Moreover, individuals with high PA are more likely to view emotional 

display rules as mandating the expression of positive emotions while those with high NA are 

more likely to perceive the emotional display rules as mandating the suppression of negative 

emotions (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013; Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000), which makes them 

more prone to deep acting and surface acting, respectively.  

Dispositional affectivity has been found to play an important role in managing 

emotions and emotional demands at work (Abraham, 1999) and has so far been explored 

mostly as an antecedent of emotional labor (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). Research has 

consistently shown that employees with high NA are more likely to surface act, while those 

with high PA are more likely to deep act (Bono & Vey, 2005; Humphrey et al., 2015; 

Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013; Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000). Studies that examined 
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teachers’ dispositions and emotional labor strategies are still scarce. Nonetheless, the 

available research indicates that teachers’ tendency to typically experience positive emotions 

is positively related to deep acting while teachers’ tendency to typically experience negative 

emotions is related to surface acting (Burić et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2016; Karim & Weisz, 

2011).  

Regarding the dispositional affectivity and TSE, their relationship can be explained by 

the proposition that affective traits are likely to be manifest in affective states (Kanfer & 

Heggestad, 1997). Therefore, in accordance with the social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997, 

2012) and available research on the role of affect in forming self-efficacy beliefs (e.g., 

Kavanagh & Bower, 1985), it can be assumed that teachers high in PA will tend to 

experience positive affective states at work which will further enhance their TSE. In contrast, 

teachers high in NA will more likely experience negative emotion which can, in turn, dampen 

their self-efficacy beliefs. The importance of stable dispositional affectivity in explaining 

self-efficacy as rather malleable construct (Mitchell & Gist, 1985) has been demonstrated 

empirically as well (e.g., Gerhardt & Brown, 2006; Manning et al., 2018). Thus, we 

formulated the following hypothesis: 

H2: Teacher dispositional affectivity will predict emotional labor and TSE – PA will 

positively predict deep acting and TSE, while NA will positively predict hiding and faking 

emotions. 

Lastly, we tested whether reciprocal relationship between emotional labor and TSE 

would hold even after controlling for teachers’ dispositional affectivity. Compared to 

emotional labor and TSE that are more malleable and to a greater extent determined by 

contextual characteristics (Beal & Trougakos, 2013; Grandey & Gabriel, 2015; Mitchell & 

Gist, 1995), dispositional affectivity is a rather stable trait that efficiently explains job-related 

outcomes (Cropanzano et al., 1993; Diener et al., 2002). Thus, finding that reciprocal 
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relationship between emotional labor and TSE is stable even after controlling for PA and NA, 

can point to the possibility for effortful and positive changes in teachers’ professional 

functioning above and despite teachers’ stable dispositional characteristics. Accordingly, we 

hypothesized: 

H3: Emotional labor and TSE will be reciprocally related to each other even after 

controlling for dispositional affectivity.  

The Present Study 

Research on the relationship between teachers’ emotional labor and TSE remains 

scant and based almost completely on cross-sectional data (Yin et al., 2019). In addition, 

studies that examine teachers’ individual differences that can explain both constructs are 

largely missing. Considering the importance of TSE and emotional labor in explaining 

teachers’ professional well-being and teaching effectiveness (Klassen & Tze, 2014; Wang et 

al., 2019; Yin et al., 2019; Zee & Koomen, 2016), gaining insight into the reciprocity of their 

relationship is valuable. For example, establishing that different emotional labor strategies 

distinctly predict TSE can be used to promote teachers’ reliance on emotion regulation 

strategies that would be more adaptive in terms of their motivation and psychological well-

being. Similarly, finding that higher TSE indeed predicts more deep acting and lower TSE 

predicts more surface acting can emphasize the importance of boosting TSE to preserve 

teachers’ well-being and performance also via emotional processes.  Therefore, the main goal 

of the present longitudinal study was to examine whether teachers’ emotional labor strategies 

(i.e., deep acting, hiding emotions, and faking emotions) and TSE are reciprocally related to 

each other. Even though available and mostly cross-sectional studies suggest positive 

association between TSE and deep acting and negative association between TSE and surface 

acting, our knowledge regarding the direction of these associations is still mostly theoretical. 

Thus, we argue that it is valuable to investigate these links longitudinally as well and to test 
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whether they remain stable across time. Moreover, finding that predictive effects between 

TSE and emotional labor are robust even after considering teachers’ stable affective 

dispositions, suggest that TSE could be fostered by promoting more adaptive and desirable 

emotion regulation strategies and vice versa – using adaptive and desirable emotion 

regulation strategies could enhance TSE.  

