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Supplemental Material A: Additional Details About Report Search and Coding
Search Terms
We conducted computer-based searches on two databases – 1) PsycINFO, and 2) Proquest Theses and Dissertation. We used a conjunction of two types of search terms (appraisal and emotion) and their derivatives and combined them using the AND Boolean operator. Moreover, we specified that the domain of search be abstracts, full-text articles, and key concepts. Therefore, our search term is “apprais* AND emotion*”.

Details on Translated Reports
Our search, conducted in English, also yielded 18 reports that were not written in English. We attempted to translate these 18 reports using Google Translate. Of these reports, some were unable to be included as they were not empirical studies or did not report sufficient statistics, etc (according to the rest of our exclusion criteria), and these reports are included in the PRISMA numbers in Fig. 1. We were eventually able to include 3 of these studies (Burić, Sorić, & Penezić, 2011, written in Serbo-Croatian; Davoodvandi & Shokri, 2017, written in Farsi; and Regueiro & Leon, 2003, written in Spanish) in our final sample. 

Details of Coding for Context
We scrutinized the tasks and measures in the Method section of each study. For example, the measure in Simonton et al. (2021)- “I have a great deal of control over my performance in my tennis class” suggests a sports context. In Tong and Jia (2017), the task description- “In each assessment, participants were told to focus on the event that engaged their attention the most between now and up to 15 min ago. They were to rate their positive emotions during this event and their appraisals of it when it happened.” suggests a non-specific or general context. All the contexts listed in Table 2 are specific, except for the “general” context that captured studies that are either not specific to a context (e.g. think about a time when you felt angry) or contains more than one context (e.g. participants are presented with different scenarios and situations). 
Since there is no a priori set of contexts for coding, during the process of coding, if a context does not fit into any contexts that we have defined so far, we assign a new context for that study, until all studies are assigned to a context. The first author did the coding and then the results were discussed between all authors. Disagreements between the authors were then resolved through discussions. Resolutions include classifying a study to a different context that is more related, or creating a new context when the existing contexts are not able to capture the essential features of the disputed context.
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Figure S1
Histogram of report publication years. 
[image: ]
Note. Dark bars, and the numbers in each dark bar, represents the 251 reports included in the sample in each year. The last update was done in Jan 2024, and so the bar for 2023 includes all reports published in 2023. The lighter grey bars represent the additional 420 reports that had insufficient statistics and thus could not be included in our sample: including these reports in this figure allows us to have a better estimate of publication volume of empirical reports in appraisals and emotions. This histogram includes both journal articles and dissertations. 
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FIGURE S1
Table S1
Studies included in the meta-analysis. 
	Study
	Year
	N
	%F
	Age
	Type
	Measures

	Abadi et al.
	2023
	2031
	.50
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Ahmed et al.
	2010
	120
	.52
	12.70
	J
	Appraisal: Boekaerts' (2002) On-line Motivation Questionnaire; Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire - Mathematics (Pekrun, Goetz, & Frenzel, 2005)

	Ali et al.
	2022a
	435
	.85
	29.7
	J
	Appraisals: Peacock & Wong (1990); Emotions: Ali et al. (2021)

	Ali et al.
	2022b
	980
	.69
	29.64
	J
	Appraisals: Peacock & Wong (1990); Emotions: Ali et al. (2021)

	Allred (Study 1)
	1996
	155
	.42
	
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Allred (Study 2; accounting sample)
	1996
	99
	.41
	
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Allred (Study 2; aerospace sample)
	1996
	74
	.19
	
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Alston
	2017
	51
	.82
	
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Teachers’ Emotions, Appraisals, and Coping Habits when Facilitating Inquiry-based Instruction (TEACH- FIBI).

	Anderson & Hunter
	2012
	87
	.56
	11.50
	J
	Appraisals: likelihood- Hunter et al. (2006), control- Catterson & Hunter (2010); Emotions: Hunter et al. (2006)

	Antonetti & Maklan (study 4)
	2014
	216
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: personal responsibility-Zimmerman et al., (2011), intentionality- Russell, (1982); Emotions: adapted from Roseman (1991) and Soscia (2007)

	Antonetti & Maklan (study 1)
	2016
	212
	.54
	
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Crossley (2009) and Gre ́goire et al. (2010); Emotions: adapted from Batson et al. (2009); Lindenmeier et al. (2012).

	Antonetti & Maklan (study 2)
	2016
	382
	.47
	
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Crossley (2009) and Gre ́goire et al. (2010); Emotions: adapted from Batson et al. (2009); Lindenmeier et al. (2012).

	Ashauer
	2011
	67
	.55
	29.10
	D
	Appraisals: (Lazarus 1991a; Smith & Lazrarus 1993; Smith, Haynes, Lazarus, & Pope, 1993); Emotions: (Lazarus, 1991a; Ellsworth and Smith (1988a; 1988b)

	Babcock, Fenerci & DePrince
	2018
	113
	1.00
	30.20
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: Trauma Appraisal Question- naire (TAQ; DePrince et al., 2010)

	Backer-Fulghum et al. (study 1)
	2018
	2452
	.67
	40.33
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Sanford (2010) and added new items; Emotion: Couples Emotion Rating Form

	Backer-Fulghum et al. (study 2)
	2018
	172
	.79
	
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Sanford (2010) and added new items; Emotion: Couples Emotion Rating Form

	Baker
	1999
	56
	.80
	19.70
	D
	Appraisals: Smith and Lazarus (1990); Emotions: Hopkins Symptom Checklist-90 (HSCL-90; Derogatis et al., 1974)

	Barclay & Kiefer
	2019
	291
	
	41.00
	J
	Appraisal: fairness- Ambrose and Schminke (2009), importance- self-constructed; Emotions: self-constructed

	Batson et al.
	2009
	48
	.50
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Bell & Song
	2005
	143
	.67
	29.90
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: fear- adapted from Kitayama et al. (2000)

	Bennett et al.
	2003
	156
	.86
	
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: Smith and Lazarus (1993)

	Berndsen & Feather (study 1)
	2016
	138
	.73
	24.15
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Compassion & Schadenfreude- Feather & Sherman (2002), moral emotions- self-constructed

	Berndsen & Feather (study 2)
	2016
	153
	.53
	27.63
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Compassion & Schadenfreude- Feather & Sherman (2002), moral emotions- self-constructed

	Berry
	2008
	218
	.75
	26.60
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Betancourt, Guthrie, Hodges & Batista’s 24 item Attribution Emotion Scale (AES).

	Beymar et al.
	2021
	244
	.47
	
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: self-constructed

	Beymar et al.
	2022
	203
	.50
	12.71
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: self-constructed

	Bieg et al.
	2013
	120
	.50
	15.94
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Goetz et al., 2013

	Blons
	2000
	243
	.52
	19.70
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: adapted from Smith et al. (1993)

	Borrill
	2018
	62
	.59
	10.40
	D
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI, Spielberger, 1983)

	Brain et al.
	2008
	1174
	1.00
	43.16
	J
	Appraisals: Lazarus & Folkman (1984); Emotions: Watson et al. (1999)- Cancer Worry Scale (CWS-R)

	Brewin et al.
	2000
	137
	.25
	36.70
	J
	Appraisals & emotions: Andrews et al. (2000)

	Britton et al.
	2019
	229
	.34
	18.55
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed visual analog scale; Emotions: Sport Emotion Questionnaire (SEQ; Jones et al., 2005)

	Brosseau (study 2)
	2021
	217
	.45
	59.00
	D
	Appraisals: Caregiver Inventory (CGI; Merluzzi et al., 2011); Emotions: Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS; Zigmund & Snaith, 1983)

	Browning
	2002
	486
	.90
	44.00
	D
	Appraisals: Folkman et al. (1987); Emotions: self-constructed

	Buchanan et al. (study 2)
	2016
	63
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Tong (2010); Emotions: Regret Elements Scale

	Buhr et al. (male sample)
	2019
	454
	.00
	
	J
	Appraisals: The Perceived Academic Control Scale (Perry, Hladkyj, Pekrun, & Pelletier, 2001); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ; Pekrun et al., 2011)

	Buhr et al. (female sample)
	2019
	463
	1.00
	
	J
	Appraisals: The Perceived Academic Control Scale (Perry, Hladkyj, Pekrun, & Pelletier, 2001); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ; Pekrun et al., 2011)

	Bunk & Magley
	2013
	288
	.78
	40.00
	J
	Appraisals: Bennett et al. (2003); Emotions: adapted from Lazarus (1991, 2001), Ellsworth and Smith (1988), and Shaver et al. (1987)

	Buric & Soric
	2012
	365
	.64
	16.00
	J
	Appraisals: control- Croatian version (Sorić & Burić, 2010) of the Perceived Academic Control Scale-PACS, (Perry, Hladkyj, Pekrun, & Pelletier, 2001), value- Croatian version (Rijavec & Brdar, 2002) of the Components of Self- Regulated Learning Questionnaire-CSRL (Niemivirta, 1996, 1998); Emotions: Croatian version (Burić, 2010) of the Test-Related Hope and Hope- lessness Scales from the Achievement Emotion Questionnaire-AEQ (Pekrun, Goetz & Perry, 2005)

	Buric et al.
	2011
	295
	.81
	21.0
	J
	Appraisals: Emotional Regulation Related to Testing Scale (Schutz et al., 2004); Emotions: Test Emotion Questionnaire (Pekrun et al., 2004)

	Butt & Choi
	2006
	322
	.17
	32.80
	J
	Appraisals: Bennett et al. (2003); Emotions: adapted from Lazarus (1991, 2001), Ellsworth and Smith (1988), and Shaver et al. (1987)

	Butz et al.
	2015
	101
	.38
	29.88
	J
	Appraisals: control- Perry et al. (2001) Perceived Academic Control Scale, value- Wigfield and Eccles (1992), success- Hall et al. (2004) Perceptions of Academic Success Scale; Emotions- Pekrun, Goetz and Perry’s (2005) Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ)

	Cai et al.
	2018
	328
	.60
	
	J
	Appraisals: Kähr et al. (2016) and Lazarus (1991), power-(Grégoire, Laufer, & Tripp, 2010); Emotions: (Kähr et al., 2016; Miao et al., 2011)

	Carver & Scheier
	1994
	125
	.54
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Folkman and Lazarus (1985)

	Cerin
	2003
	201
	.44
	24.44
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: anxiety- State Anxiety Inventory (SAI; Spielberger, Gorusch, & Luschene, 1970), fear & interest- Differential Emotions Scale-IV (DES-IV; Izard, Libero, Putam, & Haynes, 1993)

	Chadha et al. (phase 1)
	2019
	287
	.19
	38.70
	J
	Appraisals: Bennett et al. (2003); Emotions: adapted from Lazarus (1991, 2001), Ellsworth and Smith (1988), and Shaver et al. (1987)

	Chadwick (study 1)
	2014
	245
	.51
	20.15
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Chadwick (study 2- climate change sample)
	2014
	190
	
	
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Chadwick (study 2- climate influenza sample)
	2014
	286
	
	
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Chamberlin (study 1)
	2014
	178
	.49
	37.00
	D
	Appraisals: legitimacy-(Levin et al., 2002), threat-modified version of Cottrell et al.’s (2010) measure of threat; Emotions: self-constructed

	Chamberlin (study 2)
	2014
	228
	.47
	35.00
	D
	Appraisals: legitimacy-(Levin et al., 2002), threat-modified version of Cottrell et al.’s (2010) measure of threat; Emotions: self-constructed

	Chana et al.
	2015
	101
	.88
	
	J
	Appraisals: coping potential-Occupational Coping Self-Efficacy Scale for Nurses (OCSE-N; Pisanti et al. 2008), uncertainty- Nursing Stress Scale (NSS; Gray-Toft & Anderson, 1981); Emotions: Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS; Zigmond & Snaith 1983)

	Chandler et al.
	2007
	40
	.85
	44.70
	J
	Appraisals: akenham, 2001; Pakenham et al., 1997; Stanton & Snider, 1993; Emotions: State Trait Anxiety Inventory Form Y-1 (STAI Form Y-1; Spielberger et al. (1983))

	Chang
	2013
	492
	.79
	
	J
	Appraisals: based on Smith and Ellsworth (1988) and Schutz et al. (2004); Emotions: self-constructed

	Chaudhury et al.
	2022
	98
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Gordon et al. (2017), Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Piff et al. (2015); Shiota et al. (2007); Emotions: experimental manipulation

	Chen & Leung
	2023a
	602
	.52
	13.55
	J
	Appraisals: Motivational Strategies for Learning (MSLQ; Pintrich, 1991); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire- Mathematics (AEQ-M; Pekrun et al., 2002)

	Chen & Leung
	2023b
	266
	.43
	13.70
	J
	Appraisals: Motivational Strategies for Learning (MSLQ; Pintrich, 1991); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ; Pekrun et al., 2005); Academic Emotions Questionnaire of Adolescents (AEQA; Dong & Yu, 2007)

	Cheung-Blunden & Blunden
	2008
	588
	.68
	23.91
	J
	Appraisals: expectation & other-blame-self-constructed, relevance- adapted from Wegman (1987); Emotions: self-constructed

	Choi (study 1)
	2021
	249
	.59
	34.50
	D
	Appraisals: Peacock and Wong’s (1990) Stress Appraisal Measure, Folkman et al., 1986; Miller & McCool, 2003; Schneider 1995; Emotions: Peacock and Wong’s (1990) Stress Appraisal Measure

	Chow (study 1)
	2008
	61
	.70
	32.16
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Chow (study 2)
	2008
	56
	.64
	31.86
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Claassen
	2014
	497
	.47
	
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Cockshott
	2001
	247
	.45
	14.61
	D
	Appraisals: self-efficacy- Self-Efficacy Scale (Bandura, 1986a), difficulty- self-constructed; Emotion: Modified Version ofthe Competitive State Anxiety Inventory-2 (DM-CSAI-2; Jones & Swain, 1992)

	Coo et al.
	2015
	122
	.00
	29.70
	J
	Appraisals: Smith & Lazarus (1993); Emotions: DASS 21 (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995)

	Costa
	2020
	351
	
	41.60
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: modified Teachers ’Responses to Preschoolers ’ Behavior (TRPB; Pochtar & Del Vecchio, 2014).

	Cote-Arsenault
	2007
	82
	.00
	30.20
	J
	Appraisals: Moneyham Threat Index (MTI; Moneyham, 1991); Emotions: Pregnancy Anxiety Scale (PAS; (Coˆte ́-Arsenault, 2003))

	Cotting
	2003
	55
	.78
	
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Geneva Appraisal Questionnaire (GAO; Scherer, 1987)

	Covington & Omelich
	1988
	312
	.49
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI, Spielberger, 1983)

	Daniels et al.
	2008
	1002
	.67
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ; Pekrun, Goetz, & Perry, 2005; Pekrun, Goetz, Titz, & Perry, 2002) 

	Darban & Polites
	2016
	145
	.41
	22.10
	J
	Appraisals: Gatignon et al. (2002), Emotions: anger- Pekrun, Goetz, Frenzel, Barchfeld, and Perry (2011), anxiety- Compeau et al. (1999), joy- Holbrook, Chestnut, Oliva, and Greenleaf (1984).

	Davoodvandi & Shokri
	2017
	200
	1.00
	15.7
	J
	Appraisals: Revised Stress Assessment Scale (Rowley et al., 2005); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (Pekrun et al., 2011)

	DeWitt et al.
	2008
	459
	.52
	
	J
	Appraisals: adopted from Smith, Bolton, and Wagner (1999) and Blodgett, Hill, and Tax (1997); Emotions: Ellsworth and Smith (1988), Richins (1997), and Smith and Ellsworth (1985)

	Dobbins
	1999
	182
	.65
	9.42
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Smith, Lazarus, & Novacek (1989)

	Dong (main study)
	2015
	321
	.59
	18.00
	D
	Appraisals: Revised Causal Dimension Scale (CDS II; McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992); Emotions: self-constructed

	Dorfan & Woody
	2011
	103
	.60
	21.97
	J
	Appraisals: Washroom Appraisal Questionnaire (WAQ); Emotions: self-constructed

	Duhachek & Iacobucci (study 1)
	2005
	288
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Emotions: Bolger, 1990

	Ellsworth & Smith
	1988a
	91
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: Ellsworth and Smith (1988b)

	Ellsworth & Smith
	1988b
	240
	
	
	J
	Adapted appraisal and emotion measure from Smith & Ellsworth (1985), with some modifcations in phrasing

	Ethier et al.
	2008
	215
	.42
	
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Roseman et al. (1996); Emotions: Shaver et al. (1987)

	Fayn et al.
	2015a
	99
	.77
	19.41
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: Silvia, 2005; Silvia et al., 2009

	Fayn et al. (study 1)
	2015b
	53
	.74
	19.15
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Feldman et al.
	2004
	43
	.30
	19.50
	J
	Appraisals: Stress Appraisal Measure (SAM; Peacock and Wong, 1990); Emotions: experimental manipulation

	Feldman-Reichman
	1996
	35
	.00
	32.40
	D
	Appraisals: Stress Appraisal Measure (SAM; Peacock & Wong, 1990); Emotions:Brief Symptom Inventory (Derogatis, 1975a, 1983a)

	Fernandez et al. (experiment 1)
	2022
	225
	.53
	48.41
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Fernandez et al. (experiment 2)
	2022
	267
	.71
	33.04
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Fernandez et al. (experiment 3)
	2022
	184
	.73
	32.44
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Fisher et al.
	2013
	135
	.40
	34.00
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Forsblom et al.
	2022
	1716
	.50
	11.57
	J
	Appraisals: Portuguese versionof the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI; McAuley et al., 1989; Monteiro et al., 2015), Competence in Mathematics subscale of the Self-concept and Self-esteem Scale for Pre-Adolescents (Peixoto, Mata, et al., 2017; Peixoto & Almeida, 2010, 2011); Emotion: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire for Preadolescent Students (AEQ-PA; Peixoto et al., 2015)

	Gall
	2006
	101
	.82
	43.20
	J
	Appraisals: cognitive appraisal checklist (Gall & Evans, 1987); Emotions: Profile of mood states (POMS) (McNair, Lorr, & Droppleman, 1992)

	Garg & Lerner
	2013
	99
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Hartline and Ferrell (1996); Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Garn et al.
	2017
	202
	.46
	20.73
	J
	Appraisals: control- Academic Control Scale (ACS; Perry et al., 2001), value- Expectancy-Value Questionnaire (EVQ) (Xiang, McBride, Guan, & Solmon, 2003); Emotions: Achievement Emotion Questionnaire (AEQ; Pekrun, Goetz, & Perry, 2005)

	Gelbrich
	2011
	367
	.54
	22.00
	J
	Appraisals: Russell (1982); Emotions: based on Oliver (1997) and Aurier and Siadou-Martin (2007).