Method  

Participants and Procedure  

A convenience sample of 3,010 Croatian teachers participated in a longitudinal study 

with three time points with six months lags (Autumn, 2015; Spring, 2016; Autumn, 2016). 

Teachers came from 135 state schools and taught at elementary level (28.88%), middle 

school level (35.18%), and secondary school level (31.15%). The remaining number of 

teachers taught either at different levels or did not provide this information. Of the total 

sample, 82% teachers identified themselves as females, 16% as males, and 2% did not 

disclose information about their gender. At the beginning of the study (i.e., at Time 1), 

teachers were on average 41.75 years old (SD = 10.44) and had 15.28 (SD = 10.51) years of 

teaching experience.  

The data was collected via postal service with the assistance of school psychologists 

who administered the questionnaires in their schools. Teachers’ participation in the study was 

voluntary and anonymous – teachers were explained that they can quit at any point and that 

their responses will be treated with strict confidentiality and used exclusively for scientific 

purposes. Moreover, to match teachers’ responses from different time points, specially 

created codes, generated by teachers themselves, were used. Lastly, to ensure confidentiality 

even more, teachers returned their completed questionnaires to school psychologists in closed 

envelopes. In total, approximately 6,000 teachers were invited to participate in the study, 

which makes an agreement rate to be around 50%. Out of the initial sample, 1,525 (51%) 
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teachers participated in the second wave of data collection while 1,081 (36%) teachers 

participated also in the third wave of data collection. Since this study was part of a larger 

research project on teacher’s emotions and emotion regulation, in order to test our 

hypotheses, we used data on teachers’ dispositional affectivity (i.e., PA and NA) collected 

only at first measurement occasion, as well as data on TSE and teachers’ emotional labor 

collected at both the second and the third time point.  

Next, we examined whether attrition across time points was related to teacher 

demographics (i.e., gender, career stage, and educational level) or to the substantive variables 

(i.e., dispositional affectivity, TSE, emotional labor). We found that male teachers were more 

likely than their female colleagues to leave the study after the first time point (χ²(1) = 22.92, p 

< .001) and after the second time point (χ²(1) = 11.52, p = .001). In addition, high-school 

teachers were more likely to leave the study after the first (χ²(2) = 6.52, p = .038) and second 

measurement occasions (χ²(2) = 69.22, p < .001) when compared to their colleagues 

employed at primary- and secondary-school levels. Regarding years of teaching experience, 

we did not find differences between teachers who dropped from the study after the first time 

point and teachers who continued to participate (t(2923) = -.21, p = .833). Likewise, there 

was no difference between teachers who left after the second wave of data collection when 

compared to those who finished the study (t(2923) = .857, p = .392). Moreover, teachers who 

left the study after the first wave did not differ from those who continued with participation 

with regard to PA (t(2771) = -1.43, p = .152) and NA (t(2830) = 1.720, p = .085). Lastly, 

teachers who quitted the study after the second time point did not differ from those who 

remained in the study to its end regarding TSE (t(1495) = -1.691, p = .091), deep acting, 

(t(1467) = 1.411, p = .159), hiding emotions (t(1489) = -.312, p = .755), and faking emotions 

(t(1490) = .358, p = .720) measured at the second wave of data collection. Due to 

nonsignificant differences in substantive variables between completers and non-completers, 
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we used the full information likelihood procedure (FIML; Enders, 2010) to handle the 

missing data which is considered as a suitable method to manage missing data in longitudinal 

designs (Jeličić et al., 2009).  

Instruments 

Dispositional affectivity was measured by the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 

(PANAS; Watson et al., 1988) which contains 10 items measuring negative affectivity (e.g., 

distressed, hostile, irritable) and 10 items measuring positive affectivity (e.g., excited, active, 

proud). Teachers rated the extent to which they typically feel in a described way in life in 

general using a 5-point scale ranging from 1(very slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely). 

TSE was measured by Teacher Self-efficacy Scale (TSES; Schwarzer et al., 1999) 

which consists of 10 items. Teachers rated their level of agreement for each item using a 

four-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 4 (exactly true). Sample item is: “I am 

convinced that I am able to successfully teach all relevant subject content to even the most 

difficult students.” 