	Goclowska et al. (study 1)
	2023
	298
	.80
	48.00
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Silvia et al. (2015)

	Goclowska et al. (study 2)
	2023
	505
	.73
	51.00
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Silvia et al. (2015)

	Goetz et al.
	2010
	2100
	.78
	22.43
	J
	Appraisals: control- Burger 1989; Skinner 1985, 1996; Tong et al. 2007, value- Scherer (2001); Emotions: self-constucted

	Goetz et al. (study 1)
	2020
	122
	
	16.00
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Pekrun (2006); Emotions: self-constructed

	Goetz et al. (study 2)
	2020
	149
	.54
	15.64
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Pekrun (2006); Emotions: self-constructed

	Goetz et al. (study 1)
	2023
	180
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Krannich et al. (2020), Pekrun et al. (2007), Pajares and Graham (1999); Emotions: self-constructed, Pekrun et al. (2011)

	Goetz et al. (study 2)
	2023
	1612
	.47
	13.75
	J
	Appraisals: Krannich et al. (2020), Pekrun et al. (2007), Pajares and Graham (1999); Emotions: self-constructed, Pekrun et al. (2011)

	Goetze
	2019
	139
	
	
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Smith and Lazarus’ (1993)

	Goodboy et al. (husband sample)
	2023
	244
	0
	
	J
	Appraisals- Relational Uncertainty Scale (Solomon & Brisini, 2017); Emotions- Dillard et al. (1996)

	Goodboy et al. (wife sample)
	2023
	241
	1.00
	
	J
	Appraisals- Relational Uncertainty Scale (Solomon & Brisini, 2017); Emotions- Dillard et al. (1996)

	Graf et al.
	2023
	563
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Brese et al. (2014), Gaspard et al. (2017); Emotions: Epistemic Emotions Scale (EES-D; Vogl et al., 2018), AEQ-S (Bieleke et al., 2021)

	Green et al.
	2011
	139
	.65
	42.00
	J
	Other-blame: Fincham and Bradbury’s (1992) relationship attribution measure (RAM); Worry: Work-interfering-with-family behaviors (WIF behaviors) worry factor

	Grych
	1998
	60
	.50
	9.58
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: (Grych & Fincham, 1993)

	Hakim-Larson et al
	1999
	86
	.72
	35.13
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: Emotion Rules Questionnaire

	Halperin
	2008
	960
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: self-constructed

	Halperin & Gross
	2011
	201
	.50
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Han
	2015
	243
	
	
	D
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: Clark et al., 1994

	Hareli & Hess (study 2)
	2010
	122
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Harley et al.
	2019a
	57
	.74
	
	J
	Apprasals: control- System Usability Scale (SUS; Brooke, 1996), value- Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ; Pintrich, 1991); Emotions: (Harley, Poitras, et al., 2016)

	Harley et al.
	2019b
	37
	.57
	24.30
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Academic Achievement Emotions ques- tionnaire (AEQ; Pekrun et al. 2002)

	Hartmann et al.
	2014
	600
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: extracted from Arthur and Quester (2004), Batra and Holbrook (1990), Russell (1980), Watson, Clark and Tellegen’s (1988) Positive Affect and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS), and Edell and Burke’s (1987) 

	Hawrot
	2023
	3644
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Kunter et al., 2002, Schiefele et al., 2002; Emotions: Rauer & Schuck, 2003

	Heckel & Ringeisen
	2019
	220
	.53
	
	J
	Appraisals: (Rakoczy, Buff, & Lipowsky, 2005; Romine et al., 2013); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (Pekrun et al., 2011)

	Held & Hascher
	2022
	348
	.51
	12.75
	J
	Appraisals: Schwantner et al., 2013, Gaspard et al., 2014; Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire – Mathematics (AEQ – M; Pekrun et al., 2005)

	Hemenover & Zhang (study 1)
	2004
	62
	.50
	18.79
	J
	Appraisals: (Clore et al., 1994; Smith & Lazarus, 1993); Emotions: experimentally manipulated (Smith & Lazarus, 1993)

	Hemenover & Zhang (study 2)
	2004
	116
	.66
	19.45
	J
	Appraisals: (Clore et al., 1994; Smith & Lazarus, 1993); Emotions: experimentally manipulated (Smith & Lazarus, 1993)

	Henderson et al.
	2008
	2321
	.00
	43.00
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Lazarus & Folkman, 1984); Emotions: Cancer Worry Scale (Watson et al., 1999)

	Henniger (study 2.1a)
	2017
	747
	.64
	35.30
	D
	Appraisals: desired object-Smith & Kim, 2007, fairness and rest- self-constructed, deserved- Taylor et al. (2011); Emotions: self-constructed

	Henniger (study 2.1b)
	2017
	234
	.58
	20.20
	D
	Appraisals: desired object-Smith & Kim, 2007, fairness and rest- self-constructed, deserved- Taylor et al. (2011); Emotions: self-constructed

	Henniger (study 2.2)
	2017
	477
	.63
	34.30
	D
	Appraisals: desired object-Smith & Kim, 2007, fairness and rest- self-constructed, deserved- Taylor et al. (2011); Emotions: self-constructed

	Hermann & Menzel
	2013
	1243
	.48
	15.14
	J
	Control-self: self-constructed efficacy scale, threat and future expectancy: Schultz, 2000; Emotions: self-constructed

	Herrald & Tomaka
	2002
	52
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Smith and Lazarus (1993); Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Hillebrandt & Barclay (study 2)
	2020
	183
	
	
	J
	Fairness: Colquitt (2001) ; Shame: Woodyatt and Wenzel (2014)

	Hillebrandt & Barclay (study 3)
	2020
	364
	.44
	33.80
	J
	Fairness: Colquitt (2001) ; Shame: Woodyatt and Wenzel (2014), Guilt: Mosher and White (1981)

	Hillebrandt & Barclay (study 4)
	2020
	330
	.45
	36.30
	J
	Fairness: Colquitt (2001) ; Shame: Woodyatt and Wenzel (2014), Guilt: Mosher and White (1981)

	Hillebrandt & Barclay (study 5)
	2020
	365
	.45
	34.09
	J
	Fairness: Colquitt (2001) ; Shame: Woodyatt and Wenzel (2014), Guilt: Mosher and White (1981)

	Hillebrandt & Barclay (study 6)
	2020
	187
	.67
	43.69
	J
	Fairness: Colquitt (2001) ; Shame: Woodyatt and Wenzel (2014), Guilt: Mosher and White (1981)

	Hillebrandt & Barclay (study 1)
	2022
	373
	.34
	33.99
	J
	Appraisals: Witte et al.'s (1996) Risk Behavior Diagnosis scale; Emotions: Diener and Emmons (1984), self-constructed, Brooks and Schweitzer (2011)

	Hillebrandt & Barclay (study 2)
	2022
	157
	.43
	33.53
	J
	Appraisals: Witte et al.'s (1996) Risk Behavior Diagnosis scale; Emotions: Diener and Emmons (1984), self-constructed, Brooks and Schweitzer (2011)

	Hillebrandt et al. (study 2)
	2022
	143
	.52
	35.87
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: Folkman & Lazarus (1985)

	Hillebrandt et al. (study 3)
	2022
	226
	.50
	35.31
	J
	Appraisals: Chen et al. (2001); Emotions: Kouchaki and Desai (2015)

	Hillis
	2001
	332
	
	
	D
	Appraisals: pleasantness-self-constructed, rest-Patchen (1995) and Patchen (1999); Emotions: Dijker (1987)

	Hooberman
	2008
	75
	.41
	33.00
	D
	Appraisals: Frijda et al. (1989); Emotions: Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI; Derogatis, 1993)

	Hosany
	2012
	520
	.64
	
	J
	Appraisals: based on (e.g., Scherer 1984; Roseman 1984; Smith and Ellsworth 1985; Frijda 1986; Lazarus 1991); Emotions: Hosany and Gilbert’s (2010)

	Hovasapian (study 2)
	2017
	387
	.80
	21.55
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Huang (study 1)
	2017
	156
	.48
	22.57
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Venkatest (2000)

	Huang (study 2)
	2017
	128
	.42
	22.43
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Venkatest (2000)

	Huang (study 3)
	2017
	112
	.27
	24.41
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Venkatest (2000)

	Huang (study 4)
	2017
	103
	.44
	23.08
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Venkatest (2000)

	Huang
	2023
	202
	.56
	29.52
	D
	Appraisals: Ahmad (2005), Kessler (1998); Emotions: Allen et al. (1988)

	Huntsinger (experiment 3)
	2013
	100
	.81
	
	J
	Appraisals: (Lerner & Keltner, 2001); Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Hutcherson
	2008
	48
	
	
	D
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Imada (study 1: Japanese sample)
	2009
	58
	.67
	18.40
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Imada (study 1: US sample)
	2009
	67
	.54
	18.73
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Imhoff et al. (study 3)
	2012
	272
	.47
	15.83
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Collective Guilt Acceptance Scale (Branscombe et al., 2004), Shame-self-constructed

	Inglis et al.
	2018
	192
	.69
	26.33
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Ellsworth and Smith, 1988; Frijda et al., 1989; Roseman et al., 1996; Lazarus, 2001; Scherer, 2001; Emotions: Diener et al. (1995)

	Jiang et al.
	2020
	610
	.52
	
	J
	Appraisals: certainty- Ruth et al., 2002, goal incongruence-Ma et al., 2013, agency-related- Scherer, 1993; Emotions: anger- Breitsohl & Garrod, 2016, worry- Richins, 1997

	Jun & Yeo
	2012
	1000
	.50
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-efficacy- (Duhachek and Iacobucci 2005; Rosen and Weil 1995), importance- Han et al. 2007; Moshis 2007; Emotions: self-constructed

	Kaufmann & Neumann (study 1)
	2019
	30
	.70
	22.23
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: self-constructed

	Kaufmann & Neumann (study 2)
	2019
	34
	.79
	24.03
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: self-constructed

	Kaufmann & Neumann (study 3)
	2019
	30
	.63
	21.30
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: self-constructed

	Kavussanu et al.
	2014
	344
	.63
	18.83
	J
	Appraisals: Adie et al. (2008); Competence: competence subscale of Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (McAuley et al., 1989); Emotions: Sport Emotion Questionnaire (excitement; Jones et al., 2005), Achievement Emotion Questionnaire (hope, Pekrun et al., 2005), Sport Anxiety Scale-2 (worry, anxiety, Smit h et al., 2006)

	Khan et al.
	2019
	61
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: (Smith and Ellsworth 1985); Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Kim (study 3;Korean sample)
	2000
	401
	
	20.00
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Kim (study 3;US sample)
	2000
	311
	.47
	19.69
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Klee
	2018
	452
	.65
	23.61
	D
	Appraisals: control-Perceived Academic Control Scale (Perry, Hladkyj, Pekrun, & Pelletier, 2001), value-Task Value subscale of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) for college students (Pintrich et al., 1991), coping potential- Self-efficacy for Learning and Performance subscale of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) for college students (Pintrich et al., 1991); Emotions: self--constructed

	Kloos
	2004
	91
	.77
	
	D
	Appraisals: Misbel Uncertainty in Illness Scale (MUIS); Emotions: Spielberger’s State Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI)

	Knobloch
	2005
	278
	.57
	19.89
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: Dillard, Kinney, et al. (1996)

	Knobloch & Theiss
	2010
	270
	.51
	20.68
	J
	Appraisals: relational uncertainty scale (Knobloch & Solomon, 1999); Emotions: self-constructed

	Knobloch et al.
	2007
	250
	.50
	34.45
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004; Emotions: Dillard, Kinney, and Cruz (1996)

	Krispenz et al.
	2019
	71
	.63
	21.85
	J
	Appraisals: (Jerusalem and Schwarzer, 1986); Emotions: German short version of the state scale of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI- SKD; Bertrams and Englert, 2013)

	Kubzansky
	1996
	56
	
	
	D
	Appraisals: Hebrew version of Folkman and Lazarus’ (1985) scale; Emotions: 

	Kyttala & Bjorn
	2010
	116
	.55
	13.50
	J
	Appraisals: outcome expectancies- Marsh’s (1990) self- efficacy scale, outcome value- adapted from MAQ; Emotions: Math Anxiety Questionnaire (MAQ) developed by Wigfield and Meece (1988)

	Lange et al. (study 2)
	2016
	155
	.52
	34.32
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Lange et al. (study 3)
	2016
	208
	.41
	31.75
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Lange et al. (study 4)
	2016
	234
	.53
	34.89
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Levine
	1997
	200
	
	59.00
	J
	Appraisals: coded responses; Emotions: self-constructed

	Li et al.
	2023
	1155
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Peacock & Wong (1990); Emotions: Generalized Anxiety Disorder scale (GAD-7, Spitzer et al., 2006)

	Lichtenfeld et al. (study1: second grade sample)
	2012
	678
	.51
	7.50
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (Pekrun et al., 2011)

	Lichtenfeld et al. (study1: third grade sample)
	2012
	687
	.48
	8.50
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (Pekrun et al., 2011)

	Lichtenfeld et al. (study2)
	2012
	163
	.58
	8.69
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (Pekrun et al., 2011)

	Liu & Wang
	2010
	277
	.35
	
	J
	Responsibility: adapted from Allred et al. (1997) and Weiner (1995). Emotions: adapted from MacGeorge (2011)

	Liu et al.
	2016
	51
	.73
	
	J
	Goal congruence: adapted from Hosany (2011) and Kuppens et al. (2012); Emotions: adapted from Hosany & Gilbert (2010)

	Lowe et al.
	2003
	148
	.00
	42.40
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Ellsworth and Smith, 1988; Frijda et al., 1989; Roseman et al., 1996; Lazarus, 2001; Scherer, 2001; Emotions: Diener et al. (1995)

	Ma & Wang
	2009
	126
	.43
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Maglio et al. (study 2a)
	2014
	45
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Maglio et al. (study 2b)
	2014
	58
	.78
	19.30
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotons: self-constructed

	Maldonado (female sample)
	2010
	67
	1.00
	20.00
	D
	Appraisals: other-accountability- Sanford’s (2005, 2006) adaptation of Fincham and Bradbury’s (1992) Relationship Attribution Measure (RAM), importance- Sanford (2007b); Emotions: Couples Emotion Rating Form (CERF; Sanford, 2007a)

	Maldonado (male sample)
	2010
	67
	.00
	20.00
	D
	Appraisals: other-accountability- Sanford’s (2005, 2006) adaptation of Fincham and Bradbury’s (1992) Relationship Attribution Measure (RAM), importance- Sanford (2007b); Emotions: Couples Emotion Rating Form (CERF; Sanford, 2007a)

	McCarthy et al.
	2004
	609
	.57
	20.69
	J
	Appraisals and Emotions: Roseman et al. 1990, 1996).

	McCarthy et al.
	1997
	231
	.85
	32.00
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: Roseman et al. (1990)

	Mckinniss
	2000
	233
	.54
	37.46
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Things To Do Inventory (Colarelli-Beatty, McKinney, Munz, and Kohler (1994))

	Meijen et al.
	2014
	48
	.35
	20.56
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed. Emotions: Sport Emotion Questionnaire (SEQ, Jones et al. 2005)

	Menon (study 2)
	2001
	74
	
	
	D
	Appraisals: Smith & Ellsworth (1985); Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Meuser
	1997
	101
	.77
	2.00
	D
	Appraisals: threat-adapted from Patterson et al. (1990), coping efficacy-self-constructed; Emotions: Revised Grief Experience Inventory (Lev et al. (1993))

	Mikula et al.
	1998
	2921
	.55
	1.80
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Scherer (1984); Emotions: self-constructed scales

	Miranda et al.
	2020
	309
	.48
	36.30
	J
	Self-responsibility: adapted from Nelissen and Zeelenberg (2009). Controllability: used from Cheng (2001). Emotions: Differential Emotions Scale (Izard,1977)

	Mitchell
	2011
	62
	.60
	
	D
	Appraisals: Smith & Lazarus, 2001, Ellsworth and Smith‟s (1988b); Emotions: shame, guilt, pride-State Shame and Guilt Scale (SSGS, Marschall, Sanftner & Tangney, 1994), anger-State Anger Scale (Spielberger et al., 1983, 1999), gratitude-McCullough, Emmons and colleague‟s gratitude questionnaire (Emmons & McCullough, 2003; McCullough et al., 2004; McCullough et al., 2002), 

	Morris & Long (study 1)
	2002
	207
	1.00
	39.42
	J
	Appraisals: threat, importance, threat self-esteem-Folkman & Lazarus (1980), control-self-constructed; Emotions: Parkes (1986)

	Morris & Long (study 2)
	2002
	205
	1.00
	41.98
	J
	Appraisals: importance-Assessment of Daily Experience Measure (Stone & Neale, 1984), threat self-esteem, threat- self-constructed, control- Conway and Terry (1992); Emotions: Parkes (1986)

	Morrongiello & Matheis
	2004
	198
	.49
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Ng
	2014
	94
	
	
	D
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: self-constructed

	Nicholls et al.
	2012
	557
	.25
	22.28
	J
	Appraislas: Stress Appraisal Mea- sure (SAM; Peacock & Wong, 1990); Emotions: Sport Emotion Questionnaire (SEQ; Jones et al., 2005)

	Nicholls et al.
	2014
	827
	.45
	23.64
	J
	Appraislas: Stress Appraisal Mea- sure (SAM; Peacock & Wong, 1990); Emotions: Sport Emotion Questionnaire (SEQ; Jones et al., 2005)

	Niculescu et al.
	2016
	908
	.37
	19.00
	J
	Appraisal: Academic Control Scale of Perry et al. (2001); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ) developed by Pekrun et al. (2011)

	Nugier et al. (study 2)
	2007
	206
	.93
	22.49
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Nurius et al.
	2000
	202
	1.00
	21.40
	J
	Appraisals: Smith et al., 1993; Emotions: self-constructed

	Oh
	2018
	243
	.49
	35.32
	D
	Appraisals: Dillard, Kinney, and Cruz (1996); Emotions: adapted from (Dillard, Kinney, & Cruz, 1996; Dillard, Plotnick et al., 1996; Izard et al., 1993)

	Pakenham et al.
	2004
	40
	.70
	31.95
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Health anxiety; The 21 item Health Anxiety Questionnaire (Lucock & Morley, 1996)

	Pape & Arias
	1995
	47
	
	
	J
	Appraisal: self-constructed; Emotions: Symptom Checklist-90-Revised (SCL-90-R, Derogatis, 1977)

	Parker et al.
	2019
	82
	.57
	36.56
	J
	Appraisals: Searle and Auton (2015); Emotions: Profile of Mood States (McNair, Lorr, & Droppleman, 1971)

	Parkinson
	2001
	105
	.62
	30.04
	J
	Appraisals: Smith & Lazarus, 1993; Emotions: self-constructed

	Parkinson & Illingworth (study 1)
	2009
	25
	.84
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Parkinson & Illingworth (study 3)
	2009
	22
	.90
	
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: Smith & Lazarus, 1993

	Parlamis
	2001
	168
	.81
	
	D
	Appraisals: Dillard, Kinney, and Cruz (1996); Emotions: adapted from (Dillard, Kinney, & Cruz, 1996; Dillard, Plotnick et al., 1996; Izard et al., 1993)

	Parnitvithikul
	2023
	736
	.50
	43.75
	D
	Appraisals: Yao & Siegel (2021), Feather (2003); Emotions: Muschetto & Siegal (2019), Feather et al. (2012)

	Peixoto et al.
	2017
	1219
	.52
	12.53
	J
	Appraisals: Portuguese version of the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) (Monteiro et al. 2015); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire for Preadolescent students (AEQ-PA, Peixoto et al. 2015)

	Pekrun et al. (study 2)
	2010
	203
	.49
	24.00
	J
	Appraisals: control- (Schwarzer, 1986), value- Academic Value Scale (Titz, 2001); Emotions: Learning-Related Boredom scale of the Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ; Pekrun et al., 2002; Pekrun, Goetz, & Perry, 2005

	Pekrun et al.
	2011
	389
	.60
	20.63
	J
	Appraisals: Control-Perry’s (Perry et al., 2001) Perceived Academic Control Scale and the Self-Efficacy for Learning, value-Performance Scale of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ; Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire

	Phelps et al.
	2008
	145
	1.00
	
	J
	Appraisals: Smith and Lazarus (1993); Emotions: self-constructed

	Philip et al.
	2014
	339
	.74
	24.76
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: self-constructed

	Pina (study 5)
	2023
	113
	1.00
	21.14
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Pina (study 6)
	2023
	117
	1.00
	20.70
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Pina (study 7)
	2023
	210
	1.00
	25.80
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Pina (study 8)
	2023
	334
	1.00
	36.60
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Putwain et al.
	2018
	437
	.50
	10.10
	J
	Appraisals: control- Marsh’s (1990) Self-Description Questionnaire II, value-Eccles et al.’s (2005) Michigan Study of Adolescent Life Transitions scales; Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire-Mathematics (AEQ-M; Frenzel, Thrash, Pekrun, & Goetz, 2007; Pekrun et al., 2011)

	Putwain et al.
	2021
	1298
	.49
	9.30
	J
	Appraisals: control- Marsh’s (1990) Self-Description Questionnaire II, value-Eccles et al.’s (2005) Michigan Study of Adolescent Life Transitions scales; Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire – Elementary School (Lichtenfeld et al., 2012)

	Quested et al.
	2011
	61
	.67
	19.30
	J
	Appraisals: McGregor & Elliot, 2002; Emotions:(Thomas, Hanton, & Jones, 2002) 

	Raccanello et al.
	2022a
	1139
	.52
	15.51
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Raccanello et al.
	2022b
	334
	.55
	10.00
	J
	Appraisals: Braten et al. (2013); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire-Elementary School (AEQ-ES; Raccanello et al., 2019; Lichtenfeld et al., 2012)

	Raper et al.
	2023
	318
	.67
	33.80
	J
	Appraisals: Feldman et al. (2004), Searle & Auton (2015); Emotions: Warr et al. (2014), Tuckey et al. (2015)

	Regueiro & Leon
	2003
	154
	.53
	
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Folkman et al. (1986); Emotions: The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger et al., 1971)

	Rhodes
	1997
	175
	.50
	22.00
	D
	Appraisals: Stewart (1988); Emotions: Folkman & Lazarus (1986)

	Richetin et al.
	2018
	125
	1.00
	22.13
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: Adult-Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire (rsQ, downey and feldman 1996, downey et al. 2006)

	Ringeisen et al.
	2019
	92
	.50
	24.53
	J
	Appraisals: control- Academic Control Scale (Perry et al., 2001), value- Expectancy-Value Questionnaire (Xiang, McBride, & Guan, 2003); Emotions: Discrete Emotions in Physical Education Scale (DEPES; Simonton, Mercier, & Garn, 2018)

	Roswag et al.
	2023
	269
	.53
	37.01
	J
	Appraisals: Tuckey et al. (2015), Feldman et al. (2004); Emotion: Warr (1990)

	Rotenberg et al.
	1998
	225
	.56
	10.01
	J
	Threat: What I Felt Scale (Sandler et al., 1990). Coping potential and self-blame: self-constructed. Emotion: self-constructed

	Sawatari
	2013
	405
	.46
	20.70
	D
	Appraisals: Dillard, Kinney, and Cruz (1996); Emotions: adapted from (Dillard, Kinney, & Cruz, 1996; Dillard, Plotnick et al., 1996; Izard et al., 1993)

	Scarnier
	2008
	93
	.80
	
	D
	Appraisals: Dillard, Kinney, and Cruz (1996); Emotions: adapted from (Dillard, Kinney, & Cruz, 1996; Dillard, Plotnick et al., 1996; Izard et al., 1993)

	Sexton
	2006
	189
	.63
	
	D
	Appraisals: Ellsworth & Smith (1988a, 1988b); Emotions: self-constructed

	Shao et al.
	2023
	1503
	.47
	19.11
	J
	Appraisals: Marsh and O'Neill's (1984) Self-Description Questionnaire (SDQ), Task Value Questionnaire (Pekrun & Meier, 2011); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ; Pekrun et al., 2011)

	Shen et al.
	2023
	130
	.68
	32.66
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Tangney et al. (1996), PANAS-X (Watson & Clark, 1999), Marschall et al. (1994)

	Shrout & Weigel
	2020
	232
	.58
	21.00
	J
	Appraisals: Relationship Attribution Measure (Fincham & Bradbury, 1992); Emotions: Generalized Anxiety Disorder Scale (Spitzer, Kroenke, Williams, & Lo ̈we, 2006)

	Siemer et al.
	2007
	122
	1.00
	22.80
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Silva
	2021
	234
	.73
	28.05
	D
	Appraisals: Dillard, Kinney, and Cruz (1996); Emotions: adapted from (Dillard, Kinney, & Cruz, 1996; Dillard, Plotnick et al., 1996; Izard et al., 1993)

	Silvia (experiment 1)
	2008
	83
	.72
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Silvia (experiment 2)
	2008
	121
	.77
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Simonton
	2020
	345
	.67
	19.63
	J
	Appraisals: Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (McAuley, Duncan, & Tammen, 1989); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ; Pekrun et al., 2011)

	Simonton et al.
	2019
	268
	.73
	21.04
	J
	Appraisals: control- Academic Control Scale (Perry et al., 2001), value- Expectancy-Value Questionnaire (Xiang, McBride, & Guan, 2003); Emotions: Discrete Emotions in Physical Education Scale (DEPES; Simonton, Mercier, & Garn, 2018)

	Skinner & Brewer (study 2)
	2002
	118
	.79
	21.90
	J
	Appraisals: state modifications of Cognitive Appraisal Style Questionnaire; Emotions: self-constructed

	Skitka et al.
	2004
	550
	.52
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Smith & Ellsworth
	1987
	83
	
	
	J
	Adapted appraisal and emotion measure from Smith & Ellsworth (1985), with addition of new items

	Smith & Lazarus
	1993
	193
	.54
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotion: Ellsworth & Smith (1988)

	Smith et al.
	2022
	113
	.48
	36.2
	J
	Appraisals: Rodell & Judge (2009), ten Brummelhuis et al. (2012), Webster et al. (2012); Emotions: Rodell & Judge (2009), Tuckey et al. (2015)

	So et al.
	2016
	927
	.57
	19.87
	J
	Appraisals: Witte et al. (1996). Emotions: fear- adapted from Dillard & Peck (2000), anxiety- Spielberger's state anxiety scale (1983)

	Sofia & Cruz
	2016
	269
	.28
	21.73
	J
	Appraisals: Cognitive Appraisal Scale in Sport Competition (Cruz, 1996; Dias et al., 2009, 2012; Sofia & Cruz, 2015); Emotions: Maxwell and Moores (2007)

	Sonnemans & Frijda
	1995
	17
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: taken from Frijda et al. (1989). Emotions: Emotion Intensity Questionnaire (self-constructed)

	Soric et al.
	2013
	500
	.68
	16.19
	J
	control: the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ; Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991). Value: Components of Self-Regulated Learning (CSRL) questionnaire (Niemivirta, 1996). Emotions: Emotional Experience Scale (Sorić, 2002)

	Soscia
	2007
	180
	1.00
	
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated (Roseman 1991); Emotions: self-constructed

	Sotgiu & Galati
	2007
	145
	54
	44.80
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Step
	1999
	275
	.52
	42.20
	D
	Appraisals: Dillard, Kinney, and Cruz (1996); Emotions: adapted from (Dillard, Kinney, & Cruz, 1996; Dillard, Plotnick et al., 1996; Izard et al., 1993)

	Stilin et al.
	2023
	1476
	.55
	
	J
	Appraisals: Niemivirta (2004); Emotions: Achievement Emotion Questionnaire (AEQ; Pekrun et al., 2011)

	Stimson
	2010
	89
	.79
	18.02
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Sullivan
	2006
	124
	1.00
	28.06
	D
	Appraisals: Stress Appraisal Measure (SAM; Peacock & Wong, 1990); Emotions: State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI; Spielberger et al.. 1970)

	Sun et al.
	2022
	400
	.44
	38.20
	J
	Appraisals: Nan (2012); Emotions: Hwang et al., 2008, Kim, 2016

	Suzuki & Tonegawa
	2022
	863
	.52
	
	J
	Appraisal: Ito (1997), Lichtenfeld et al. (2012); Emotions: Lichtenfeld et al. (2012)

	Taha (study 2)
	2014
	1027
	.73
	32.37
	D
	Appraisals: (Peacock & Wong, 1990); Emotions: State/trait anxiety inventory (Spielberger, 1985)

	Taha (study 3)
	2014
	257
	1.00
	32.52
	D
	Appraisals: (Peacock & Wong, 1990); Emotions: State/trait anxiety inventory (Spielberger, 1985)

	Taha (study 4)
	2014
	239
	.85
	32.56
	D
	Appraisals: Illness perception questionnaire-revised (Figueiras & Alves, 2007); Emotions: State/trait anxiety inventory (Spielberger, 1985)

	Thai
	2012
	338
	.68
	21.00
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Thomas & Cassady
	2019
	481
	.81
	21.67
	J
	Appraisals: Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ; Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991); Emotions: Cognitive Test Anxiety Scale‐Short Form (CTAS‐ SF; Cassady & Finch, 2014)

	Thompson et al.
	2014
	316
	.53
	96.00
	J
	Appraisals: adaptation of 'What I Felt Scale' (Sheets et al., 1996); Emotions: Early Adolescent Temperament Questionnaire (Capaldi & Rothbart, 1992)

	Tiedens & Linton
	2001
	59
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Smith & Ellsworth (1985); Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Todd et al.
	2015
	140
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: Lerner & Keltner, 2001; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Emotions: experimentally manipulated

	Tong & Jia
	2017
	395
	.61
	22.08
	J
	Appraisals: based on Smith & Ellsworth (1985). Emotions: self-constructed

	Tong & Teo
	2018
	56
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: self-constructed

	Tong et al. (study 1)
	2014
	115
	.70
	20.50
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: (e.g., Smith and Lazarus 1993; Smith and Ellsworth 1985, 1987; Tong 2010)

	Tong et al. (study 2)
	2014
	43
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: (e.g., Smith and Lazarus 1993; Smith and Ellsworth 1985, 1987; Tong 2010)

	Tracy & Robins (study 3)
	2006
	249
	.64
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Troisi et al.
	2022
	101
	.63
	39.35
	J
	Appraisals: Perceived Vulnerability to Disease scale (Duncan et al., 2009); Emotions: Fear of Covid-19 scale (Ahorsu et al. 2020)

	Trotman et al.
	2018
	78
	.00
	20.00
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from McGregor and Elliot (2002); Emotions: Sport Emotion Questionnaire (Jones et al., 2005)

	Truchon et al.
	2008
	439
	.40
	38.00
	J
	Appraisals: harm-Fear-Avoidance Beliefs Questionnaire, threat- Pain Catastrophizing Scale, control-self- Survey of Pain Attitudes (SOPA) control subscale; Emotions: anger- Profile of Mood State (POMS) subscale, anxiety- Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS)

	Tsai (Great Lakes study)
	2015
	732
	.54
	49.27
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Tsai (Watershed study: environmental health of river path)
	2015
	583
	.49
	52.51
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Tsai (Watershed study: flood risk path)
	2015
	401
	.57
	51.89
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Tuncel
	2008
	230
	.50
	20.46
	D
	Appraisals: uncertainty- Smith & Ellsworth (1985), goal conduciveness- Roseman, Spindel, and Jose (1990); Emotions: Ellsworth & Smith (1988)

	Tze & Li (Grade 4 sample)
	2021
	280,805
	.49
	9.50
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Pekrun & Perry (2014); Emotions: adapted from TIMSS 2015 (Foy, 2017)

	Tze & Li (Grade 8 sample)
	2021
	228,116
	.50
	13.50
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Pekrun & Perry (2014); Emotions: adapted from TIMSS 2015 (Foy, 2017)

	van Tilburg et al. (study 1)
	2019
	1125
	.63
	45.22
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Van Zomeren et al.
	2007
	139
	.71
	20.00
	J
	Appraisals & Emotions: adapted from Stephan et al. (2002)

	van Zomeren et al. (study 1, in-group disadvantage)
	2004
	43
	.82
	20.00
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: adapted from Mackie et al. (2000)

	van Zomeren et al. (study 1, out-group disadvantge)
	2004
	41
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: adapted from Mackie et al. (2000)

	van Zomeren et al. (study 2)
	2004
	68
	.75
	20.00
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: adapted from Mackie et al. (2000)

	van Zomeren et al. (study 3)
	2004
	91
	.70
	20.00
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: adapted from Mackie et al. (2000)

	Waibel-Duncan (adult sample)
	2000
	109
	
	
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Waibel-Duncan (child sample)
	2000
	47
	1.00
	
	D
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Wang et al.
	2023
	89
	.65
	
	J
	Appraisals: Kim et al. (2021); Emotions- Frederickson et al. (2003), McCarthy et al. (2016)

	Watkins et al. (study 1)
	2023a
	168
	.77
	22.75
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Izard (1977)

	Watkins et al. (study 2)
	2023a
	166
	.62
	21.59
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Izard (1977)

	Watkins et al.
	2023b
	272
	.80
	22.97
	J
	Appraisals: self-constructed; Emotions: Watkins et al. (2022)

	Weiss et al.
	1999
	40
	
	
	J
	Appraisals: experimentally manipulated; Emotions: Shaver et al. (1987)

	Wells et al.
	2016
	119
	1.00
	19.00
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Lazarus & Folkman (1984). Emotion: self-constructed measure. 

	Winter
	2001
	204
	.68
	19.80
	D
	Appraisals: Smith et al. (1990) and Smith et al. (1993); Emotions: Cooley and Klinger (1989), Folkman and Lazarus (1985), and Smith et al. (1993)

	Winterich et al.
	2010
	60
	.39
	
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Smith & Ellsworth (1985); Emotion: self-constructed

	Wu & Lau
	2022
	405
	.57
	
	J
	Appraisals: Zheng et al. (2021); Emotions: Ahorsu et al., 2020; Lee, 2020; Tsai, Hsu, & Hsu, 2017.

	Yakhnich & Ben-Zur
	2008
	301
	.67
	33.57
	J
	Appraisals: (Bjorck & Klewicki, 1997); Emotions: Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI; Derogatis, 1993)

	Yang & Chu
	2018
	1046
	.51
	46.96
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Yarcheski et al.
	1999
	141
	.55
	12.80
	J
	Appraisals: adapted from Folkman et al. (1986); Folkman & Lazarus (1980); Emotions: State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory (STAXI; Spielberger, 1996)

	Zhao et al.
	2022
	208
	.56
	19.31
	J
	Appraisals: Perceived Academic Control Scale (PACS; Perry et al., 2001), Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ; Pintrich et al., 1991); Emotions: Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ; Perry et al., 2005).

	Zheng
	2012
	293
	.52
	19.94
	D
	Appraisals & Emotions: Attribution Questionnaire (Corrigan et al., 2003)

	Zheng et al. (Hangzhou sample)
	2019
	438
	.50
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Zheng et al. (Yangshuo sample)
	2019
	435
	.49
	
	J
	Self-constructed appraisal and emotion scales

	Zhu et al. (study 1)
	2022
	349
	.58
	33.45
	J
	Appraisals: Grant and Gino (2010), Gilliland (1994); Emotions: Fredrickson et al. (2003)

	Zhu et al. (study 2)
	2022
	331
	.47
	31.46
	J
	Appraisals: Grant and Gino (2010), Gilliland (1994); Emotions: Fredrickson et al. (2003)

	Zhu et al. (study 3)
	2022
	282
	.56
	31.20
	J
	Appraisals: Grant and Gino (2010), Gilliland (1994); Emotions: Fredrickson et al. (2003)

	Zimmer-Gembeck & Skinner
	2015
	669
	.50
	12.00
	J
	Appraisals: Attributional questionnaire adapted from Graham and Juvonen (1998); Emotions: self constructed scales. 

	Zohar
	1998
	118
	.42
	
	J
	Appraisals: (Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Lee & Bobko, 1994; Locke& Latham,1990); Emotions: State Anxiety form of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory(STAI; Spielberger,Gorsuch,& Lushene,1970


Note. %F denotes the proportion of female in sample; Publication Type: D denotes dissertation; J denotes journal. Note that citations in the “Measures” column are not provided in our references list, and should be obtained from the original study.
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TABLE S1
Supplemental Material B: Additional Details about Appraisal Dimensions
We present several broad thematic sets of appraisals, and discuss the specific appraisal dimensions in these sets. Table S2 that follows contains the exact measures used by studies, and we relied on a careful read of these measures. 

Appraisals Related to Basic Desires
The first set of dimensions related to basic desires, including intrinsic pleasantness, harm, loss, severity, threat, and easing of threat. These dimensions capture responses to positive and negative situations that are relatively low-level and basic, and common across people. For instance, pleasantness is about evaluating whether the situation is inherently positive or negative to one’s well-being. The appraisals of harm, loss, and threat are traditionally studied in the literature on stress and coping where one evaluates whether someone/something has harmed them, something has been lost and could not be retrieved, and there is an imminent danger to one’s physical or emotional well-being, respectively. Severity is often studied in the context of a broadly negative context (e.g., suffering from a disease). Finally, Easing of threat is included here and is kept separate from the appraisals of harm and threat because it evaluates whether all negative aspects of the situation (e.g. harm currently faced by a person or an imminent threat) have been removed. 

Goal-Related Appraisals
The second set of dimensions has also been identified by many theorists, and relate to the relevance of a situation to one’s goals and desires. Chiefly, goal conduciveness (subsuming terms like goal congruence, goal hindrance, and motivational congruence) and goal relevance. 
Value also evaluates the consequences of the situation with respect to one’s goals. Appraisals like difficulty and perceived obstacle, reflect evaluations of how the situation is facilitating or hindering the achievement of such goals and desires, and attainability evaluates the possibility that one is able to achieve that desired situation. 
Desire for object is also included because it is related to the notion of an object being important to a person that he or she desires the possession of it. From the meta-analysis, we found that this appraisal is specifically studied in the context of envy. 

Agency-Related Appraisals
The third set of dimensions, which also enjoy broad consensus and empirical support, are agency/accountability-related appraisals. Who or what does a person perceive as the cause that is responsible for the situation? The causes traditionally studied are either oneself, another person (“other”), or impersonal circumstances.
We broadly define these as accountability-circumstances, accountability-other, and accountability-self. Note that we chose to subsume a number of terms here such as agency, attribution, and blame, all under accountability, even though some theorists argue for distinctions between them, as it was difficult to ascertain from individual empirical studies which of these specific terms were measured (e.g., agency but not blame?): indeed, most measures from Table B1 seemed not to differentiate these.
The appraisal of intentionality is also included in this cluster to consider whether the situation was intentionally caused by any agent. This is to account for cases where an agent could be responsible for bringing about the situation but does not have any intentions of causing the situation. 
Note these appraisals (only about the perception of initial responsibility) are also closely related to the next set of ‘control and coping-related appraisals’, where the situation is perceived as whether someone or something has the means of influencing the course of events in the situation. 

Control and Coping-Related Appraisals
These appraisals concern whether a person perceives the situation to be controlled or influenced by other people, objects, or impersonal factors. It also includes perceptions of the ability to cope with the situation. As mentioned in the previous paragraph, the appraisals in this cluster do not inform about the attribution of the cause of the situation. Aside from the appraisals of whether a situation can be controlled and who by (control-circumstances, control-other, control-self), we also include related coping appraisals such as emotion-focused coping potential, problem-focused coping potential (often studied in the context of stress, but also sometimes with emotions). These appraisals evaluate one’s ability to deal with and adapt to the outcomes and consequences of a situation. These appraisals also evaluate whether one perceives that one can influence the negative aspects of the situation and its consequences to make it better. Modifiability refers to a perception that the situation itself is modifiable/changeable. Effortful success is also included here because it contains the key notion that one’s perception of one’s ability to achieve what one desires. 

Expectations-Related Appraisals
A fifth set of dimensions include expectations about the events leading up to the situation: how novel and expected a situation is. The dimensions of novelty (whether a situation is new, or it has been experienced before) and expectedness (whether one expects the situation to occur) seem related—a novel situation by definition should be unexpected, for example, but unexpected situation might not always be novel—but they were proposed as separate dimensions by Frijda and colleagues (1989), and so we kept them separate. We note that one study (Sonnemans & Frijda, 1995) measured them both, and within that one study the correlations of these two appraisals with the various measured emotions did not seem correlated, empirically suggesting that they are separate. We have also added remarkable and uniqueness (which also appraises whether or not the situation would ever occur again—the notion of the situation being unique)

Current and Future Expectations-Related Appraisals
Our sixth set includes dimensions surrounding current and future expectations of the situation: These broadly relate to an individual’s beliefs about whether one understands what is happening or going to happen in the situation (certainty), how the situation will continue to unfold (future predictability, and stability). Uncertain situations typically result in additional attention (attentional activity) or effort to understand the situation better.
An important note: novelty was grouped in the previous set, although it could be related to attentional activity (e.g. novel situations typically result in more attention to the situation) because we find that novelty relates more to expectedness, and situations that are initially novel are not always (currently/or in the future) uncertain.

Appraisals Related to Norms and Value Judgments
Our seventh set of appraisals refer to norms and value judgments: fairness, normative significance with external norms, and normative significance for internal norms. 
The normative significance appraisals reflect whether the situation is consistent with external and social norms, versus internal, moral values (e.g., one’s personal values and ideals). Normative significance (internal) evaluates whether the situation is consistent with one’s personal values and ideals. For example, a vegan might perceive eating animal products as a violation of their personal values. On the other hand, normative significance (external) evaluates whether the situation is consistent with one’s external and social norms. This appraisal is situated in a larger social and moral context whereby a person perceives how people in a situation should behave according to social norms that are expected of them. We note that some studies often measure them together or conflate them (e.g., Mikula et al., 1998)
Although fairness can presumably be categorized under one of the other two dimensions, it is often studied separately and across many studies (and under many names), and so we chose to keep it separate as its own dimension. 

Appraisals Related to Social Others
We had a set of appraisals related to social others, which concern the evaluation of one’s relationship with another person and how their well-being is important to the appraising person. The appraisals of closeness, and liking pertain to how one perceives one’s relationship with another person. Concern for others evaluates whether one perceives to be concerned about the well-being of another person. These appraisals are important especially for social emotions like admiration and envy.
We also added the appraisal of evil character (studied by Halperin, 2008) because it directly evaluates the perception that offensive actions (e.g., war crimes) were the result of an evil character. We note that the measure itself (“That person is evil/not evil”) seems like a trait judgment rather than an appraisal, but as we note in the main text, we tried to be broadly inclusive. 
 
Other Appraisals
Finally, we have appraisals that do not fit into any of the previous categories: challenge, globality, reality, self-esteem decreased, temporal distance, and vastness
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL B
Table S2
Definitions of appraisals as extracted from reports.
	Appraisal
	Related terms
	Definitions/measures

	Appraisals Related to Basic Desires

	Pleasantness
	valence, 
intrinsic pleasantness
	Reisenzein & Hoffmann (1990) valence: Event is desirable/positive - undesirable/negative?

Scherer (2009) intrinsic pleasantness: Is the event intrinsically pleasant or unpleasant, independently of my current motivational state?

Smith & Ellsworth (1985) pleasantness: How pleasant or unpleasant was it to be in this situation? How enjoyable or unenjoyable was it to be in this situation?


	Threat
	danger, 
risk, 
susceptibility, 
vulnerability, 
intimidated
	Lazarus & Folkman (1984) threat: Do you anticipate a negative event?