Teachers’ emotional labor was measured by the Emotional Labor Scale (Lee et al., 

2010) which consisted of three subscales assessing each of the three emotional labor 

strategies. Each subscale consisted of three items and teachers rated how often, on an average 

working day in a classroom, they engage in described acts or behaviors by using a 5-point 

rating scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). Samples of acts and behaviors are “make an 

effort to actually feel the emotions that I need to display to others” (deep acting), “hide my 

true feelings about a situation” (hiding emotions), and “show emotions that I don’t feel” 

(faking emotions). 

Internal consistency coefficients (i.e., Cronbach αs) for all measures are presented in 

Table 1. 

Data Analysis  
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Data were analyzed in several steps. First, since the data in the present study was 

hierarchically organized (i.e., teachers were nested in schools), we calculated intraclass 

correlation coefficients (ICC) to examine whether significant amount of variability in 

analyzed variables occurs at higher level of analysis (i.e., the school level). If the ICC values 

exceed .05, a multilevel approach should be implemented (Lüdtke et al., 2011). Second, 

descriptive statistics and Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated. Third, a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to test longitudinal measurement 

invariance of emotional labor strategies and TSE by evaluating whether configuration of 

latent variables and their indicators (i.e., configural invariance) as well as the size of the 

unstandardized factor loadings (i.e., metric invariance) hold equal across time points. In the 

measurement models, each latent variable (i.e., deep acting, hiding emotions, faking 

emotions, and TSE measured at Time 2 and Time 3) was represented by its respective items. 

Additionally, we introduced autocorrelations between the same indicators measured at Time 

2 and Time 3.  

After demonstrating that main constructs under investigation were measured in a 

sufficiently similar manner at different time points, in the fourth step, we conducted 

autoregressive cross-lagged analysis and tested the following structural models: (1) stability 

model (containing autoregressive paths from TSE and emotional labor strategies at Time 2 to 

the same constructs at Time 3), (2) causal model (containing the same paths as in the stability 

model in addition to cross-lagged paths from emotional labor strategies at Time 2 to TSE at 

Time 3), (3) reverse-causal model (containing the same paths as in the stability model in 

addition to cross-lagged paths from TSE at Time 2 to emotional labor strategies at Time 3), 

(4) reciprocal model (containing the same paths as in the stability model in addition to cross-

lagged paths from TSE at Time 2 to emotional labor strategies at Time 3 and vice versa), and 

(5) reciprocal model with dispositional affectivity as a covariate (containing the same paths 
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as the reciprocal model in addition to predictive paths from PA and NA at Time 1 to 

emotional labor and TSE at Time 2 and Time 3). The reciprocal model with dispositional 

affectivity as a covariate is shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 The Hypothesized Reciprocal Model with Positive and Negative Affectivity as 

Covariates  

 

Note. For the sake of clarity, intercorrelations between constructs within a single time point 

were not depicted. 

All analyses were conducted in Mplus 8.6 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017) with 

maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard errors (MLR) estimator to evaluate 

model parameters. Missing data was handled using the full-information-maximum-likelihood 

(FIML) algorithm. To evaluate model fit, we used comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-

Lewis index (TLI), the root mean error of approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized 

root mean square residual (SRMR). CFI and TLI values above .95 cutoff are indicative of 

excellent fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999), while RMSEA values below .06 and SRMR values below 

.08 are indicative of good fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Fit of the nested models was 
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compared using ΔCFI < .010 and ΔRMSEA < .015 criteria, whereby lower values are 

indicative of a model with better fit (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).  

Results 

Intraclass correlation coefficients for all manifest variables were low ranging from 

.002 up to .036 which is considered insufficient for justified implementation of multilevel 

modeling techniques. In addition, due to complex models involving latent variables, number 

of free parameters exceeded the number of clusters which can produce untrustworthy 

standard errors in multilevel analyses. Thus, we used single level analyses to test our research 

hypotheses.   

Pearson correlation coefficients between study variables and teachers’ demographic 

characteristics (i.e., gender and years of teaching experience) are shown in Table 1. We found 

no differences between male and female teachers in main study variables. However, teachers 

with more teaching experience also reported higher levels of TSE at Time 1 (r = .07, p < .01) 

and deep acting at Time 2 and Time 3 (r = .12, p < .01 and r = .08, p < .01, respectively), but 

lower levels of PA at Time 1 (r = -.08, p < .01) and faking emotions at Time 3 (r = -.09, p < 

.01). Regarding hypothesized relationships between study variables, we found positive 

correlations between PA and TSE and deep acting, and negative correlations between PA and 

hiding emotions and faking emotions, within and between measurement occasions. In 

contrast, NA was negatively related to TSE and positively to hiding and faking emotions, but 

unrelated to deep acting. Next, TSE was positively related to deep acting and negatively to 

hiding and faking emotions across and within time points. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics and Pearson Correlations for Demographics, Dispositional Affectivity, TSE, and Emotional Labor Strategies 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 Gender1 - .05** -.02 .07** .00 -.01 .03 -.01 -.02 .03 .02 -.04 

2 Experience2  - -.08** -.05* .07** .03 .12** .06* -.04 .08** -.01 -.09** 

3 PA (T1)   .85 -.30** .34** .38** .12** -.18** -.18** .14** -.16** -.13** 

4 NA (T1)    .90 -.21** -.23** -.03 .23** .25** -.04 .23** .23** 

5 TSE (T2)     .86 .61** .14** -.24** -.21** .13** -.22** -.19** 

6 TSE (T3)      .88 .15** -.24** -.18** .23** -.30** -.22** 

7 Deep acting (T2)       .86 .04 .05* .53** -.05 -.03 

8 Hiding emotions (T2)        .79 .60** .01 .49** .40** 

9 Faking emotions (T2)         .77 .04 .42** .52** 

10 Deep acting (T3)          .84 -.02 -.01 

11 Hiding emotions (T3)           .80 .63** 

12 Faking emotions (T3)            .79 

 M - 15.28 3.75 1.93 3.33 3.29 3.44 2.38 1.92 3.60 2.45 2.04 

 SD - 10.51 0.52 0.66 0.41 0.43 0.95 0.74 0.72 0.88 0.74 0.76 

Note. 10 = male, 1 = female, 2years of teaching experience; *p < .05, **p < .01; Cronbach α’s are shown on a diagonal  
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Indicators of fit of tested model are presented in Table 2. A comparison of configural 

and metric invariance CFA models showed that factor loadings were equal across time points 

(ΔCFI = .000, ΔRMSEA = -.001). Regarding structural models, when compared to the 

stability model, causal model, reverse causal model, and reciprocal model did not fit the data 

better (ΔCFI = .001, ΔRMSEA = .000; ΔCFI = .001, ΔRMSEA = .000, and ΔCFI = .001, 

ΔRMSEA = .000, respectively). In addition, the reciprocal model did not fit the data better in 

comparison to causal (ΔCFI = .000, ΔRMSEA = .000) or reverse-causal model (ΔCFI = .000, 

ΔRMSEA = .000). However, the Akaike information criteria (AIC) and SRMR had the 

lowest values in reciprocal model suggesting its best fit to the data. 
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Table 2 

Fit Indexes of Tested Models 

Model AIC χ² (df) CFI TLI RMSEA (90% 

C.I.) 

SRMR 

Configural longitudinal 

invariance  

90880.156 1441.620 (616) .955 .948 .028 (.026, .030) .035 

Metric longitudinal invariance  90862.895 1453.735 (631) .955 .950 .028 (.026, .030) .036 

Stability model  90886.239 1497.668 (643) .954 .949 .028 (.026, .030) .043 

Causal model 90876.663 1482.924 (640) .954 .949 .028 (.026, .030) .039 

Reverse causal model  90876.732 1483.951 (640) .954 .949 .028 (.026, .030) .039 

Reciprocal model 90869.383 1471.275 (637) .954 .949 .028 (.026, .030) .037 

Reciprocal model with PA and 

NA 

214639.964 5200.341 (1548) .912 .906 .028 (.027, .029) .041 
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The results of the reciprocal model are shown in Figure 2. Inspection of the size and 

statistical significance of regression weights showed that some of the reciprocal regression 

weights were statistically significant. Namely, we found that TSE at Time 2 negatively 

predicted hiding emotions at Time 3 (β = -.135, p = .017), while hiding emotions at Time 2 

negatively predicted TSE at Time 3 (β = -.106, p = .006). In addition, a structural path from 

TSE at Time 2 to deep acting at Time 3 was marginally statistically significant (β = .062, p = 

.065) as well as the path from deep acting at Time 2 to TSE at Time 3 (β = .068, p = .053). 

These results indicate that TSE and hiding emotions are reciprocally related to each other 

across time – higher levels of TSE predict higher levels of hiding emotions, and vice versa. 