Smith & Lazarus (1993) danger: I am in danger and might not be able to handle it. I feel threatened by an uncertain danger. 

Tsai (2015) risk: individual estimation of the likelihood and seriousness of future threats that ranged from the consumption of contaminated fish.

Witte et al. (1996) susceptibility: I believe that I’m at risk of getting meningitis.

Wu & Lau (2022) vulnerability: I feel high risk of getting infected.

Wells et al. (2016) intimidated: How intimidated were you in the situation? (they adapted Lazarus & Folkman (1994)’s concept of threat in their study)


	Loss
	reversibility
	Smith & Lazarus (1993) loss: I feel a sense of loss. Something I cared about is gone. Something important to me has been destroyed. Nothing can ever be done to fix this bad situation.

Hutcherson (2008) reversibility: It is unlikely that this situation can be remedied, or that the negative effects of this person's actions could ever be undone


	Harm
	
	Brown et al. (1975) harm: How much harm occurred as a result of this event?


	Severity
	impact
	So et al. (2016) severity: I believe that meningitis is a severe health problem.

Witte et al. (1996) severity: I believe that this situation is severe.

Gall (2006) impact: The impact of the abuse on your daily life as a child.


	Easing of Threat
	
	Smith et al. (1993) easing of threat: A threat has been removed from the situation. Things are working out after all.




	Goal-Related Appraisals

	Goal conduciveness
	goal congruence, 
goal hindrance, 
goal obstacle, 
desirability, 
situational state, 
benefit, 
hindrance

	Scherer (2009) goal conduciveness: Is the event conducive or obstructive to reaching my goals?

Lazarus (1991) goal congruence: Whether the event is appraised as harmful (threatening if it is future harm) or beneficial

Parker et al. (2019) goal hindrance: Conditions and requirements of my pay will hinder any achievements I might have.

Roseman (1991) situational state: Evaluates whether the situation is consistent or inconsistent with one's motive

Smith & Ellsworth (1985) goal obstacle: The extent to which the person perceives problems or obstacles in the situation that are hampering the attainment of a desired goal.

Ashauer (2011): My direct report will be more satisfied after receiving the appraisal. The trust in our relationship will increase after I give my direct report the appraisal. 


	Goal relevance
	relevance, 
importance, 
self-concern, 
centrality

	Scherer (2009) goal relevance: Does the event have consequences for my needs or goals?

Lazarus (1991) goal relevance: Is there anything at stake?

Ashauer (2011) relevance: I think there are important things to think about here. I think this situation with my direct report touches on my personal concerns. 

Reisenzein & Hoffman (1990) importance: Event is important/unimportant to me

Smith & Ellsworth (1987) importance: Importance of an event to one’s well-being

Bell & Song (2005) self-concern: concern for own interest.

Nicholls et al. (2012) centrality: Perceived importance of an encounter on a person’s well-being.


	Value
	attainment value, 
intrinsic value, 
extrinsic value, 
outcome value
	Pekrun et al. (2011) value: How valuable/important are these activities and outcomes to you? 

Dong (2015) attainment value: I feel that I need a university education to fulfil my potential.

Goetz et al. (2020) intrinsic value: In this lesson, subject is very important to me, irrespective of the grade I get.

Goetz et al. (2020) extrinsic value: In this lesson, it is very important to me that I get a good grade in subject. 

Kyttala & Bjorn (2010) outcome value: Subjective value of achievement outcomes.


	Difficulty
	situational demand, 
skill demand
	Smith & Ellsworth (1987) difficulty: How difficult do you feel the situation would be (or had been)?

Herrald & Tomaka (2002) situational demand: How demanding is the task you are performing? Do you think the task is very hard or difficult?

Smith et al. (2022) skill demand: Today, my job has required me to use a number of complex or high-level skills.


	Perceived Obstacle
	problems
	Kuppens & van Mechelen (2007) perceived obstacle: Blockage of goal attainment or the blocking of a goal-directed behaviour sequence. To what degree do you find the situation frustrating?

Smith & Ellsworth (1985) perceived obstacle: To what extent did you feel there were problems that had to be solved before you could get what you wanted? To what extent did you feel there were obstacles standing in the path between you and getting what you wanted?

Tong & Jia (2017) problems: During this event, to what extent did you feel there were problems that had to be solved before you could get what you wanted?


	Attainability
	possibility
	Henniger & Harris (2014) attainability: To what extent you could obtain what you wanted? 

Chadwick (2014) possibility: The situation is attainable/ unattainable, possible/impossible, achievable/unachievable?


	Desire for object
	
	Henniger (2017) desire for object: To what extent did you want or desire the thing that the other person had?

	

Agency-Related Appraisals

	Accountability-Circumstances
	circumstances-agency, 
circumstance-attribution, 
situational-agency



	Reisenzein & Hoffman (1990) causality/responsibility: event caused by something else

Roseman (1991) circumstances-agency: Whether an outcome is seen to be caused by impersonal circumstances.

Tong & Jia (2017) circumstances-agency: During this event, to what extent did you feel that circumstances beyond anyone’s control were responsible for bringing about the event? 

Dillard et al. (1996) circumstance-attribution: Was caused by outside circumstances?

Inglis et al. (2018) situational-agency: To what extent did this situation occur by chance? 


	Accountability-Other
	other-agency, 
other-caused, 
other-attribution, 
other-responsibility, 
other-blame, 
blameworthy, 
external agency
	Bunk & Magley (2013) other-accountability: Consider someone else to be responsible for the situation (based on Lazarus, 1991; Smith & Lazarus, 1990)

Reisenzein & Hoffman (1990) causality/responsibility: Event caused by somebody

Roseman (1991) other-agency: Whether an outcome is caused by some other person.

Scherer (2009) other-agency: Was someone else responsible for the situation?

Butt & Choi (2006) other-caused: Someone helped me in achieving my objective (based on Smith et al., 1989)

Knobloch (2005) other-attribution: Perception that another person is responsible for the situation. (based on Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; 1987; Ellsworth & Smith, 1988)

Smith & Ellsworth (1985) other-responsibility: How responsible did you think someone or something other than yourself was for having brought about the events?

Kuppens & Van Mechelen (2007) other-blame: To what degree ‘‘do you feel attacked by someone else?’’, ‘‘do you feel treated disrespectfully by someone else?’’, and ‘‘do you blame someone else for what has happened?

Lazarus (1991) blameworthy: Blame/credit depends on whether there is an attribution of accountability/responsibility for the harm, threat, or benefit, and the extent to which those persons are in full control of their damaging or beneficial actions

Gelbrich (2011) external agency: people ascribe an event to other people’s behaviour (based on Fridja et al., 1989) 


	Accountability-Self
	self-agency, 
self-caused, 
self-attribution, 
self-responsibility, 
self-blame, 
internal agency, 
internal locus
	Reisenzein & Hoffman (1990) causality/responsibility: Event caused by me

Roseman (1991) self-agency: Whether an outcome is caused by the self.

Scherer (2009) self-agency: Was the self responsible for the situation?

Butt & Choi (2006) self-caused: I was successful because of my efforts (based on Smith et al., 1989)

Knobloch (2005) self-attribution: Perception that oneself is responsible for the situation. (based on Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; 1987; Ellsworth & Smith, 1988)

Miranda et al. (2020) self-responsibility: The extent to which they felt “responsible,” “accountable,” and “liable” for the incivility incident (based on Nelissen & Zeelenberg (2009))

Lazarus (1991) self-blame: Blame/credit depends on whether there is an attribution of accountability/responsibility for the harm, threat, or benefit, and the extent to which those persons are in full control of their damaging or beneficial actions

Gelbrich (2011) internal agency: people ascribe an event to one’s behaviour (based on Fridja et al., 1989) 

Tracy & Robbins (2006) internal locus: whether events are caused by factors internal or external to the individual.


	Intentionality
	self-intentionality, 
other-intentionality
	Scherer (2009) intentionality: What was the reason for the agent's responsibility?

Halperin (2008) other-intentionality: Perception of out-group members as culpable of an offense that is intentional 

	



Control and Coping-Related Appraisals

	Control-Circumstances
	situational control
	Scherer (2009) control-circumstances: Can the event or its consequences be controlled by other human agents?

Smith & Ellsworth (1985) situational control: Determines if the responsibility and control agent is the circumstances


	Control-Other
	external control
	Scherer (2009) control-other: Can the event or its consequences be controlled by other human agents?

Smith et al. (1993) Was the cause(s) something over which others had no control? Was the cause(s) not under the power of other people? Was the cause(s) something other people could not regulate?


	Control-Self
	control, 
personal control, 
power, 
helplessness
	Reisenzein & Hoffmann (1990) control: Event can/cannot be changed or controlled by me

Smith et al. (1993) personal control: Was the cause(s) not manageable by you? Was the cause(s) something you could not regulate? Was the cause(s) something over which you had no power?

Roseman (1991) power: Perceptions of one's ability of doing something 

Scherer (2009) power: Do I have sufficient power to exert control if possible?

Tong & Jia (2017) During this event, to what extent did you feel that you had the ability to influence/control what was happening in this event? 

Pekrun (2006) subjective evaluation of whether one beliefs that s/he can succeed in learning and achievement activities, whether the outcome of those activities is what s/he desires, and whether the person has an influence over an outcome or not

Smith & Lazarus (1993) helplessness: I feel helpless. I seem to be powerless to make things right in this situation.


	Emotion-focused coping potential
	
	Lazarus (1991) emotion-focused coping potential: Evaluates the possibility of regulating one's emotional state in a harmful or threatening situation

	Problem-focused coping potential
	coping, competence, 
self-efficacy
	Lazarus (1991) problem-focused coping potential: Evaluates one's ability to manage the demands posed by the situation.

Arnold (1960) coping potential: Is it difficult or easy to attain or avoid the event?

Kavussanu et al. (2014) competence: I am pretty skilled at this sport.

Krispenz et al. (2019) self-efficacy: Even though the test might be difficult, I know I will pass it


	Effortful success
	effortful optimism
	Smith et al. (1993) effortful optimism: I feel that things are going to get better in this situation. Somehow things might work out in this situation. If I try hard enough, I can get what I want in this situation. With some effort I can make things better in this situation. In the end, there’s a chance that everything will be ok.


	Modifiability
	
	Sonnemans & Frijda (1995) modifiability: Was the situation modifiable or unmodifiable?

	


Expectations-Related Appraisals

	Novelty
	familiarity
	Scherer (2009) novelty: Abrupt onset (suddenness), familiarity, predictability 

Reisenzein & Hoffmann (1990) familiarity: Event is known/familiar or unknown/novel to me


	Expectedness
	
	Scherer (2009) expectedness: How different is the situation from what I expected it to be?

Reisenzein & Hoffmann (1990) expectedness: Event is something I expected/did not expect


	Remarkable
	exceed expectation
	Hovasapian (2017) remarkable: How remarkable/extraordinary was this event?

Goclowska et al. (2023) exceed expectation: The color of the scene exceeded/disconfirmed my expectations 


	Uniqueness
	pattern/unique
	Van Tilburg et al. (2019) uniqueness: The event was unique/Similar events have happened often in my life. Such an event will I likely [never experience/experience] again.

Sonnemans & Frijda (1995) pattern/unique: Is the event part of a pattern or unique?

	




Current and Future Expectations-Related Appraisals

	Future expectancy
	positive future expectancy, 
negative future expectancy, 
optimism, 
outcome expectancy, 
expectancy, 
expected success, 
negative likelihood
	Lazarus (1991) future expectancy: Concerns what the agent think will happen in the way of way, that is, whether things will work out or get worse for any reason.

Bunk & Magley (2013) positive/negative future expectancy: At the time of the experience that bothered you the MOST, how much did you expect the situation to get better/worse? 

Smith & Lazarus (1993) optimism: Somehow things might work out in this situation. In the end, there's a chance that everything will be OK. I feel that things are going to get better in this situation. 

Grych (1998) outcome expectancy: Do you think the conflict would get better or worse?

Stimson (2010) expected success: What are the chances for you to be successful in attaining this goal?

Anderson & Hunter (2012) negative likelihood: What is the likelihood of this negative outcome occurring?


	Attentional activity
	attention, 
consideration, 
urgency, 
safety
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985) attentional activity: To what extent did you try to consider this thing further, or to what extent did you try to shut it out? To what extent did you try to devote your attention to this thing, or divert your attention from it.

Tong & Jia (2017) consideration: to what extent did you try to consider the issue involved further, or to did you try to shut it out? (based on Smith & Ellsworth, 1985)

Scherer (2009) urgency: How urgently do I need to react?

Smith & Lazarus (1993) safety: There is nothing I need to be doing right now. Everything is fine for now. For the moment, there is nothing I need to be concerned about.


	Certainty
	understandability, 
clarity
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985) certainty: How well did you understand what was happening around you in this situation?

Sonnemans & Frijda (1995) clarity: How clear are you of the situation’s implications?

Tong & Jia (2017) understandability: During this event, how well did you understand what was happening in this event?

	Future Predictability
	outcome probability, 
probability
	Tong & Jia (2017) predictability: During this event, how well could you predict what was going to happen next?

Scherer (2009) outcome probability: How likely is it that the consequences will occur?

Roseman (1991) probability: Whether the occurrence of an outcome is uncertain or certain


	Effort
	
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985) effort: To what extent did you feel that you needed to exert yourself to deal with this situation? How much effort (mental or physical) did you feel this situation required you to expend?


	Stability
	
	Smith et al. (1993) stability: Was the cause of the situation temporary/permanent? Was the cause of the situation variable over time or stable over time? Was the cause of the situation changeable or unchangeable?

	Appraisals Related to Norms and Value Judgments

	Fairness
	deservingness, 
legitimacy, 
justice
	Inglis et al. (2018) To what extent did you think that what happened to you in this family interaction was fair? 

Lange et al. (2016) deservingness: How much the envied person deserved his or her advantage?

Smith & Ellsworth (1985) legitimacy: How fair did you think this event was? To what extent did you feel cheated or wronged?

Herrald & Tomaka (2002) justice: Do you feel that having to perform this task is unfair? Do you feel that having to perform this task is unjust.

Reisenzein & Hoffmann (1990) moral evaluation: Event is fair, legitimate and deserved (event is morally good/morally bad/unjust)


	Normative significance (External)
	external self-compatibility, 
fail to live up to external standards, 
norm violation, 
norm compatibility, 
compatibility with external standards: norms
	Scherer (2009) normative significance (external): Does the event or my behaviour correspond to social norms, values, beliefs about justice, or moral principles?

Hosany (2012) external self-compatibility: In comparison to the way others may judge you for your choice of destination, how consistent or inconsistent was this chosen destination? 

Herrald & Tomaka (2002) fail to live up to external standards: I feel badly because I am failing to live up to society’s standards and expectations. 

Allred (1996) norm violation: I knew it was not appropriate or professional.

Kubzansky (1996) norm compatibility: To what extent did you feel your behavior was like what someone else in the same situation would have done? 

Mikula et al (1998) compatibility with external standards: norms: If the event was caused by your own or someone else’s behavior, would this behavior itself be judged as improper or immoral by your acquaintances? (immorality)
** Note that Mikula et al define their measure using both norms and immorality, but we categorized it as norms.


	Normative significance (Internal)
	compatibility with individual norms, 
compatibility with internal standards, 
internal self-compatibility, 
self-consistency, 
moral congruence, 
immorality
	Scherer (2009) normative significance (internal): Does the event or my behaviour correspond to my self-concept or values?

Sotgiu & Galati (2007) compatibility with individual norms: To what extent did you feel that your behavior was appropriate? 

Inglis et al. (2018) compatibility with internal standards: To what extent was this family interaction consistent with your personal beliefs, values and ideals?

Hosany (2012) internal self-compatibility: How did your overall experience with the destination affect feelings about yourself, such as your self- esteem? 

Mikula et al. (1998) self-consistency: How did this event affect your feelings about yourself, such as your self-esteem or your self-confidence?

Tong & Jia (2017) moral congruence: During this event, to what extent did you feel that your expectations of what is right and wrong were satisfied/met or violated? 

Batson et al (2009): immorality: Do you think this brutality was morally wrong 

Berndsen & Feather (2016) immorality: How immoral do you find it to laugh about the bride’s fall into the swimming pool.

	Appraisals related to social others

	Concern for others
	other-significance, 
other-involved, 
other-concern
	Smith & Lazarus (1993) concern for others / other-concern: I feel sorry for this (other) person. It bothers me that this (other) person is in trouble. This (other) person needs help.

Smith & Lazarus (1993) other-significance: This (other) person is very important to me. I care a great deal about what happens to this (other) person. The well-being of this (other) person is very important to me.

Sonnemans & Frijda (1995) other-involved: Was other’s well-being involved?


	Closeness
	
	Henniger (2017) closeness: How close is your relationship with that person?


	Evil Character
	
	Halperin (2008) evil character: That person is evil/not evil
(In the context of this study, they characterized this appraisal as “the perception that offensive actions were the result of an evil character”, but the measure seems like a trait judgment of that agent)


	Liking
	
	Henniger (2017) liking: How much do you like this person?

	
Other Appraisals

	Challenge
	
	Lazarus & Folkman (1984) challenge: Do you anticipate a special kind of gain, namely, to demonstrate one's ability or to grow?


	Globality
	
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure (1989) globality: Distinguishes responses to specific events, referring to a condition that cannot be localized in space

Weiner (1985) globality: consistency across time and situations


	Reality
	
	Sonnemans & Frijda (1995) reality: Does the event felt real/unreal?


	Self-Esteem Decreased
	
	Sonnemans & Frijda (1995) self-esteem decreased: Did the event enhance or decrease your self-esteem?


	Temporal distance
	
	Van Tilburg et al. (2019) temporal distance: The event appears to me as it [appeared to me for the first time/has long passed]. The event feels temporally [close/distant] to me.


	Vastness
	
	Chaudhury et al. (2022) vastness: I felt the presence of something greater than myself 


Note. The 47 appraisal dimensions are grouped in the same order as in Table 1 in the main text.
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TABLE S2
Supplemental Material C: Condensed List of Appraisals
As part of our meta-analysis, we constructed a taxonomy of 47 appraisal dimensions (Table 1). However, this list was exhaustive, and includes some appraisals that were only applicable to specific contexts, or were infrequently studied and had little empirical or theoretical support. To aid future researchers in their studies, in this section, we compiled a condensed list of 24 appraisals to provide a comprehensive set of appraisals that cover most contexts. 
We relied on two primary criteria to select these appraisals. First, they have to be sufficiently general. Our motivation in creating this list of appraisals is for it to be applicable across a broad range of situations and contexts. Appraisals that are specific to particular contexts, such as ‘value’ (which has only been studied in the academic context) and ‘closeness’ (in a relationship context) are hence not included in this list. Specifically, we included appraisals that have been studied in more than one context, or in a general context. Second, they require a minimum amount of empirical support. We excluded appraisals that appear in a small number of studies as they may not have been sufficiently studied and replicated. 
After selecting the list of appraisals, we scrutinized the definitions and scales of such appraisals employed by various studies and then adapted the phrases and words to come up with the measure provided in Table S3. As mentioned in the main text, different studies may have used different measures for appraisals. The measures provided in Table S3 contain the essential features of each appraisal after going through all the different measures used by different studies. We also constructed a 9-point Likert scale for each measure. The anchors of the Likert scale were derived from the measures used by previous studies that informed our choice of whether each appraisal construct should be unipolar or bipolar. The first author selected the appraisals and came up with the measures and scales provided. Following this, any disagreements regarding the wording of the measures and their anchors were resolved through discussions among all authors.
For ease of use in future studies, we have grouped the 24 dimensions into four groups of six, as it may be impractical for a single participant to rate all 24 dimensions, including remembering their various definitions and anchors. We grouped the 24 appraisal dimensions based on the similarity of the essential features of the appraisals to ensure that the dimensions within each group are coherent and related, so that participants are better able to consider differences between them (e.g., between accountability and control in the first group). 
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The first group of dimensions measures agency/control appraisals. The second group of dimensions measures the consistency of goals, values, and norms. The third group of dimensions measures appraisals pertaining to negative events and whether one has the ability to cope with the consequences of the negative events. The fourth group measures other critical aspects of the situation, such as how well one understands the situation and how expected the situation was. 
Please note that the selection of this condensed list of appraisals, and the further subdivision into these groups, was based on the definitions of the individual appraisals and how similar the essential features of the appraisals are. We did not conduct any statistical methods (e.g., factor analyses or principal component analyses) to reduce the full set of appraisals.

Table S3
Condensed list of 24 appraisals with their measures.
	Set 1

	Accountability-Circumstances 
1. To what extent did you think that circumstances beyond anyone’s control were responsible for causing the situation?
	Circumstances were:
Not at all		                      Completely
responsible                                           responsible
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Accountability-Other
2. To what extent did you think that other people/objects were responsible for causing the situation?
	Other people/objects were:
Not at all		                      Completely
responsible                                           responsible
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Accountability-Self
3. To what extent did you think that you were responsible for causing the situation?
	You were:
Not at all		                      Completely
responsible                                           responsible
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o


	Control-Circumstances
4. To what extent did you think that circumstances beyond anyone’s control were controlling what was happening in the situation?
	Circumstances were:
Not at all		                      Completely
controlling                                            controlling
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o


	Control-Other
5. To what extent did you think that other people/objects were controlling what was happening in the situation?
	Other people/objects were:
Not at all		                      Completely
controlling                                            controlling
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Control-Self
6. To what extent did you think that you were able to control what was happening in the situation?
	You were:
Not at all		                      Completely
controlling                                           controlling
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Set 2

	Fairness
7. To what extent did you think that the situation was fair?
	Situation was:
Completely              Neutral               Completely
unfair		                                 fair
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Goal conduciveness
8. To what extent did you think that the situation was consistent with what you wanted?
	Situation was:
Completely               Neutral              Completely 
inconsistent                                         consistent
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Goal relevance
9. To what extent did you think that the situation was relevant to your concerns and goals?
	Situation was:
Not at all relevant		    Completely relevant
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Normative significance (External)
10. To what extent did you think that the situation was consistent with your external and social norms?
	Situation was:
Completely                        Neutral          Completely 
inconsistent                                              consistent
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Normative significance (Internal)
11. To what extent did you think that the situation was consistent with your personal values?
	Situation was:
Completely               Neutral             Completely 
inconsistent                                        consistent
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Pleasantness
12. To what extent did the you think that the situation was pleasant?
	Situation was:
Completely                Neutral             Completely 
unpleasant                                           pleasant
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Set 3

	Challenge
13. To what extent did you think that the situation was challenging?
	Situation was:
Not at all                                            Very
challenging                                        challenging
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Emotion-focused coping potential
14. To what extent did you think that you were able to emotionally cope with the consequences of the event?
	You were:
Completely unable                       Completely able
to cope		                           to cope
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Future expectancy
15. To what extent did you think that the situation would get worse/better?
	Situation would get:
Worse                      Neutral                 Better
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Loss
16. To what extent did you think that something irretrievable has been LOST in the situation?
	You thought that:
Nothing has		                     Something has
been lost                                              been totally lost
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Problem-focused coping potential
17. To what extent did you think that you were able to cope with the consequences of the event?

	You were:
Completely unable                       Completely able
to cope		                           to cope
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Threat
18. To what extent did you think that you were being threatened?
	You were:
Not at all threatened	           Completely threatened
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Set 4

	Attentional activity
19. To what extent did you think that you needed to attend to the situation further?

	Further attention was:
Not at all needed                        Completely needed
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Certainty
20. To what extent were you certain about what was happening in the situation?
	You were:
Completely               Neutral              Completely 
uncertain                                             certain
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Effort
21. To what extent did you think you needed to exert effort to deal with the situation?
	You thought that:
No effort                                     Very much effort needed                                         needed
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Expectedness
22. To what extent did you expect the situation to occur?
	Situation was:
Completely              Neutral	        Completely
unexpected                                          expected
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Novelty
23. To what extent did you think that the situation was novel?
	Situation was:
Not at all novel                           Completely novel
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o

	Future Predictability
24. To what extent did you think that you were able to predict what was going to happen next in the situation?
	You were:
Completely unable                         Completely able
to predict		                to predict
         o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o     o
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TABLE S3
Supplemental Material D: Additional Results
In Table S4, we present the results of the meta-analyses and reporting bias analyses (Egger’s regression) for the emotions with high evidence, which we defined as having at least one appraisal with more than 10 effect sizes (max k > 10). We also used this as the cutoff for small study bias analyses (i.e., we did not run funnel plots and Egger’s regression for a particular appraisal-emotion relationship if k ≤ 10). These emotions are: Anger, Anxiety, Boredom, Enjoyment, Fear, Guilt, Joy, Pride, Sadness, Shame
	In Table S5, we present the analyses for the remainder of the 53 emotions. 
In Table S6, we present the results of moderator analyses comparing experimental versus correlational study designs. 
Finally in Table S7, we list references that made specific predictions of a given appraisal-emotion relationship.

Table S4 
Results of main analyses for emotions with high evidence (max k > 10)
	Appraisals
	
	
	Main analysis
	
	Interpretation
	Predictions and Findings

	
	k
	
	r
	95% CI
	Q (df)
	τ
	I2 (%)
	pEgger
	
	
	

	Anger

	Accountability-Other
	49
	
	.37***
	.30, .43
	696.6 (48)*
	.24
	93.79
	.08
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the anger.
	Predicted and Supported

	Threat
	31
	
	.37***
	.32, .42
	259.0 (30)*
	.15
	87.84
	.82
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the anger.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Fairness
	31
	
	-.39***
	-.48, -.30
	834.4 (30)*
	.28
	95.32
	.48
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the less the anger
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Self
	30
	
	-.12*
	-.22, .02
	596.7 (29)*
	.27
	95.69
	.01
	
	The greater the perceived control over the situation, the less the anger.
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Self
	25
	
	.05
	-.08, .18
	409.6 (24)*
	.32
	95.12
	.66
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal relevance
	23
	
	.25***
	.15, .35
	329.0 (22)*
	.25
	93.95
	.02
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the anger
	Predicted and Supported

	Problem-focused coping potential
	23
	
	-.24***
	-.32, -.15
	334.6 (22)*
	.21
	93.11
	.53
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the less the anger
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal conduciveness
	21
	
	-.31**
	-.39, -.23
	235.5 (20)*
	.20
	92.44
	.30
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the less the anger
	Predicted and Supported

	Certainty
	14
	
	-.16
	-.32, .02
	641.0 (13)*
	.33
	96.77
	.45
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Value
	13
	
	-.26***
	-.36, -.15
	340.8 (12)*
	.21
	95.84
	.58
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the less the anger
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	11
	
	-.42***
	-.55, -.26
	366.2 (10)*
	.29
	97.41
	.07
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the anger
	Predicted and Supported

	Positive future expectancy
	10
	
	-.12
	-.29, .06
	149.9 (9)*
	.28
	91.87
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Challenge
	8
	
	.00
	-.21, .22
	112.3 (7)*
	.30
	94.54
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	7
	
	-.004
	-.10, .10
	25.78 (6)*
	.11
	72.03
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	7
	
	-.13
	-.27, .01
	35.47 (6)*
	.17
	78.97
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	6
	
	.04
	-.20, .28
	67.89 (5)*
	.29
	92.82
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	6
	
	-.01
	-.16, .13
	83.34 (5)*
	.17
	90.74
	
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	6
	
	-.29**
	-.49, -.07
	52.89 (5)*
	.27
	91.44
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with external and social norms, the less the anger
	Predicted and Supported

	Expectedness
	5
	
	.00
	-.11, .12
	18.42 (4)
	.11
	80.01
	
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Loss
	5
	
	.27*
	.03, .50
	59.50 (4)*
	.27
	94.05
	
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the anger
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effort
	4
	
	.23***
	.12, .33
	6.89 (3)
	.07
	41.16
	
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the greater the anger
	Predicted and Supported

	Harm
	3
	
	.38***
	.24, .51
	20.63 (2)*
	.13
	83.33
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the greater the anger
	Predicted and Supported

	Difficulty
	3
	
	.24**
	.06, .40
	5.03 (2)
	.10
	39.68
	
	
	The greater the perceived difficulty, the greater the anger 
	No Prediction and Significant

	Intentionality
	3
	
	.08
	-.20, .34
	54.78 (2)*
	.24
	96.00
	
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Novelty
	3
	
	-.16
	-.52, .24
	45.42 (2)*
	.35
	91.07
	
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Perceived Obstacle
	3
	
	.48***
	.27, .65
	28.82 (2)*
	.21
	88.46
	
	
	The greater the perception that an obstacle hampers the attainment of a desired goal, the greater the anger.
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	3
	
	-.23*
	-.38, -.08
	9.86 (1)*
	.11
	65.29
	
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the less the anger
	No Prediction and Significant

	Stability
	3
	
	.03
	-.16, .23
	17.0 (2)*
	.16
	84.35
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Uniqueness
	3
	
	-.04
	-.10, .02
	1.60 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-circumstances
	2
	
	.10
	-.41, .56
	32.80 (1)*
	.38
	93.90
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Globality
	2
	
	.02
	-.16, .21 
	6.15 (1)* 
	.11
	67.11 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	2
	
	.09***
	.05, .12 
	4.97 (1)* 
	.00 
	0.00 
	
	
	The greater the consistency of event to one’s ideals, the greater the anger
	No Prediction and Significant

	Severity
	2
	
	.41***
	.33, .48 
	2.68 (1) 
	.00 
	.01 
	
	
	The greater the perceived severity of consequence of a situation to one's well-being, the greater the anger
	No Prediction and Significant

	Easing of threat
	1
	
	-.29***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that a threat or harm has been removed from the situation, the less the anger.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effortful success
	1
	
	-.26***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception that effort could make the situation better, the less the anger
	No Prediction and Significant

	Evil character
	1
	
	.25***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception of others as dispositionally evil, the greater the anger.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Modifiability
	1
	
	-.34*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater perception that the situation could be modified, the less the anger
	No Prediction and Significant

	Concern for others
	1
	
	.11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Reality
	1
	
	-.16
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Self-esteem decreased
	1
	
	-.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	
Anxiety

	Threat
	41
	
	.47***
	.41, .53
	466.20 (40)*
	.22
	91.07
	.51
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the anxiety
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-self
	40
	
	-.32***
	-.37, -.27
	599.30 (39)*
	.17
	91.44
	.02
	
	The greater the control over situation, the less the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	29
	
	-.27***
	-.32, -.23
	125.40 (28)*
	.12
	78.46
	.46
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the less the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Value
	24
	
	-.21***
	-.28, -.13
	348.70 (23)*
	.18
	93.98
	.77
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the less the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	18
	
	-.31***
	-.40, -.22
	143.70 (17)*
	.20
	87.68
	.07
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the less the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	17
	
	.15***
	.06, .24
	143.70 (16)*
	.17
	85.10
	.87
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the anxiety
	Predicted and Supported

	Challenge
	16
	
	-.02
	-.14, .11
	149.10 (15)*
	.24
	91.28
	.06
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	11
	
	.05
	-.06, .16
	64.06 (10)*
	.16
	83.03
	.86
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	11
	
	.16*
	.04, .27
	130.20 (10)*
	.19
	88.03
	.84
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility of the cause of the situation, the greater the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	9
	
	-.18***
	-.25, -.11
	12.63 (8)
	.06
	31.28
	
	
	The greater the expectation that the situation will get better, the less the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	7
	
	-.39***
	-.44, -.33
	11.09 (6)
	.05
	32.77
	
	
	The greater the ability to emotionally cope and adapt to the situation, the less the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Certainty
	6
	
	-.30***
	-.36, -.23
	6.68 (5)
	.04
	21.83
	
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the less the anxiety
	Predicted and Supported

	Loss
	4
	
	.43***
	.37, .48
	2.25 (3)
	.00
	0.02
	
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has lost, the greater the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	3
	
	-.29*
	-.52, -.01
	11.71 (2)*
	.21
	73.57
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the situation
	Predicted and Supported

	Severity
	3
	
	.25*
	.06, .42
	36.66 (2)*
	.16
	89.79
	
	
	The greater the perceived severity of consequence of a situation to one's well-being, the greater the anxiety
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Other
	3
	
	-.15**
	-.19, -.11
	4.50 (2)*
	.00
	0.25
	
	
	The greater the perception that other people/objects have control over the situation, the less the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Difficulty
	3
	
	.26*
	.04, .46
	16.93 (2)*
	.18
	83.05
	
	
	The greater the perceived difficulty to achieve one's goals in a situation, the greater the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	.21***
	.11, .31
	1.68 (1)
	.00
	0.02
	
	
	The greater the attribution of situation to impersonal circumstances, the greater the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Attentional activity
	2 
	
	.05
	-.13, .23
	0 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	2 
	
	.13
	-.14, .38 
	12.86 (1)* 
	.18 
	84.15 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	2
	
	.10*
	.02, .18
	0.90 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the greater the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Expectedness
	2
	
	-.14
	-.33, .07
	10.19 (1)*
	.14
	79.87
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Harm
	2
	
	.33***
	.11, .52
	7.23 (1)*
	.15
	71.00
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the greater the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Novelty
	2
	
	.34***
	.25, .43
	49.53 (1)*
	.36
	0.01
	
	
	The greater the perceived novelty in the situation, the greater the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Concern for others
	1 
	
	.28*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the greater the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Easing of threat
	1
	
	-.16*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that a threat or harm has been removed from the situation, the less the anxiety.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effortful success
	1 
	
	-.09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Fairness
	1 
	
	-.07
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Globality
	1 
	
	-.09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Intentionality
	1 
	
	-.29***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived intentionality of the cause of the event either by one or others, the less the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	Modifiability
	1
	
	.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	1 
	
	.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	-.26***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the less the anxiety.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Stability
	1 
	
	-.15*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception that the situation is stable and permanent, the less the anxiety
	No Prediction and Significant

	
Boredom

	Value
	33
	
	-.40***
	-.44, -.35
	590.20 (32)*
	.15
	99.51
	.24
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the less the boredom
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Self
	31
	
	-.37***
	-.42, -.31
	516.40 (30)*
	.16
	99.58
	<.01
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the less the boredom
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Other
	6
	
	.22***
	.12, .31
	21.77 (5)*
	.09
	62.36
	
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the boredom
	No Prediction and Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	5
	
	-.12
	-.33, .10
	134.70 (4)*
	.25
	97.74
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal relevance
	4
	
	-.26***
	-.31, -.22
	4.17 (3)
	.00
	0.08
	
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the less the boredom.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Attentional activity
	2
	
	-.34*
	-.45, -.22 
	0.44 (1) 
	.00
	0.00 
	
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the less the boredom
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	2
	
	-.33***
	 -.38, -.27
	1.81 (1)
	.00
	0.14
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the less the boredom
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat
	2
	
	.14*
	.01, .26
	0.15 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the boredom
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Self
	1
	
	.15*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the boredom
	No Prediction and Significant

	Concern for others
	1
	
	-.24*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the less the boredom
	No Prediction and Significant

	Expectedness
	1
	
	-.29*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the expectation of the occurrence of the situation, the less the boredom.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Challenge
	1
	
	.25***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the greater the boredom.
	Predicted and Supported

	Normative significance (External)
	1
	
	-.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	-.39*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the boredom
	No Prediction and Significant

	
Enjoyment

	Control-Self
	31
	
	.45***
	.39, .51
	1245 (30)*
	.20
	99.74
	.29
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the enjoyment
	Predicted and Supported

	Value
	28
	
	.50***
	.43, .56
	4322 (27)*
	.24
	99.83
	.77
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the greater the enjoyment
	Predicted and Supported

	Problem-focused coping potential
	5
	
	.45***
	.31, .56
	132.0 (4)*
	.16
	94.60
	
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the enjoyment.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	2
	
	.30***
	.25, .34
	0.34 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the enjoyment.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Future Expectancy
	1
	
	.56**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the expectation to achieve one's goals, the greater the enjoyment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Expectedness
	1
	
	.24***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the expectation of the occurrence of the situation, the greater the enjoyment.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	1
	
	.28***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the enjoyment
	No Prediction and Significant

	
Fear

	Threat
	25
	
	.47***
	.38, .54
	903.0 (24)*
	.24
	95.67
	.61
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the fear
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Self
	18
	
	-.30***
	-.38, -.21
	112.20 (17)*
	.18
	87.32
	.70
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the less the fear
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal relevance
	13
	
	.27***
	.18, .36
	102.10 (12)*
	.17
	90.03
	.04
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the fear
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Other
	12
	
	.07
	-.03, .16
	62.71 (11)*
	.15
	84.32
	.38
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	11
	
	.22*
	.03, .39
	156.00 (10)*
	.31
	94.22
	.14
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the fear
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	9
	
	-.40***
	-.55, -.23
	183.90 (8)*
	.29
	97.42
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the fear
	Predicted and Supported

	Positive future expectancy
	9
	
	-.08
	-.22, .06
	146.70 (8)*
	.21
	92.24
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Fairness
	9
	
	-.20*
	-.28, -.11
	58.33 (8)*
	.11
	74.49
	
	
	 The greater the perceived fairness of the situation, the less the fear.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	8
	
	-.11
	-.28, .05
	115.50 (7)*
	.23
	93.57
	
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	8
	
	-.23***
	-.34, -.11
	61.65 (7)*
	.15
	89.29
	
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the less the fear
	No Prediction and Significant

	Certainty
	7
	
	-.28***
	-.39, -.18
	22.59 (6)*
	.13
	71.59
	
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the less the fear
	Predicted and Supported

	Attentional activity
	5
	
	.14*
	.01, .26
	15.37 (4)*
	.12
	71.03
	
	
	 The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the fear.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Other
	5
	
	.07
	-.09, .24
	32.10 (4)*
	.18
	92.08
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	5
	
	.22***
	.15, .28
	5.38 (4)
	.03
	12.84
	
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the greater the fear
	Predicted and Supported

	Loss
	5
	
	.37***
	.27, .46
	21.37 (4)*
	.11
	78.94
	
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the fear
	No Prediction and Significant

	Challenge
	5
	
	.15
	-.12, .40
	98.5 (4)*
	.30
	96.89
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Harm
	4
	
	.53***
	.43, .62
	11.9 (3)*
	.10
	65.50
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the greater the fear
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Circumstances
	4
	
	.25***
	.20, .29 
	5.80 (3) 
	.00 
	0.00 
	
	
	The greater the perception that impersonal circumstances have control over the situation, the greater the fear
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	4
	
	-.24***
	-.30, -.17
	2.76 (3)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the less the fear.
	Predicted and Supported

	Concern for others
	4
	
	.14**
	.04, .23
	1.17 (3)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the greater the fear
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	3
	
	.18***
	.10, .26
	2.63 (2)
	.01
	2.71
	
	
	The greater the perception that impersonal circumstances were responsible for the situation, the greater the fear
	No Prediction and Significant

	Expectedness
	3
	
	-.09
	-.38, .21
	55.17 (2)*
	.24
	91.81
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Perceived Obstacle
	3
	
	.33***
	.23, .42
	5.00 (2)
	.05
	34.69
	
	
	The greater the perception that an obstacle hampers the attainment of a desired goal, the greater the fear.
	Predicted and Supported

	Difficulty
	2
	
	.32*
	.01, .58
	10.79 (1)*
	.21
	81.43
	
	
	The greater the perceived difficulty to achieve one's goals in a situation, the greater the fear
	No Prediction and Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	2
	
	-.25*
	-.45, -.04
	13.62 (1)*
	.15
	85.31
	
	
	The greater the ability to emotionally cope and adapt to the situation, the less the fear
	Predicted and Supported

	Intentionality
	2
	
	-.13
	-.34, .10
	20.01 (1)*
	.15
	89.97
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	2
	
	-.01
	-.24, .22
	15.99 (1)*
	.16
	87.33
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Novelty
	2
	
	.28***
	.16, .38
	2.06 (1)
	.00
	0.01
	
	
	The greater the perceived novelty in the situation, the greater the fear
	No Prediction and Significant

	Severity
	2
	
	.37***
	.27, .47 
	8.45 (1)* 
	.08 
	76.12 
	
	
	The greater the perceived severity of consequence of a situation to one's well-being, the greater the fear
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	2
	
	-.02
	-.08, .04
	0.43 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Easing of threat
	1
	
	-.16*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that a threat or harm has been removed from the situation, the less the fear.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effortful success
	1
	
	-.09
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Evil character
	1
	
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Globality
	1
	
	-.09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Modifiability
	1
	
	-.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	1
	
	-.46***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with external and social norms, the less the fear.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Reality
	1
	
	-.37
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Self-Esteem decreased
	1
	
	.33
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Stability
	1
	
	-.15*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception that the situation is stable and permanent, the less the fear
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.07*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to a remembered past situation, the less the fear
	No Prediction and Significant

	Vastness
	1
	
	-.13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	
Guilt

	Accountability-Self
	21
	
	.41***
	.29, .51
	254.90 (20)*
	.28
	93.06
	.63
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the guilt
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Other
	16
	
	-.01
	-.10, .09
	111.50 (15)*
	.18
	84.74
	.41
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal relevance
	11
	
	.06
	-.04, .15
	48.22 (11)*
	.14
	72.69
	.86
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Fairness
	11
	
	-.07***
	-.14, -.01
	21.07 (10)*
	.07
	44.76
	.65 
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the less the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat
	10
	
	.24***
	.15, .32
	31.47 (9)*
	.11
	68.74
	
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Self
	8
	
	-.05
	-.23, .13
	126.5 (7)*
	.26
	93.07
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	7
	