Also, even though the reciprocal effects between TSE and deep acting were small and 

marginally statistically significant, results suggest that higher levels of TSE could be 

predictive of greater deep acting, and vice versa. Contrary to our hypothesis, TSE and faking 

emotions were unrelated across time.  
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Figure 2 

The Results of the Reciprocal Model  

 

Notes. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; For the sake of clarity, only statistically significant paths 
were shown; Standard errors are shown in parentheses. 

In the last step, we regressed TSE and all three emotional labor strategies assessed at 

both Time 2 and Time 3 on PA and NA assessed at Time 1 in the reciprocal model. Even 

though the model fit remained within an acceptable range, the size and statistical significance 

of cross-lagged paths changed. As can be seen in Table 3, regression weights associated with 

structural paths from TSE to hiding emotions and vice versa were slightly reduced in their 

sizes but remained statistically significant (i.e., β = -.079, p = .050, and β = -.123, p = .023, 

respectively). However, paths from TSE at Time 2 to deep acting at Time 3 and vice versa 

lost their significance substantially (β = .039, p = .309, and β = .050, p = .127, respectively). 

As in the initial reciprocal model, paths from TSE at Time 2 to faking emotions at Time 3 

and vice versa were statistically nonsignificant (β = -.043, p = .283, and β = .059, p = .286, 

respectively) 



25 
 

However, teachers’ dispositional affectivity turned out as an important predictor of 

TSE and emotional labor at both measurement occasions. More specifically, PA at Time 1 

positively predicted TSE at Time 2 and Time 3 (β = .351, p < .001 and β = .190, p < .001, 

respectively) and deep acting at Time 2 (β = .152, p < .001), but negatively hiding emotions 

and faking emotions at Time 2 (β = -.150, p < .001 and β = -.134, p < .001, respectively). In 

contrast, NA at Time 1 negatively predicted TSE at Time 2 (β = -.123, p < .001), but 

positively predicted hiding emotions and faking emotions at Time 2 (β = .199, p < .001 and β 

= .236, p < .001, respectively) and hiding emotions and faking emotions at Time 3 (β = .107, 

p = .003 and β = .099, p = .005, respectively). Other longitudinal associations of PA and NA 

with TSE and emotional labor strategies were nonsignificant.  

In general, these findings lead to following conclusions: (1) predictive effects from 

TSE to emotional labor and vice versa were reduced (or became nonsignificant) after 

including dispositional affectivity in the model, (2) teachers’ dispositional affectivity more 

efficiently explains variance of criterion variables that are assessed closer in time (i.e., at 

Time 2), (3) as expected, PA positively predicted TSE and deep acting, but negatively 

predicted surface acting (i.e., hiding emotions and faking emotions), while NA negatively 

predicted TSE but positively predicted surface acting, (4) across time, PA was consistently 

important in predicting TSE while NA was consistently important in predicting surface 

acting.  

Table 3 

Results of the Reciprocal Model with Dispositional Affectivity  

Autoregressive Paths  β S.E. p 

TSE (T2) → TSE (T3) .522 .039 < .001 

Deep Acting (T2) → Deep Acting (T3) .582 .036 < .001 

Hiding Emotions (T2) → Hiding Emotions (T3) .530 .035 < .001 
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Faking Emotions (T2) → Faking Emotions (T3) .589 .036 < .001 

Cross-Lagged Paths     

TSE (T2) → Deep Acting (T3) .039 .039 .309 

TSE (T2) → Hiding Emotions (T3) -.079 .040 .050 

TSE (T2) → Faking Emotions (T3) -.043 .040 .283 

Deep Acting (T2) → TSE (T3) .050 .033 .127 

Hiding Emotions (T2) → TSE (T3) -.123 .054 .023 

Faking Emotions (T2) → TSE (T3) .059 .055 .286 

Dispositional Affectivity Control Paths     

PA (T1) → TSE (T2) .351 .032 < .001 

PA (T1) → Deep Acting (T2) .152 .034 <. 001 

PA (T1) → Hiding Emotions (T2) -.150 .033 < .001 

PA (T1) → Faking Emotions (T2) -.134 .035 < .001 

NA (T1) → TSE (T2) -.123 .032 < .001 

NA (T1) → Deep Acting (T2) .033 .032 .306 

NA (T1) → Hiding Emotions (T2) .199 .032 < .001 

NA (T1) → Faking Emotions (T2) .236 .033 < .001 

PA (T1) → TSE (T3) .190 .035 < .001 

PA (T1) → Deep Acting (T3) .071 .038 .060 

PA (T1) → Hiding Emotions (T3) -.013 .0431 .747 

PA (T1) → Faking Emotions (T3) .014 .040 .727 

NA (T1) → TSE (T3) -.053 .032 .101 

NA (T1) → Deep Acting (T3) -.008 .034 .815 

NA (T1) → Hiding Emotions (T3) .107 .035 .003 

NA (T1) → Faking Emotions (T3) .099 .036 .005 
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Discussion 