	-.003
	-.13, .12
	41.15 (6)*
	.15
	81.32
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	6
	
	-.29***
	-.43, -.14
	50.20 (5)*
	.17
	84.30
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the less the guilt
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	4
	
	-.17
	-.36, .03
	60.68 (3)*
	.19
	96.63
	
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	4
	
	-.08
	-.25, .10
	28.55 (3)*
	.17
	84.41
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-circumstances
	3
	
	.12*
	.01, .23
	5.71 (2)
	.07
	46.73
	
	
	The greater the attribution of the situation to impersonal circumstances, the greater the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Attentional activity
	3
	
	-.08
	-.18, .02
	2.46 (2)
	.00
	0.07
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Certainty
	3
	
	-.38*
	-.64,-.04
	33.74 (2)*
	.31
	94.08
	
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the less the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	3
	
	-.21***
	-.32, -.10
	7.38 (2)*
	.08
	58.04
	
	
	The greater the ability to emotionally cope and adapt to the situation, the less the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Intentionality
	3
	
	.03
	-.22, .28
	29.23 (2)*
	.21
	88.48
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Loss
	3
	
	.38**
	.13, .58
	39.21 (2)*
	.23
	94.66
	
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	3
	
	-.29
	-.54, .02
	76.59 (2)*
	.27
	94.99
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Stability
	3
	
	-.12*
	-.21, -.02
	4.57 (2)
	.05
	31.67
	
	
	 The greater the perception that the situation is stable and permanent, the less the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Other
	2
	
	-.04
	-.12, .04
	1.11 (1)
	.00
	0.04
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	2
	
	.32***
	.22, .41
	0.01 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the greater the guilt
	Predicted and Supported

	Expectedness
	2
	
	.12***
	.08, .15
	4.89 (1)*
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the expectation of the occurrence of the situation, the greater the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Globality
	2
	
	-.11*
	-.21, -.01
	0.86 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the perception that the event is relevant to all aspect of one's life, the less the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	2
	
	.32***
	.21, .43
	1.469 (1) 
	 .00
	0.01 
	
	
	 The greater the perceived harm, the greater the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	2
	
	-.024
	-.25, .20 
	33.35 (1)*** 
	.16
	93.99 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Value
	2
	
	-.02
	-.11, .08
	0.91 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Concern for others
	1
	
	.37**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the greater the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	1
	
	-.16*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception that impersonal circumstances have control over the situation, the less the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Difficulty
	1
	
	-.20
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Easing of threat
	1
	
	-.36***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that a threat or harm has been removed from the situation, the less the guilt.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effortful success
	1
	
	-.21***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception that effort could make the situation better, the less the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Novelty
	1
	
	.16*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived novelty in the situation, the greater the guilt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Perceived obstacle
	1
	
	.33**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that an obstacle hampers the attainment of a desired goal, the greater the guilt.
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	-.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Challenge
	1
	
	-.18*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the less the guilt.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	-.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	
Joy

	Threat
	12
	
	-.24*
	-.40, -.08
	204.7 (11)***
	.29
	95.21
	.59
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the less the joy.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	12
	
	.56***
	.34, .72
	648.4 (11)***
	.48
	98.5
	.92
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one's goals, the greater the joy.
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-self
	12
	
	.39***
	.29, .47
	120.5 (11)***
	.18
	91.18
	.93
	
	The greater the perceived control over the situation, the greater the joy.
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal relevance
	10
	
	.14
	-.03, .30
	223.5 (9)***
	.26
	95.85
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-other
	8
	
	.01
	-.06, .07
	17.7 (7)*
	.07
	52.19
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Certainty
	8
	
	.32***
	.28, .35
	4.396 (7)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the joy.
	Predicted and Supported

	Challenge
	8
	
	.23**
	.08, .37
	124.6 (7)***
	.21
	92.0
	
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the greater the joy.
	Predicted and Supported

	Fairness
	7
	
	.55***
	.38, .68
	143.2 (6)***
	.28
	95.5
	
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of the situation, the greater the joy.
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	7
	
	.64***
	.44, .78
	294.4 (6)***
	.38
	98.32
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of the situation, the greater the joy.
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-self
	6
	
	.20**
	.08, .32
	41.04 (5)***
	.15
	85.45
	
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility of the cause of the situation, the greater the joy.
	Predicted and Supported

	Problem-focused coping potential
	6
	
	.41***
	.29, .52
	34.88 (5)***
	.16
	85.51
	
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the joy.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Attentional activity
	5
	
	.09
	-.15, .31
	76.57 (4)***
	.26
	93.83
	
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant 

	Value
	4
	
	.51***
	.39, .61
	27.50 (3)***
	.15
	88.35
	
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the greater the joy.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-circumstances
	4
	
	-.05
	-.13, .03
	8.115 (3)*
	.06
	50.54
	
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Future Predictability
	4
	
	.19***
	.13, .24
	2.578 (3)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the greater the joy.
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-other
	3
	
	.07
	-.06, .20
	16.51 (2)***
	.10
	79.66
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	3
	
	-.19***
	-.27, -.11
	4.01 (2)
	.03
	19.90
	
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the less the joy
	Predicted and Supported

	Positive future expectancy
	3
	
	.20***
	.12, .28
	3.44 (2)
	.03
	16.15
	
	
	The greater the expectation that the situation will get better, the greater the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Loss
	3
	
	-.38*
	-.66, -.01
	88.10 (2)*
	.34
	97.52
	
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the less the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Novelty
	3
	
	-.03
	-.32, .27
	70.30 (2)*
	.26
	94.62
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Perceived Obstacle
	3
	
	-.33**
	-.50, -.12
	18.23 (2)*
	.17
	86.65
	
	
	The greater the perception that an obstacle hampers the attainment of a desired goal, the less the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	2
	
	-.23**
	-38, -.07
	5.48 (1)*
	.10
	63.46
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the less the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effortful success
	2
	
	.27**
	.07, .45
	9.42 (1)*
	.13
	78.74
	
	
	The greater the perception that effort could make the situation better, the greater the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	2
	
	.34***
	.18, .48
	13.78 (1)*
	.11
	85.48
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s values and ideals, the greater the joy
	Predicted and Supported

	Concern for others
	1
	
	-.15*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the less the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	1
	
	-.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Difficulty
	1
	
	-.11
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Easing of threat
	1
	
	.53***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that a threat or harm has been removed from the situation, the greater the joy.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	1
	
	.41***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the ability to emotionally cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Globality
	1
	
	.21***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception that the event is relevant to all aspect of one’s life, the greater the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Intentionality
	1
	
	.43***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived intentionality of the cause of the event either by one or others, the greater the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	1
	
	.29***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with external and social norms, the greater the joy
	Predicted and Supported

	Remarkable
	1
	
	.42***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the feeling that it was remarkable to have gotten this outcome, the greater the joy.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Stability
	1
	
	.15*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception that the situation is stable and permanent, the greater the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.11***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.08**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the joy
	No Prediction and Significant

	
Pride

	Control-Self
	13
	
	.28***
	.13, .42
	540.5 (12)*
	.28
	96.68
	.95
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the pride
	Predicted and Supported

	Value
	12
	
	.35***
	.23, .46
	324.7 (11)*
	.22
	96.27
	.83
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the greater the pride.
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Self
	10
	
	.39***
	.27, .50
	86.89 (9)*
	.20
	88.17
	
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the pride
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Other
	8
	
	-.05
	-.15, .06
	32.93 (7)*
	.13
	75.92
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	7
	
	.40***
	.24, .54
	179.2 (6)*
	.22
	94.96
	
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the pride
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	5
	
	-.01
	-.11, .09
	11.89 (4)*
	.08
	57.75
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	5
	
	.48**
	.16, .71
	147.10 (4)*
	.40
	95.84
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the pride
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	4
	
	.20*
	.02, .38
	96.35 (3)*
	.19
	94.16
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the pride
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal relevance
	4
	
	.15**
	.04, .25
	9.65 (3)*
	.08
	53.17
	
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the pride
	Predicted and Supported

	Threat
	3
	
	-.22
	-.47, .06
	24.37 (2)*
	.23
	88.42
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Certainty
	3
	
	.23**
	.09, .36
	14.33 (3)*
	.11
	78.33
	
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the pride
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Other
	3
	
	.00
	-.06, .06
	0.60 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Loss
	3
	
	-.37
	-.67, .04
	104.9 (2)*
	.37
	96.99
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Future Predictability
	3
	
	.13**
	.04, .20
	4.00 (2)
	.04
	26.17
	
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the greater the pride
	Predicted and Supported

	Fairness
	3
	
	.11
	-.00, .22
	0.09 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	2
	
	.16*
	.02, .30
	6.31 (1)*
	.09
	68.13
	
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the pride
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	2
	
	-.04
	-.15, .06
	3.36 (1)
	.05
	39.03
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	2
	
	.16*
	.02, .30
	6.31 (1)*
	.09
	68.13
	
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the greater the pride
	No Prediction and Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	2
	
	.31*
	.07, .51
	5.87 (1)*
	.15
	63.85
	
	
	The greater the ability to emotionally cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the pride
	No Prediction and Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	2
	
	.23***
	.12, .34
	2.32 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the expectation that the situation will get better, the greater the pride
	No Prediction and Significant

	Intentionality
	2
	
	.28
	-.06, .56
	28.33 (1)*
	.24
	92.94
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Stability
	2
	
	.07
	-.01, .16
	1.39 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Challenge
	1
	
	.20**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the greater the pride.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Difficulty
	1
	
	.18
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Easing of threat
	1
	
	.52***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that a threat or harm has been removed from the situation, the greater the pride.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effortful success
	1
	
	.41***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that effort could make the situation better, the greater the pride.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Globality
	1
	
	.22***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception that the event is relevant to all aspect of one’s life, the greater the pride
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	1
	
	-.06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Novelty
	1
	
	-.28***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived novelty in the situation, the less the pride
	Predicted and Supported

	Perceived Obstacle
	1
	
	.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.15***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the pride
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.11***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the pride
	No Prediction and Significant

	
Sadness

	Threat
	15
	
	.35***
	.28, .41
	53.28 (14)*
	.12
	74.87
	.37
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Other
	15
	
	.11*
	.02, .20
	119.50 (14)*
	.16
	87.38
	.11
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the sadness
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Self
	15
	
	-.27***
	-.36, -.17
	130.3 (14)*
	.18
	83.60
	.81
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, less sadness
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Self
	13
	
	.14*
	.02, .26
	217.70 (12)*
	.22
	91.18
	.43
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	11
	
	.32***
	..21, .42
	76.25 (10)*
	.18
	86.87
	.01
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the sadness
	Predicted and Supported

	Problem-focused coping potential
	11
	
	-.08
	-.27, .11
	143.00 (10)*
	.32
	93.38
	.80
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	10
	
	-.10
	-.24, .04
	98.51 (9)*
	.22
	88.24
	
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	9
	
	-.31**
	-.53, -.05
	278.20 (8)*
	.40
	98.03
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the less the sadness
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	8
	
	-.45***
	-.60, -.26
	154.91 (7)*
	.30
	97.62
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the sadness
	Predicted and Supported

	Loss
	6
	
	.42***
	.22, .60
	118.20 (5)*
	.29
	95.93
	
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the sadness
	Predicted and Supported

	Certainty
	5
	
	-.29***
	-.38, -.19
	9.24 (4)
	.07
	44.50
	
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the less the sadness
	Predicted and Supported

	Expectedness
	4
	
	.14
	-.12, .38
	50.47 (3)*
	.24
	92.00
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	4
	
	.22**
	.06, .37
	15.76 (3)*
	.15
	77.97
	
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	3
	
	.13***
	.06, .21
	2.90 (2)
	.00
	0.10
	
	
	The greater the perception that impersonal circumstances were responsible for the situation, the greater the sadness
	Predicted and Supported

	Effort
	3
	
	.19***
	.09, .29
	0.18 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the greater the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	3
	
	-.30**
	-.49, -.09
	28.46 (2)*
	.19
	88.49
	
	
	The greater the ability to emotionally cope and adapt to the situation, the less the sadness
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	3
	
	-.27***
	-.38, -.15
	5.27 (2)
	.07
	39.89
	
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the less the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Challenge
	3
	
	-.07
	-.32, .20
	15.12 (2)*
	.21
	78.77
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	2
	
	.34**
	.13, .52
	5.38 (1)*
	.13
	60.49
	
	
	The greater the perception that impersonal circumstances have control over the situation, the greater the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effortful success
	2
	
	-.24***
	-.33, -.15
	1.65 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the perception that effort could make the situation better, the less the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	2
	
	-.47*
	-.60, -.31 
	8.84 (1)* 
	 .12
	76.24 
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with external and social norms, the less the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Novelty
	2
	
	.30***
	.18, .41
	0.45 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the perceived novelty in the situation, the greater the sadness. 
	No Prediction and Significant

	Perceived obstacle
	2
	
	.39***
	.22, .54
	9.45 (1)*
	.12
	78.83
	
	
	The greater the perception that an obstacle hampers the attainment of a desired goal, the greater the sadness.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	2
	
	.06
	-.00, .11
	2.35 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Concern for others
	2
	
	.32
	-.04, .61 
	5.45 (1)* 
	.22 
	58.49 
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	.55***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the greater the sadness
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Other
	1
	
	-.07
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Difficulty
	1
	
	.41***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived difficulty to achieve one's goals in a situation, the greater the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Easing of threat
	1
	
	-.36***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that a threat or harm has been removed from the situation, the less the sadness.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Fairness
	1
	
	-.45***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the less the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Globality
	1
	
	-.07
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Intentionality
	1
	
	-.41***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perceived intentionality of the cause of the event either by one or others, the less the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Modifiability
	1
	
	-.10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.18***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s values and ideals, the greater the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Reality
	1
	
	-.53*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception that is situation is real and had already occurred, the less the sadness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Self-Esteem decreased
	1
	
	.25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Stability
	1
	
	-.12
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	
Shame

	Control-Self
	12
	
	-.26*
	-.38, -.13
	196.50 (11)*
	.22
	93.47
	.93
	
	The greater the perceived control over the situation, the less the shame.
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Self
	11
	
	.38***
	.19, .54
	137.50 (10)*
	.33
	94.29
	.13
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the shame
	Predicted and Supported

	Fairness
	11
	
	-.09*
	-.17, -.01
	41.68 (10)*
	.11
	73.82
	.16 
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the less the shame
	No Prediction and Significant

	Value
	10
	
	-.20*
	-.32, -.08
	147.1 (9)*
	.19
	93.39
	
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the less the shame.
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Other
	8
	
	-.05
	-.22, .12
	55.57 (7)*
	.23
	86.14
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Threat
	5
	
	.43***
	.26, .58
	25.09 (4)*
	.20
	81.31
	
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the shame
	No Prediction and Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	5
	
	-.26*
	-.40, .12
	13.36 (4)*
	.14
	64.07
	
	
	 The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the less the shame.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	4
	
	-.09
	-.23, .07
	5.99 (3)
	.08
	34.09
	
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	3
	
	-.21***
	-.25, -.18
	7.06 (2)*
	.00
	0.01
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the less the shame
	Predicted and Supported

	Normative significance (External)
	3
	
	-.04
	-.34, .27
	103.60 (2)*
	.27
	96.04
	
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	3
	
	-.28
	-.55, .05 
	88.04 (2)* 
	.29 
	95.58 
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	.05
	-.13, .23
	0.24 (1)
	.00
	0
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Expectedness
	2
	
	-.08
	-.41, .27
	30.78 (1)*
	.25
	93.48
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	2
	
	-.44***
	-.58, -.26
	2.23 (1)
	.05
	9.96
	
	
	The greater the expectation that the situation will get better, the less the shame
	No Prediction and Significant

	Loss
	2
	
	.23***
	.17, .28
	0.13 (1)
	.00
	0
	
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the shame
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	2
	
	-.20***
	-.28, -.12
	10.71 (1)*
	.05
	81.2
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the shame
	Predicted and Supported

	Stability
	2
	
	-.04
	-0.18, 0.10 
	4.07 (1)* 
	.07 
	48.28 
	
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Challenge
	2
	
	-.29 ***
	-0.37, -0.19
	0.95 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the less the shame
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	.33***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the greater the shame
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Other
	1
	
	-.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Difficulty
	1
	
	.47***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	1
	
	-.06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Globality
	1
	
	-.08
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Intentionality
	1
	
	.31**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	The greater the perception that others caused the event intentionally, the greater the shame
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	-.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant


Note. k denotes number of studies, r denotes the mean effect size using the Pearson correlation coefficient, 95% CI denotes the 95% confidence interval of the mean effect size, τ denotes the true between-studies variability, Q denotes Cochran’s Q with df degrees of freedom, I2 denotes the ratio of true between-study heterogeneity to total variance observed, and pEgger denotes the p-value of the Egger Regression Test. The “Predictions and Findings” columns denotes whether the results were consistent with what previous literature has hypothesized; see text for description of categories. Within each emotion, the appraisals are sorted by k, then by alphabetical order. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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TABLE S4
Table S5. 
Results of main analyses for emotions with less evidence (max k ≤ 10).
	Appraisals
	
	
	Main analysis
	
	Interpretation
	Predictions & Findings

	
	k
	
	r
	95% CI
	Q (df)
	τ
	I2 (%)
	
	
	

	Admiration

	Attainability
	3
	
	.03
	-.02, .08
	0.21 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Closeness
	3
	
	.16***
	.11, .21
	2.74 (2)
	.00
	0.29
	
	The greater the perception of closeness of the relationship to another person, the greater the admiration
	No Prediction and Significant

	Desire for object
	3
	
	.12***
	.07, .17
	1.73 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the desire for something another person has, the greater the admiration
	No Prediction and Significant

	Fairness
	3
	
	.23**
	.08, .36
	28.00 (2)*
	.12
	86.8
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the greater the admiration
	Predicted and Supported

	Liking
	2
	
	.37***
	.31, .42
	2.26 (1)
	.00
	0.08
	
	The greater the liking for another person, the greater the admiration
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	.42***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the admiration
	Predicted and Supported

	Affection

	Goal conduciveness
	3
	
	.37**
	.15,  .56
	44.88 (2)*
	.20
	91.75
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the affection
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Self
	2
	
	.23***
	.14, .32
	0.68 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the affection
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	2
	
	.57***
	.48, .64
	3.60 (1)
	.06
	43.16
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the affection
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	2
	
	.12*
	.02, .22
	2.22 (1)
	.02
	9.85
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the greater the affection
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	1
	
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	1
	
	.20**
	
	
	
	 
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the affection
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Self
	1
	
	.32***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the affection
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	-.14
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Fairness
	1
	
	.43***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the greater the affection
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	.59***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the affection
	Predicted and Supported

	Harm
	1
	
	-.66***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the less the affection
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.60***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s values and ideals, the greater the affection
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat
	1
	
	-.61***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the less the affection
	No Prediction and Significant

	Amusement

	Accountability-Self
	2
	
	-.03
	-.30, .25
	15.46 (1)*
	.19
	87
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	1
	
	.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	1
	
	.06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.10*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the amusement
	No Prediction and Significant

	Certainty
	1
	
	.15**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the amusement
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Circumstances
	1
	
	.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	1
	
	.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Self
	1
	
	.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	-.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Perceived Obstacle
	1
	
	-.06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	.32***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the pleasantness, the greater the amusement
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Apathy

	Accountability-Other
	1 
	
	.32**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the apathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	-.36***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the less the apathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Certainty
	1
	
	-.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Difficulty
	1
	
	-.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	-.22*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the less the apathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Fairness
	1
	
	-.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	-.19
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Perceived obstacle
	1
	
	.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	-.23*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the apathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Awe

	Pleasantness
	3
	
	.33*
	.15, .49
	30.79 (2)*
	.15
	89.53
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the awe
	Predicted and Supported

	Certainty
	2
	
	-.10
	-.33, .14 
	9.50 (1)* 
	.15 
	78.57
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	2
	
	.34
	-.10, .66 
	31.83 (1)*
	.31 
	93.71
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	2
	
	.14
	-.01, .29
	4.52 (1)* 
	.08 
	51.52
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Self
	2
	
	-.31
	 -.68, .18
	40.96 (1)*
	.36
	95.11 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Remarkable
	2
	
	.50***
	.43, .56
	2.72 (1)
	.03
	23.57
	
	The greater the feeling that it was remarkable to have gotten this outcome, the greater the awe.
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Circumstances
	1
	
	.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	1
	
	.06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	1
	
	.07
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	1 
	
	.06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	.01
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Loss
	1
	
	-.09**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the less the awe
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Perceived Obstacle
	1
	
	.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.16*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the awe
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat
	1
	
	-.12
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.16*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the awe
	No Prediction and Significant

	Vastness
	1
	
	.36***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that something is much grander than oneself, the greater the awe.
	Predicted and Supported

	Bitter

	Accountability-Other
	3
	
	.14*
	.01, .27
	4.04 (2)
	.06
	26.21
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the bitterness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	-.11
	-.29, .07
	1.10 (1)
	.00
	0.01
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	2
	
	-.12
	-.12, -.45
	7.97 (1)*
	.22
	74.91
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	2
	
	.07
	-.04, .18
	2.79 (1)
	.04
	28.35
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Loss
	1
	
	.50***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has lost, the greater the bitterness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	-.36***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the bitterness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.07*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the bitterness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.00
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Challenge (Emotion)

	Attentional activity
	4
	
	.21***
	.14, .27
	2.84 (3)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the feeling of challenge
	Predicted and Supported

	Certainty
	4
	
	.12
	-.04, .27
	15.69 (3)*
	.14
	76.99
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	3
	
	-.04
	-.26, .18
	14.63 (2)*
	.18
	84.53
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	3
	
	.01
	-.09, .12
	3.97 (2)
	.05
	24.80
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Effort
	3
	
	.29***
	.18, .40
	7.14 (2)*
	.08
	56.62
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the greater the feeling of challenge
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal relevance
	3
	
	.26***
	.14, .36
	0.51 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the feeling of challenge
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	3
	
	.17
	-.11, .43
	36.55 (2)*
	.24
	92.19
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	2
	
	-.00
	-.17, .16
	8.59 (1)*
	.11
	76.65
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	2
	
	.09
	-.05, .22
	0.01 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	2
	
	.05
	-.08, .19
	0.89 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Perceived Obstacle
	2
	
	.12
	-.25, .45
	19.17 (1)*
	.25
	89.52 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	1
	
	.11*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that impersonal circumstances were responsible for the situation, the greater the feeling of challenge
	No Prediction and Significant

	Concern for others
	1
	
	.17
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	1 
	
	.07
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Self
	1 
	
	.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Difficulty
	1 
	
	-.01
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	1 
	
	.06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Fairness
	1 
	
	.28*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the greater the feeling of challenge
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	1 
	
	.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1 
	
	.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Future Predictability
	1 
	
	-.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	1 
	
	.25**
	 
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the feeling of challenge
	Predicted and Supported

	Threat
	1 
	
	.13
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Comfortable

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	.53***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the comfort
	No Prediction and Significant

	Compassion

	Accountability-Other
	4
	
	-.10
	-.21, .02
	11.29 (3)*
	.09
	52.76
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	2
	
	-.04
	-.33, .25
	19.61 (1)*
	.20
	89.8
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Fairness
	2
	
	-.08
	-.20, .03
	1.42 (1)
	.00
	0.05
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	2
	
	.36***
	.24,  .48
	2.76 (1)
	.05
	27.38
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s ideals, the greater the compassion
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	.18*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the compassion
	No Prediction and Significant

	Confident

	Accountability-Self
	4
	
	.29
	-.05, .58
	56.39 (3)*
	.34
	90.28
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	3
	
	-.01
	-.20, .18
	7.54 (2)*
	.13
	59.65
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	-.11
	-.36, .16
	4.47 (1)*
	.14
	55.22
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Threat
	2
	
	.02
	-.14, .19
	3.22 (1)
	.07
	27.19
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.23
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Certainty
	1
	
	.30**
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the confidence
	Predicted and Supported

	Challenge
	1
	
	.24**
	
	
	
	 
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the greater the confidence
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal conduciveness
	1
	
	.37***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the confidence
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	.04
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	1
	
	.32*
	
	
	
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with external and social norms, the greater the confidence
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	.67***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the confidence
	Predicted and Supported

	Confusion

	Accountability-Self
	1
	
	.40**
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the confusion
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Self
	1
	
	-.34***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived control over the situation, the less the confusion.
	Predicted and Supported

	Contempt

	Goal conduciveness
	2
	
	-.17
	-.38, .06
	18.35 (1)*
	.16
	89.08
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Loss
	2
	
	.29***
	.24, .35
	1.398 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the contempt.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	2
	
	-.47***
	-.58, -.33
	13.11 (1)*
	.10
	84.63
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the contempt
	Predicted and Supported

	Uniqueness
	2
	
	.00
	-.06, .06
	0.03 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Threat
	1
	
	.40***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the siutation, the greater the contempt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	.38***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the greater the contempt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Other
	1
	
	.24***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the contempt
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Self
	1
	
	.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	.09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Challenge
	1
	
	-.38*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the less the contempt
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Contentment

	Accountability-Circumstances
	4
	
	-.02
	-.13, .10
	10.21 (3)*
	.09
	58.07
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	4
	
	.04
	-.13, .20
	20.74 (3)*
	.14
	77.85
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	4
	
	.29***
	.14, .43
	17.28 (3)*
	.13
	75.71
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the contentment
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Self
	4
	
	.27***
	.16, .38
	46.17 (3)*
	.11
	87.18
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the contentment
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	3
	
	.36
	-.02, .65
	165 (2)*
	.35
	98.46
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.16**
	
	
	
	 
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the contentment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Certainty
	1
	
	.25***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the contentment
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Circumstances
	1
	
	-.06
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	1
	
	-.03
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	-.12*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the less the contentment
	Predicted and Supported

	Loss
	1
	
	-.35***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the less the contentment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.22***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s values and ideals, the greater the contentment
	Predicted and Supported

	Perceived Obstacle
	1
	
	-.11*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that an obstacle hampers the attainment of a desired goal, the less the contentment
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	.20***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the greater the contentment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.07*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the contentment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.08**
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the contentment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Value
	1
	
	.17***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the greater the contentment
	Predicted and Supported

	Curious

	Accountability-self
	1
	
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.23
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Concern for others
	1
	
	-.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Self
	1
	
	.60***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived control over the situation, the greater the curiosity.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	1
	
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	1
	
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	.37**
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the curiosity.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Threat
	1
	
	.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Disappointment

	Uniqueness
	2
	
	-.01
	-.07, .05
	0.51 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	1
	
	.34
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Certainty
	1
	
	.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Concern for Others
	1
	
	.41
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Self
	1
	
	.15
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	.28
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Expectedness
	1
	
	-.18
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	1
	
	-.30*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the less the disappointment
	Predicted and Supported

	Loss
	1
	
	.44***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the disappointment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Modifiability
	1
	
	-.13
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Novelty
	1
	
	.44
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	-.40***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the disappointment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	-.19
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Reality
	1
	
	-.35
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Self-Esteem decreased
	1
	
	.08
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Disgust

	Threat
	5
	
	.45***
	.36, .53
	17.84 (4)*
	.10
	72.8
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the disgust
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal conduciveness
	3
	
	.15*
	.03, .27
	28.71 (2)*
	.10
	87.57
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the disgust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	3
	
	.34***
	.12, .53
	18.80 (2)*
	.19
	85.72
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the disgust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	3
	
	-.20***
	-.25, -.15
	6.61 (2)*
	.03
	50.81
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the disgust
	Predicted and Supported

	Fairness
	2
	
	-.19*
	-.36, -.00
	7.20 (1)*
	.11
	72.20
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the less the disgust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	2
	
	.20
	-.29, .61
	74.72 (1)*
	.36
	97.32 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Loss
	2
	
	.04
	-.25, .33
	9.15 (1)*
	.19
	77.11
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Uniqueness
	2
	
	-.09**
	-.14, .03
	0.15 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	.39***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the greater the disgust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Other
	1
	
	.39***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the disgust
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Self
	1
	
	-.10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.23***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the disgust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Other
	1
	
	.18**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 The greater the perception that other people/objects have control over the situation, the greater the disgust.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	1
	
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Expectedness
	1
	
	.11***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the expectation of the occurrence of the situation, the greater the disgust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	1
	
	-.38***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with external and social norms, the less the disgust.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.09**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s values and ideals, the greater the disgust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	1
	
	-.06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Challenge
	1
	
	-.32***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the less the disgust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Distrust

	Harm
	1
	
	.61***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the greater the distrust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1 
	
	-.58***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the distrust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat
	1
	
	.60***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the distrust
	No Prediction and Significant

	Embarrassment

	Accountability-Self
	2
	
	.47***
	.36, .56
	.74 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the embarassment
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Other
	1
	
	-.23**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the less the embarassment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.18
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Concern for others
	1
	
	.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	1
	
	-.13
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	1 
	
	-.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	-.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Harm
	1 
	
	.23
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Loss
	1
	
	.16***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has lost, the greater the embarrassment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	-.26***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the embarrassment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Threat
	1
	
	.32**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the embarrassment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	-.08**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the less the embarrassment
	No Prediction and Significant

	Empathy

	Accountability-Self
	1
	
	.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Concern for others
	1
	
	.32**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the greater the empathy
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Other
	1
	
	-.39***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that other people/objects have control over the situation, the less the empathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	1
	
	.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	1
	
	.07
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	.16
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	.18
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Loss
	1
	
	.16***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has lost, the greater the empathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	-.15***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the empathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.11***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the empathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat
	1
	
	-.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Enthusiasm

	Loss
	1
	
	-.22***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has lost, the less the enthusiasm
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	.67***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the enthusiasm
	Predicted and Supported

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.17***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the enthusiasm
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.06*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the enthusiasm
	No Prediction and Significant

	Envy

	Fairness
	6
	
	.001
	-.10, .11
	26.93 (5)*
	.11
	80.55
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Attainability
	3
	
	.06*
	.01, .11
	1.31 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perception that one could obtain what one desires, the greater the envy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Closeness
	3
	
	.10*
	.01, .19
	8.71 (2)*
	.07
	65.03
	
	The greater the perception of closeness of the relationship to another person, the greater the envy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Desire for object
	3
	
	.06*
	.01, .11
	3.12 (2)
	.00
	0.21
	
	The greater the desire for something another person has, the greater the envy
	Predicted and Supported

	Liking
	2
	
	.04
	-.03, .10
	0.64 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Self
	1
	
	.40***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the envy
	Predicted and Supported

	Excitement

	Challenge
	4
	
	.39***
	.20, .55
	1850 (3)*
	.18
	78.55
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the greater the excitement
	Predicted and Supported

	Threat
	4
	
	-.19**
	-.32, -.05
	8.91 (3)*
	.11
	56.63
	
	The greater the perception of an imminent threat in situation, the less the excitement
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Self
	3
	
	.43***
	.25, .59 
	16.05 (2)*
	.16
	77.83 
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the excitement
	Predicted and Supported

	Problem-focused coping potential
	2
	
	.24***
	.15, .34
	0.07 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the excitement
	No Prediction and Significant

	Value
	2
	
	.44**
	.14, .63
	24.63 (1)
	.23
	91.88
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the greater the excitement
	No Prediction and Significant

	Novelty
	1
	
	-.56***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived novelty in the situation, the less the excitement
	No Prediction and Significant

	Frustration

	Goal conduciveness
	5
	
	-.30***
	-.40, -.18
	30.44 (4)*
	.12
	79.15
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the less the frustration
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Self
	4
	
	-.11
	-.23, .01
	13.78 (3)*
	.11
	71.05
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Fairness
	3
	
	-.53***
	-.58, -.47
	0.35 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the less the frustration
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat
	2
	
	.34***
	.26, .41
	1.59 (1)
	.00
	0.15
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the frustration
	No Prediction and Significant

	Value
	2
	
	.04
	-.09, .16
	3.57 (2)
	.06
	43.86
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	.42***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the greater the frustration
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Other
	1
	
	.06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	1
	
	.36**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility of the cause of the situation, the greater the frustration
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	.14**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the frustration
	No Prediction and Significant

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	-.24***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the less the frustration
	No Prediction and Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	1
	
	-.45***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the less the frustration
	Predicted and Supported

	Challenge
	1
	
	-.26***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the less the frustration
	No Prediction and Significant

	Glad

	Positive future expectancy
	4
	
	.34***
	.16, .50
	10.35 (3)*
	.15
	61.78
	
	The greater the expectation that the situation will get better, the greater the gladness
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal conduciveness
	2
	
	.34***
	.19,  .47
	1.46 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the gladness
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal relevance
	2
	
	.34***
	.19, .47
	.71 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the gladness
	Predicted and Supported

	Problem-focused coping potential
	2
	
	.12
	-.03, .28
	.42 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Gratitude

	Accountability-Self
	10
	
	.18***
	.09, .28
	34.66 (9)*
	.13
	72.92
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the gratitude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Other
	8
	
	.26**
	.10, .41
	102.1 (7)*
	.22
	88.99
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the gratitude
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Circumstances
	5
	
	.04
	-.02, .10
	6.36 (4)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	5
	
	.43***
	.31, .53
	23.48 (4)*
	.13
	82.55
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the gratitude
	Predicted and Supported

	Certainty
	3
	
	.20***
	.12, .28
	6.54 (2)*
	.05
	54.19
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the gratitude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	3
	
	.26
	-.03, .50
	119.9 (2)*
	.25
	97.05
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	3
	
	.21***
	.15, .26
	2.03 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the gratitude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Fairness
	2
	
	.28***
	.22, .34
	0.09 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the greater the gratitude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	2
	
	.15*
	.01, .28
	0.48 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the gratitude
	Predicted and Supported

	Value
	2
	
	.37***
	.27, .46
	1.31 (1)
	.00
	0.03
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the greater the gratitude.
	Predicted and Supported

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	1
	
	.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	1
	
	.06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Self
	1
	
	.07
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	-.01
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	1
	
	.23**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the ability to emotionally cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the gratitude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	1
	
	.39***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the expectation that the situation will get better, the greater the gratitude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	-.11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Loss
	1
	
	-.19***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the less the gratitude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Perceived Obstacle
	1
	
	.01
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	.06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Remarkable
	1
	
	.22**
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the feeling that it was remarkable to have gotten this outcome, the greater the gratitude.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.08**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the gratitude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.16***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the gratitude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Homesickness

	Loss
	1
	
	.28*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the homesickness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	.09*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the homesickness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Hope

	Control-Self
	9
	
	.39***
	.21, .55
	383.7 (8)*
	.31
	97.18
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the hope
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	9
	
	.18***
	.11, .24
	20.83 (8)*
	.08
	55.99
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the hope
	Predicted and Supported

	Threat
	9
	
	-.13
	-.28, .04
	92.58 (8)*
	.24
	91.49
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	8
	
	.32***
	.19, .43
	54.75 (7)*
	.17
	85.94
	
	The greater the expectation that the situation will get better, the greater the hope
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal conduciveness
	8
	
	.32***
	.18, .44
	92.75 (7)*
	.20
	90.89
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the hope
	Predicted and Opposite

	Value
	8
	
	.39***
	.26, .51
	176.1 (7)*
	.21
	95.44
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the greater the hope.
	Predicted and Supported

	Problem-focused coping potential
	7
	
	.38***
	.28, .48
	42.08 (6)*
	.14
	84.67
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the hope
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Self
	6
	
	.09
	-.08, .25
	43.44 (5)*
	.19
	88.91
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	5
	
	.01
	-.15,.16
	22.54 (4)*
	.16
	83.71
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	5
	
	.09
	-.05, .23
	20.34 (4)*
	.14
	75.89
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Certainty
	4
	
	.27***
	.17, .36
	7.62 (3)
	.07
	46.79
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the hope
	Predicted and Opposite

	Attainability
	3
	
	.12
	-.02, .26
	12.86 (2)*
	.11
	76.32
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	3
	
	.04
	-.03, .10
	1.50 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	3
	
	.04
	-.06, .14
	5.17 (2)
	.06
	41.88
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Loss
	3
	
	-.44**
	-.66, -.15
	56.30 (2)*
	.28
	96.47
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the less the hope
	No Prediction and Significant

	Perceived Obstacle
	3
	
	-.03
	-.18, .12
	10.87 (2)*
	.11
	69.93
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Pleasantness
	3
	
	.32***
	.27, .36
	4.28 (2)
	.00
	0.12
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the hope
	Predicted and Supported

	Severity
	3
	
	.08
	-.01, .17
	3.86 (2)
	.04
	24.82
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	-.04
	-.22, .15
	11.03 (1)*
	.12
	81.84
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Challenge
	2
	
	.50***
	.27, .68 
	19.84 (1)* 
	.19 
	89.91 
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the greater the hope
	Predicted and Supported

	Effortful success
	2
	
	.51***
	.42, .60
	3.15 (1)
	.05
	35.96
	
	The greater the perception that effort could make the situation better, the greater the hope
	No Prediction and Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	2
	
	.24***
	.15, .34
	0.92 (1)
	.00
	0
	
	The greater the ability to emotionally cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the hope
	No Prediction and Significant

	Future Predictability
	2
	
	.14*
	.02, .25
	4.51 (1)*
	.06
	55.16
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the greater the hope
	Predicted and Supported

	Stability
	2
	
	.06
	-.02, .14
	0.06 (1)
	.00
	0
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Concern for others
	1
	
	-.14
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	1
	
	.08
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Difficulty
	1
	
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Easing of threat
	1
	
	.56***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that a threat or harm has been removed from the situation, the greater the hope.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Expectedness
	1
	
	.15*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the expectation of the occurrence of the situation, the greater the hope
	Predicted and Opposite

	Fairness
	1
	
	.28*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the greater the hope
	No Prediction and Significant

	Globality
	1
	
	.22***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that the event is relevant to all aspect of one’s life, the greater the hope
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	-.19
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Intentionality
	1
	
	.43***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived intentionality of the cause of the event either by one or others, the greater the hope
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.12**
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the extent of one’s expectation of right/wrong were satisfied, the greater the hope
	No Prediction and Significant

	Novelty
	1
	
	-.28***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived novelty in the situation, the less the hope
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	.08**
	
	
	
	
	
	 The greater the perceived temporal distance to a remembered past situation, the greater the hope.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.00
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Inspiration

	Goal conduciveness
	1
	
	.31*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the inspiration
	Predicted and Supported

	Interest

	Threat
	3
	
	-.08
	-.33, .18
	26.88 (2)*
	.21
	86.30
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	3
	
	.27***
	.20, .34
	0.65 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the interest
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Self
	2
	
	.15
	-.09, .37
	7.04 (1)*
	.15
	70.24
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Challenge
	2
	
	.45***
	.29, .58
	6.93 (1)*
	.11
	71.15 
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the greater the interest
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	2
	
	.04
	-.04, .11
	2.14 (1)
	.01
	0.8
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Self
	2
	
	.38**
	.12, .60
	24.13 (1)*
	.20
	91.71
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the interest
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal relevance
	2
	
	.27***
	.16, .37
	0.02 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the interest
	Predicted and Supported

	Harm
	2
	
	-.27***
	.16, .37 
	0.02 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the less the interest
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	2
	
	.71***
	.42, .86
	17.66 (1)*
	.30
	88.58
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the interest
	Predicted and Supported

	Problem-focused coping potential
	2
	
	.44***
	.23, .61
	5.45 (1)*
	.13
	63.11
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the interest
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Circumstances
	1
	
	-.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	1
	
	.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Certainty
	1
	
	.27***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the interest
	Predicted and Supported

	Concern for others
	1
	
	-.28*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the less the interest
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Other
	1
	
	.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	1
	
	.17
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	1
	
	.32**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the interest
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.16**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s values and ideals, the greater the interest
	No Prediction and Significant

	Novelty
	1
	
	.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Perceived Obstacle
	1
	
	.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	.16**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the greater the interest
	No Prediction and Significant

	Irritated

	Control-Self
	1
	
	.31*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the irritation
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	-.38*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the irritation
	No Prediction and Significant

	Jealousy

	Accountability-Circumstances
	1 
	
	.11
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	1 
	
	.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	1 
	
	-.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.12*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the jealousy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Self
	1 
	
	-.21***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the less the jealousy
	Predicted and Supported

	Effort
	1 
	
	.21***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the greater the jealousy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Fairness
	1 
	
	-.38***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the less the jealousy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	1 
	
	.24***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the jealousy
	Predicted and Supported

	Perceived obstacle
	1 
	
	.45***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that an obstacle hampers the attainment of a desired goal, the greater the jealousy.
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	1 
	
	-.37***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the jealousy
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	1 
	
	-.35***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the less the jealousy
	Predicted and Supported

	Loneliness

	Loss
	1 
	
	.45***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has lost, the greater the loneliness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1 
	
	-.19***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the feelings of loneliness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1 
	
	.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Uniqueness
	1 
	
	-.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Longing

	Loss
	1 
	
	.30***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has lost, the greater the longing
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1 
	
	.33***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the feelings of longing
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1 
	
	-.10***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the longing
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1 
	
	.07*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the longing
	No Prediction and Significant

	Love

	Certainty
	5
	
	.26***
	.19, .33
	12.39 (4)*
	.06
	59.9
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the love
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal conduciveness
	5
	
	.51***
	.35, .65
	79.51 (4)*
	.22
	94.3
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the love
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	4
	