Teachers engage in emotional labor on a daily basis to regulate their emotions and 

emotional expressions (Carson, 2006; Lavy & Eshet, 2018). Such emotion regulatory 

attempts might shape their TSE levels or be shaped by their TSE levels. Both constructs, that 

is, emotional labor and TSE, are important determinants of teachers’ well-being and 

effectiveness (Klassen & Tze, 2014; Wang et al., 2019; Yin et al., 2018; Zee & Koomen, 

2016). Given the critical roles of TSE and emotional labor in teachers’ professional lives, 

testing the reciprocity of their relationship and determining which construct precedes the 

other in their causal order, pose as important research questions. To the best of our 

knowledge, studies based on longitudinal designs that tested the reciprocal linkages between 

these constructs are still missing. Therefore, our study provides valuable insights into the 

nature of the relationship between teachers’ emotional labor and TSE that unfolds over time. 

Moreover, research on teachers’ personality characteristics that can explain differences in 

their emotional and motivational processes have been largely neglected. Thus, our aim was to 

test the role of teachers’ dispositional affectivity in predicting emotional labor and TSE, but 

also to explore whether the established reciprocal relationships hold even after controlling for 

teachers’ stable affective aspects of personality. 

Reciprocal Relationship Between Emotional Labor and TSE  

According to our first hypothesis, it was expected that teachers’ emotional labor and 

TSE will be reciprocally related to each other over time. Our results showed that reciprocity 

was clearly present only when it comes to the relationship between TSE and hiding emotions 

– teachers with higher TSE were less likely to use hiding emotions in the future and teachers 

who used hiding emotions more frequently were more likely to have lower TSE in the future. 

According to the premises of social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997), self-efficacy 

determines how environmental opportunities and impediments are perceived (Bandura, 
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2006), but also affect choice of activities, how much effort is expended on an activity, and 

how long individuals will persevere when confronted with obstacles (Pajares, 1997). 

Teachers possessing lower TSE have reduced capacity to deal with stressful classroom 

situations (Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2017) and are more likely to 

experience negative emotions when faced with challenges and obstacles. Since negative 

emotions are oftentimes undesirable to be spontaneously displayed in the classroom (Sutton 

et al., 2009; Taxer & Frenzel, 2015), teachers need to suppress their observable features. In 

turn, since engaging in surface acting (i.e., suppression) does not actually alter negative 

emotions that are being felt, but only affect their expressions (John & Gross, 2004), teachers 

continue to experience negative affective states which are, according to the social-cognitive 

theory (Bandura, 1997), being interpreted as lack of capabilities to successfully deal with job 

demands, which further deteriorates their TSE.  

Contrary to our expectations, longitudinal relationship between faking emotions and 

TSE was not statistically significant. Even though faking emotions and hiding emotions are 

two facets of the same construct, that is, surface acting, our results once again emphasized the 

importance of treating them as independent constructs in empirical research. While teachers 

mostly try to suppress or hide negative emotions because they view them as an inappropriate 

(Sutton et al., 2009; Taxer & Frenzel, 2015), reasons behind faking are less obvious and can 

be responsible for different functioning of hiding and faking emotions. More specifically, 

complying with the emotional display rules of the teaching profession is not the only reason 

why teachers engage in emotional labor. Instead, teachers might purposefully use different 

emotional labor strategies to raise their effectiveness, that is, to stay focused on teaching, 

engage students in learning, and nurture positive relationships with students (Hagenauer & 

Volet, 2014; Sutton, 2004). Therefore, teachers may engage in faking emotions 

independently from suppression to raise their own effectiveness which can even have positive 
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long-term effects on their efficacy beliefs. For example, teachers may fake enthusiasm or 

thrill when students succeed to stimulate them to keep doing the good job. However, in such 

circumstances, teachers do not actually feel negative emotions that can dampen their TSE. In 

addition, since teachers with greater TSE also perform better in the classroom (Klassen & 

Tze, 2014; Zee & Koomen, 2016), they could be more inclined to positive emotional 

experiences that can be freely expressed in their genuine form (i.e., successful teachers are 

indeed enthusiastic and can openly display their enjoyment) and, thus, will not need to 

frequently engage in faking emotions. In sum, teachers conjure up faked emotions to 

substitute undesirable (negative) emotions with positive ones, but also to achieve certain 

teaching goals. Different reasons for faking emotions might be distinctly related to TSE 

resulting in weaker negative association between TSE and faking emotions (when compared 

to hiding emotions).   

We also found small and marginally significant reciprocal effects between TSE and 

deep acting indicating that teachers with greater TSE are more likely to use deep acting in the 

future and vice versa. This result is in accordance with theoretical expectations – teachers 

possessing higher levels of TSE have greater capacity to deal with stressful classroom 

situations, are more likely to experience positive affective experiences, but are also readier to 

invest effort to continue to feel positive emotions by engaging in deep acting. In turn, 

engaging in deep acting produces positive and desirable emotions that may foster TSE 

(Bandura, 1997; Hoy et al., 2009). However, these longitudinal associations were weak and 

lost their statistical significance after controlling for dispositional affectivity.  

Effects of Dispositional Affectivity on Emotional Labor and TSE 

Our second hypothesis stated that teachers’ dispositional affectivity will predict 

emotional labor and TSE. Indeed, we found that PA positively predicted future TSE at both 

time points (i.e., after six months and after a year). However, even though predictive effects 



30 
 

of PA on emotional labor strategies were in line with our expectations, they were less long 

term – PA positively predicted deep acting and negatively surface acting but only after six 

months. In contrast, NA positively (and consistently across time) predicted both strategies of 

surface acting. However, NA was able to negatively predict TSE only after six months, but 

not also after a year.  

In general, our results confirm previous research on the importance of affective 

predispositions in explaining how individuals regulate their job-related emotions (Bono & 

Vey, 2005; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). Individuals high in PA generally have broader 

behavioral repertoires and are more flexible in responding to given situational demands 

(Fredrickson, 2001). In addition, they may believe that engaging in deep acting, which is an 

effortful attempt to reduce emotional dissonance, can actually yield personal benefits for 

them such as increasing job performance (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). Therefore, 

teachers with higher PA are more likely to engage in deep acting. Moreover, considering that 

teachers high in PA also more frequently experience positive affective states that are 

welcomed in the classroom, they are less inclined to hide and fake emotions. On the contrary, 

individuals high in NA generally have greater difficulties in emotion regulation (e.g., Austin 

et al., 2008; Ng & Diener, 2009) and are less likely to engage in more “deep” and deliberate 

emotion regulation strategies such as reappraisal (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2009). Instead, 

they most often choose easier, but more superficial strategies such as suppression and / or 

faking. In addition, teachers high in NA also more frequently experience negative affective 

states while in the classroom that need to be hidden and substituted by more desirable (but 

faked) ones.  

We also found that PA and NA as stable personal dispositions predict TSE. According 

to the social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997) and in line with previous research on the 

effects of mood on self-efficacy (e.g., Kavanagh & Bower, 1985; Medrano et al., 2016), 
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positive affective states that stem from PA and negative affective states that stem from NA, 

foster and reduce TSE, respectively. In other words, teachers who are predisposed to react 

with positive emotions in different classroom situations will have greater TSE because 

experienced positive emotions convey a message that they are performing well and that 

everything unfolds as expected which further boosts their confidence and sense of efficacy. 

Unfortunately, teachers who frequently experience negative emotions in the classroom due to 

their stable predispositions, might view such feelings as indicators of their suboptimal 

performance which might impede their TSE.  

Interestingly, we revealed that positive predictive effects of PA on TSE and positive 

predictive effects of NA on surface acting were stable even after one year period. TSE is 

generally considered as a malleable construct that can be changed by influencing on its 

sources (e.g., mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and physiological 

and affective states; Bandura, 1997; Morris et al., 2017). Regarding teachers’ emotional 

experiences, it can be assumed that fostering positive affective experiences by intentionally 

engaging in more adaptive emotion regulation strategies, can enhance TSE. However, our 

results suggest that stable positive affective dispositions that are only modestly malleable are 

important for shaping TSE as well and that this effect might be a long term one. In addition, 

we found that NA has enduring but unfavorable effects on teachers’ emotion regulation by 

making teachers more inclined to surface acting which is related to poorer professional well-

being (Yin et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2019). These results indicate that efforts should be 

directed into training teachers to become aware of their emotions and different ways of 

regulating them in order to promote those strategies (e.g., reappraisal, active modification of 

a situation; see Burić et al., 2016) that can buffer potential adverse effects of their stable 

personality characteristics.  
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Lastly, according to our third hypothesis, we expected that the reciprocal relationship 

between TSE and emotional labor will hold even after controlling for teachers’ dispositional 

affectivity. We found that only the reciprocal relationship between TSE and hiding emotions 

remains stable after controlling for stable teachers’ affective dispositions. Longitudinal 

associations between TSE and deep acting were much weaker and only marginally 

statistically significant, and after adding PA and NA in the model, they became negligible. 

These results suggest that among an array of emotion regulation strategies that teachers use 

on a daily basis, hiding emotions might be the most harmful one for their motivation too. 

Indeed, previous research showed that hiding emotions is negatively related to their teaching 

performance and students’ outcomes (Burić, 2019; Burić & Frenzel, 2021).  

Limitations and Direction for Future Research 

The present research has several limitations that need to be considered in order to 

more accurately understand the obtained results. First, even though we collected data from a 

respectable number of teachers, the sample was convenient and might not fully reflect the 

true associations that exist at population level. Relatedly, regardless the fact that our 

investigation was directed to personal rather than contextual variables, effects of wider 

national and / or cultural context on teachers’ responses should be acknowledged. Thus, it is 

necessary to replicate obtained findings on samples from other regions, countries, and 

cultures. In addition, even though we guaranteed strict confidentiality to teachers, we cannot 

completely exclude the possibility that they gave socially desirable responses or used self-

enhancement strategies while providing responses to questionnaire items. Such respondents’ 

behavior may lead to range restrictions and reduce the effect sizes. Next, the time lag in our 

study was six months. With this time lag we found a firm reciprocal relationship only 

between TSE and hiding emotions, while it is possible that the reciprocal relationship 

between TSE and deep acting (or faking emotions) exists within a shorter time span. Thus, 



33 
 

future studies should use either shorter or longer time lags to reveal for how long current 

levels of one construct determine future levels of the other construct. Moreover, since novel 

conceptualizations of emotion regulation and emotional labor emphasize their dynamic, 

fluctuating nature across time, situations, and contexts (Beal & Trougakos, 2013; Grandey & 

Gabriel, 2015; Gross, 2015), future studies should implement intensive longitudinal methods 

that would more accurately provide insights into dynamic temporal associations between TSE 

and emotional labor. Lastly, future longitudinal studies should consider including teachers’ 

emotions as possible mediators in explaining the predictive effects of emotional labor on TSE 

in order to confirm previous research findings established with cross-sectional design (Lee & 

van Vlack, 2018). 

Conclusions 

Our research showed that TSE and hiding emotions are reciprocally related to each 

other even after controlling for dispositional affectivity. Teachers with lower levels of TSE 

are more likely to rely on hiding emotions in the future, while teachers who more often use 

hiding to regulate their emotions are more likely to have lower TSE. Bearing in mind that for 

optimal performance and wellbeing it is important that teachers preserve their TSE (Klassen 

& Tze, 2014; Zee & Koomen, 2016) and avoid using hiding emotions (Wang et al., 2019; Yin 

et al., 2018), efforts directed toward boosting TSE (e.g., by ensuring opportunities for 

mastery experience) or training teachers to use more adaptive emotion regulation strategies 

(e.g., reappraisal) might turn fruitful in raising their overall functioning despite possible 

adverse effects of their stable personality characteristics.  

Contrary to our expectations and the results of previous and mostly cross-sectional 

studies, we did not find (stable) longitudinal relationships between TSE and other two types 

of emotional labor, that is, deep acting and faking emotions. Our findings underscore the 

value of implementing stronger full-panel longitudinal designs while trying to reveal 
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predictive effects of TSE and emotional labor. If TSE and emotional labor are assessed only 

concurrently (i.e., cross-sectionally), true predictive effects between these two constructs 

cannot be established nor can they be easily distinguished from effects related to method. 

More specifically, assessing both constructs within a single time point and with a same 

method, which was done in vast majority of previous research, can lead to common-method 

bias, that is, to inflated estimates of their relationship (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Separating the 

assessment of constructs across time, which is inherent to longitudinal designs, can reduce 

such undesirable effects and help to reveal more accurate estimates. Finally, the results of our 

study suggest that expectations regarding the relationship between all three types of 

emotional labor strategies and TSE that were based on theoretical considerations and 

previous cross-sectional research, might not hold true in studies based on longitudinal designs 

and after taking into account teachers’ stable personality dispositions.  
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