	.42***
	.27, .54
	29.95 (3)*
	.16
	92.36
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the love
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Other
	3
	
	.16***
	.08, .25
	3.94 (2)
	.04
	27.02
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the love
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Self
	3
	
	.14
	-.03, .31
	15.43 (2)*
	.14
	83.26
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Self
	3 
	
	.12***
	.05, .19
	2.27 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the love
	No Prediction and Significant

	Fairness
	3
	
	.41***
	.35, .46
	0.34 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the greater the love
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	3
	
	.37**
	.11, .59
	52.70 (2)*
	.24
	95.21
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s values and ideals, the greater the love
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	.03
	-.05, .11
	0.11 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	2
	
	-.07
	-.15, .01
	1.30 (1)
	.00
	0.04
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Loss
	2
	
	.13
	-.04, .29
	10.19 (1)*
	.11
	79.94
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Future Predictability
	2 
	
	.06
	-.02, .14
	0.12 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Problem-focused coping potential
	2
	
	.35***
	.25, .44
	5.07 (1)*
	.06
	60.51
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the love
	No Prediction and Significant

	Attentional activity
	1 
	
	.10*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the love
	Predicted and Supported

	Concern for others
	1 
	
	.21**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the greater the love
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	1 
	
	.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	1 
	
	.09
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effortful success
	1
	
	.26***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that effort could make the situation better, the greater the love.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	1 
	
	.31***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the beliefs that the event will turn out better in future, the greater the love
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	1 
	
	.59***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the love
	Predicted and Supported

	Normative significance (external)
	1 
	
	.22***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with external and social norms, the greater the love
	No Prediction and Significant

	Novelty
	1 
	
	.29***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the novelty, the greater the love
	Predicted and Supported

	Perceived Obstacle
	1 
	
	-.01
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Temporal distance
	1 
	
	-.17***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the love
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1 
	
	.18***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the love
	No Prediction and Significant

	Nostalgia

	Loss
	1 
	
	.09**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the nostalgia
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	1 
	
	.36***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the nostalgia
	Predicted and Supported

	Temporal distance
	1 
	
	.06*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the greater the nostalgia
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1 
	
	.12***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the nostalgia
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pity

	Accountability-Other
	2
	
	-.33*
	-.57, -.03
	31.55 (1)*
	.21
	93.66
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the less the pity
	Predicted and Supported

	Fairness
	2
	
	-.09
	-.18, .01
	.16 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Threat
	2
	
	.10*
	.00, .19
	.25 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the pity
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	.30*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the pity
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	1 
	
	.02
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	1 
	
	-.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Playfulness

	Certainty
	1
	
	.26*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the playfulness.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasure

	Control-Self
	1 
	
	.28*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the pleasure
	No Prediction and Significant

	Psyched-up

	Accountability-Other
	1 
	
	-.15
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	1 
	
	.25
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	1 
	
	.17
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Pleasantness
	1 
	
	.36*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the feeling of psyched-up
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat
	1 
	
	.27*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the feelings of psyched-up
	No Prediction and Significant

	Regret

	Accountability-Other
	5
	
	-.09
	-.29, .01
	22.9 (4)*
	.21
	79.31
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	5
	
	.42***
	.34, .48
	6.17 (4)
	.01
	0.93
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the regret
	Predicted and Supported

	Fairness
	3
	
	.10
	-.04, .23
	4.58 (2)
	.07
	36.24
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	-.20*
	-.37, -.03
	0.00 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perception that impersonal circumstances were responsible for the situation, the less the regret
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	2
	
	-.45***
	-.57, -.31
	4.05 (1)*
	.08
	50.57
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s ideals, the less the regret.
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	2
	
	-.38***
	-.43, -.33
	0.30 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the regret
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Circumstances
	1
	
	-.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Self
	1
	
	.21
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	.34**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the greater the regret
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	.07
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Loss
	1
	
	.30***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the regret
	No Prediction and Significant

	Perceived obstacle
	1
	
	.19
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	-.01
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	.01
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	-.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Relief

	Accountability-Other
	4
	
	.00
	-.10, .11
	10.79 (3)*
	.09
	65.22
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	4
	
	.24***
	.18, .30
	3.23 (3)
	.00
	0.06
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Self
	4
	
	.15*
	.01, .28
	16.66 (3)*
	.13
	81.28
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	4
	
	.45***
	.21, .64
	93.93 (3)*
	.27
	95.18
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the relief
	Predicted and Supported

	Problem-focused coping potential
	3
	
	.23
	-.07, .50
	29.29 (2)*
	.26
	90.81
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Value
	3
	
	.15***
	.10, .20
	1.41 (2)
	.00
	0.10
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the greater the relief.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	-.03
	-.10, .05
	2.16 (1)
	.01
	1.79
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Certainty
	2
	
	.19***
	.08,  .29
	3.64 (1)
	.05
	43.98
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the relief
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Other
	2
	
	-.00
	-.08, .08
	0.02 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	2
	
	.30***
	.21, .39
	0.23 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the ability to emotionally cope and adapt to the situation, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	2
	
	.30***
	.20, .38
	0.53 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the expectation that the situation will get better, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	2
	
	.04
	-.14, .21
	6.04 (1)*
	.11
	66.62
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Loss
	2
	
	-.40**
	-.59, -.15
	29.18 (1)*
	.19
	93.13
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the less the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	2
	
	.19***
	.14, .24
	0.79 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the relief
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	2
	
	.10*
	.02, .18
	0.14 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.09**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	1
	
	.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Easing of threat
	1
	
	.69***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception that a threat or harm has been removed from the situation, the greater the relief.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effort
	1
	
	.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Effortful success
	1
	
	.50***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that effort could make the situation better, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Globality
	1
	
	.13*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that the event is relevant to all aspect of one’s life, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Intentionality
	1
	
	.31***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived intentionality of the cause of the event either by one or others, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.13**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s values and ideals, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Novelty
	1
	
	-.25***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the novelty, the less the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Perceived Obstacle
	1
	
	.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Stability
	1
	
	.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Temporal distance
	1
	
	-.10***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat
	1
	
	-.34***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the less the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1
	
	.07*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the relief
	No Prediction and Significant

	Resignation

	Attentional activity
	1 
	
	-.12
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	1 
	
	.13*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that impersonal circumstances have control over the situation, the greater the resignation
	No Prediction and Significant

	Effort
	1 
	
	-.13*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the less the resignation
	No Prediction and Significant

	Perceived obstacle
	1 
	
	.16*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that an obstacle hampers the attainment of a desired goal, the greater the resignation.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1 
	
	-.10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Future Predictability
	1 
	
	.20**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the greater the resignation
	No Prediction and Significant

	Schadenfreude

	Accountability-Other
	3
	
	.19***
	.10, .27
	4.80 (2)
	.05
	35.68
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the feelings of schadenfreude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Fairness
	3
	
	.18***
	.07, .29
	7.66 (2)*
	.08
	57.63
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the greater the feelings of schadenfreude
	Predicted and Supported

	Normative significance (internal)
	2
	
	.12*
	.01, .24
	.73 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s ideals, the greater the feelings of schadenfreude
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	-.10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Self-Anger

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	-.09
	-.26, .09
	0.37 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	2
	
	-.48**
	-.72, -.15
	8.54 (1)*
	.24
	76.58
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the less the self-anger.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Self
	2
	
	.53***
	.39, .65
	2.02 (1)
	.01
	0.35
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility of the cause of the situation, the greater the self-anger.
	Predicted and Supported

	Self-pity

	Loss
	1 
	
	.38*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has lost, the greater the self-pity
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1 
	
	-.20*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the self-pity
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1 
	
	.01
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Uniqueness
	1 
	
	-.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Serenity

	Value
	3
	
	.33***
	.14, .50
	71.54 (2)*
	.17
	94.65
	
	The greater the perceived value of the situation to one's goals and desires, the greater the serenity.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Self
	3 
	
	.49**
	.19, .71
	103.4 (2)*
	.30
	97.28 
	
	The greater the perceived personal control and influence over the situation, the greater the serenity
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Self
	2
	
	.20***
	.12, .28
	.12 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived personal responsibility for the cause of the situation, the greater the serenity
	No Prediction and Significant

	Attentional activity
	2 
	
	-.14
	-.40, .15
	21.08 (1)* 
	.20
	90.50 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Certainty
	2
	
	.24*
	.03, .43
	7.49 (1)*
	.14
	72.46
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the greater the serenity
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	2
	
	.42***
	.28, .54
	15.20 (1)*
	.11
	86.79
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the serenity
	Predicted and Supported

	Accountability-Circumstances
	1 
	
	-.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	1 
	
	-.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Challenge
	1
	
	.37***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the greater the serenity
	No Prediction and Significant

	Concern for others
	1 
	
	-.17*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the less the serenity
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Circumstances
	1 
	
	-.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	1 
	
	-.05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Effort
	1 
	
	-.13**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the need to exert effort to deal with the situation, the less the serenity
	Predicted and Supported

	Effortful success
	1
	
	.14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Expectedness
	1 
	
	.14
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	1 
	
	.29***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the expectation that the situation will get better, the greater the serenity
	No Prediction and Significant

	Globality
	1
	
	.09
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	1
	
	-.18*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one's goals, the less the serenity.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	-.31***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the less the serenity
	No Prediction and Significant

	Harm
	1
	
	-.36***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived harm, the less the serenity
	Predicted and Supported

	Loss
	1 
	
	-.34***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the less the serenity
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1 
	
	.12*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s values and ideals, the greater the serenity
	Predicted and Supported

	Perceived Obstacle
	1 
	
	-.10*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that an obstacle hampers the attainment of a desired goal, the less the serenity
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	1 
	
	.10*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the greater the serenity
	Predicted and Supported

	Stability
	1
	
	-.08
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Temporal distance
	1 
	
	-.02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Threat
	1
	
	-.34***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the less the serenity
	Predicted and Supported

	Uniqueness
	1 
	
	.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Surprise

	Accountability-Other
	2
	
	.22***
	.13, .31
	0.18 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the surprise
	No Prediction and Significant

	Certainty
	2
	
	-.30***
	-.37, -.23
	1.08 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the understanding of the situation, the less the surprise
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-self
	2
	
	.09
	-.34, .49
	56.6 (1)*
	.32
	96.47
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Expectedness
	2
	
	-.49***
	-.62, -.33
	5.95 (1)*
	.11
	66.32
	
	The greater the expectation of the occurrence of the situation, the less the surprise
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	2
	
	.17
	-.03, .37
	16.10 (1)*
	.14
	87.56
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Attentional activity
	1
	
	.44***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived need to take time/effort to attend to the situation further, the greater the surprise
	Predicted and Supported

	Challenge
	1
	
	.18*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the greater the surprise
	No Prediction and Significant

	Concern for others
	1
	
	.23**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the greater the surprise
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	1
	
	.29***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the greater the surprise
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal relevance
	1
	
	.41***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the surprise
	Predicted and Supported

	Harm
	1
	
	-.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Normative significance (external)
	1
	
	.20***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with external and social norms, the greater the surprise
	No Prediction and Significant

	Normative significance (internal)
	1
	
	.29***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s values and ideals, the greater the surprise
	No Prediction and Significant

	Novelty
	1
	
	.35***
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the novelty, the greater the surprise
	Predicted and Supported

	Future Predictability
	1
	
	-.27***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the ability to predict what is going to occur in the future, the less the surprise.
	Predicted and Supported

	Threat
	1
	
	-.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Sympathy

	Accountability-Other
	3
	
	-.13
	-.40, .17
	68.97 (2)*
	.25
	94.88
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Control-Other
	2 
	
	-.03
	-.32, .26
	19.58 (1)* 
	.20
	89.78 
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Certainty
	1
	
	-0.11
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Concern for others
	1 
	
	.54*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the concern for others' well-being in the situation, the greater the sympathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-self
	1 
	
	-.25*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived control over the situation, the less the sympathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Expectedness
	1 
	
	-.23*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the expectation of the occurrence of the situation, the less the sympathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Fairness
	1
	
	-.17***
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of the situation, the less the sympathy.
	Predicted and Supported

	Goal conduciveness
	1
	
	.19*
	
	
	
	
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one's goals, the greater the sympathy.
	No Prediction and Significant

	Loss
	1 
	
	.27*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception that something irretrievable has been lost, the greater the sympathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	-.31*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the less the sympathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1 
	
	-.04
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Threat
	1 
	
	.15*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the sympathy
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1 
	
	.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Tenderness

	Loss
	1 
	
	.01
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Pleasantness
	1 
	
	.41*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived pleasantness of situation, the greater the tenderness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Temporal distance
	1 
	
	-.15*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perceived temporal distance to remembered past situation, the less the tenderness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Uniqueness
	1 
	
	.19*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	The greater the perception of how unique the situation was, the greater the tenderness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat-awe

	Certainty
	1
	
	-.53***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-circumstances
	1
	
	.62***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-other
	1
	
	.29**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-self
	1
	
	-.69***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Predicted and Supported

	Pleasantness
	1
	
	-.70***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Predicted and Supported

	Threat
	1
	
	.66***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Predicted and Supported

	Vastness
	1
	
	.10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Unfriendly

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	.07
	-.11, .24
	.87 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Other
	2
	
	.20*
	.02, .36
	.63 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perceived responsibility for the cause of the situation attributed to other people/objects, the greater the feelings of unfriendliness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Self
	2
	
	-.09
	-.26, .09
	1.61 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Unlucky

	Accountability-Circumstances
	2
	
	.35***
	.18, .49
	.55 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the perception that impersonal circumstances were responsible for the situation, the greater the feelings of unluckiness
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Other
	2
	
	.06
	-.12, .23
	1.59 (1)
	.00
	0.01
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	2
	
	-.08
	-.26, .09
	0.00 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Worry

	Problem-focused coping potential
	9
	
	-.28***
	-.39, -.16
	187.6 (8)*
	.18
	94.17
	
	The greater the perceived ability to cope and adapt to the situation, the less the worry
	No Prediction and Significant

	Threat
	7
	
	.38***
	.29, .47
	115.2 (6)*
	.13
	93.90
	
	The greater the perceived imminent threat in the situation, the greater the worry
	Predicted and Supported

	Certainty
	6
	
	-.23
	-.48, .05
	483.8 (5)*
	.36
	98.33
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Goal relevance
	6
	
	.38***
	.24, .50
	209.98 (5)*
	.18
	95.77
	
	The greater the perceived relevance of the situation to one's goals, the greater the worry
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Other
	5
	
	.08
	.-.06,.22
	42.60 (4)*
	.15
	89.64
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Positive future expectancy
	5
	
	.14
	-.08, .34
	457.7 (4)*
	.24
	98.68
	
	
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Accountability-Self
	3
	
	.02
	-.03, .06
	0.09 (2)
	.00
	0.00
	
	 
	Predicted and Not Significant

	Challenge
	3
	
	-.24***
	-.32, -.15
	22.17 (2)
	.07
	82.44
	
	The greater the perception of a future gain after overcoming an obstacle in the situation, the less the worry
	No Prediction and Significant

	Control-Self
	3
	
	-.08
	-.24, .08
	21.77 (2)*
	.13
	87.54
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Difficulty
	3
	
	.39***
	.20, .55
	21.30 (2)*
	.17
	84.81
	
	The greater the perceived difficulty to achieve one's goals in a situation, the greater the worry
	No Prediction and Significant

	Goal conduciveness
	3
	
	-.28***
	-.35, -.21
	6.36 (2)*
	.05
	52.49
	
	The greater the consistency of the situation with one’s goals, the less the worry
	Predicted and Supported

	Control-Other
	2
	
	-.10
	-.30, .11
	23.92 (1)*
	.15
	91.64
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	2
	
	-.13***
	-.16, -.10
	0.82 (1)
	.00
	0.00
	
	The greater the ability to emotionally cope and adapt to the situation, the less the worry
	No Prediction and Significant

	Fairness
	2
	
	-.24*
	-.45, -.01
	25.44 (1)*
	.16
	92.14
	
	The greater the perceived fairness of situation, the less the worry
	No Prediction and Significant

	Accountability-Circumstances
	1
	
	-.03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	No Prediction and Not Significant


Note. k denotes number of studies, r denotes the mean effect size using the Pearson correlation coefficient, 95% CI denotes the 95% confidence interval of the mean effect size, τ denotes the true between-studies variability, Q denotes Cochran’s Q with df degrees of freedom, I2 denotes the ratio of true between-study heterogeneity to total variance observed. The “Predictions and Findings” columns denotes whether the results were consistent with what previous literature has hypothesized. Within each emotion, the appraisals are sorted by k, then by alphabetical order. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
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TABLE S5
Table S6
Moderator analysis of experimental versus correlational study designs
	Emotion
	Appraisal
	Q
	kcor
	kexp
	rcor
	bexp-cor
	zexp-cor
	I2(%)

	anger
	accountability-other
	638.02 (47)***
	43
	6
	 .40***
	-.11
	-0.96
	2.5

	
	accountability-self
	409.62 (23)***
	21
	4
	 .04
	.07
	 0.38
	0.5

	
	attentional activity
	26.33 (4)***
	5
	1
	-.06
	.68
	 3.73***
	76.5

	
	certainty
	618.55 (12)***
	11
	3
	-.23*
	.35
	 1.67
	16

	
	control-self
	510.84 (28)***
	26
	4
	-.19***
	.48
	 3.36***
	35.8

	
	difficulty
	2.17 (1)
	1
	2
	 .09
	.25
	 1.69
	100.0

	
	emotion-focused coping potential
	23.51 (5)***
	4
	3
	-.23***
	.26
	 2.20*
	50.2

	
	fairness
	780.68 (29)***
	28
	3
	-.44***
	.24
	 1.33
	5.6

	
	future expectancy
	149.6 (8)***
	7
	3
	-.13
	.03
	 0.13
	0.1

	
	goal conduciveness
	222.15 (19)***
	16
	5
	-.37***
	.22
	 2.11*
	20.6

	
	goal relevance
	280.57 (21)***
	18
	5
	 .32***
	-.33
	-2.63**
	24.5

	
	intentionality
	41.88 (1)***
	2
	1
	 .00
	.23
	 0.89
	22.1

	
	loss
	48.85 (3)***
	3
	2
	 .41**
	-.36
	-1.60
	36.1

	
	normative significance (external)
	14.88 (5)*
	5
	2
	-.25**
	-.51
	-4.16***
	84.7

	
	pleasantness
	321.40 (9)***
	10
	1
	-.40***
	-.49
	-1.73
	22.6

	
	problem-focused coping potential
	236.37 (21)***
	18
	5
	-.31***
	.32
	 3.29**
	35.5

	
	threat
	249.79 (29)***
	29
	2
	 .40***
	-.15
	-1.14
	5.6

	
	uniqueness
	1.20 (1)
	2
	1
	-.04
	.10
	 0.63
	0.0

	anxiety
	accountability-other
	60.02 (9)***
	10
	1
	 .07
	-.20
	-1.02
	9.6

	
	certainty
	6.44 (4)
	5
	1
	-.30***
	-.04
	-0.39
	16.6

	
	goal conduciveness
	143.66 (16)***
	17
	1
	-.32***
	-.01
	-0.02
	0.0

	
	goal relevance
	141.20 (15)***
	16
	1
	 .14**
	.09
	 0.44
	1.3

	
	problem-focused coping potential
	125.19 (27)***
	28
	1
	-.28***
	-.03
	-.2
	0.1

	
	threat
	426.71 (39)***
	39
	2
	 .53***
	-.30
	-1.79
	9.0

	awe
	pleasantness
	28.83 (1)***
	2
	1
	 .28**
	 .22
	1.13
	28.8

	challenge
	certainty
	11.67 (2)**
	3
	1
	 .17*
	-.27
	-1.67
	48.7

	disgust
	goal relevance
	12.08 (1)***
	2
	1
	 .46***
	-.39
	-1.88
	60.6

	fear
	accountability-other
	57.54 (10)***
	11
	1
	 .08
	-.10
	-0.62
	4.4

	
	accountability-self
	153.08 (9)***
	10
	1
	 .24*
	-.23
	-0.71
	4.5

	
	certainty
	8.81 (5)
	6
	1
	-.24***
	-.40
	-3.25**
	82.2

	
	control-circumstances
	0.68 (2)
	3
	1
	.24***
	.24
	2.26*
	100

	
	control-other
	16.4 (3)***
	3
	2
	-.04
	.29
	2.81**
	74.2

	
	control-self
	30.75 (11)**
	10
	3
	-.29***
	.06
	 0.48
	0.3

	
	fairness
	5.52 (7)
	8
	1
	-.25***
	.30
	 7.27***
	100

	
	pleasantness
	123.82 (7)**
	8
	1
	-.35***
	-.74
	-3.32***
	58

	
	problem-focused coping potential
	57.5 (6)***
	7
	1
	-.24***
	.01
	 0.05
	0.0

	
	threat
	894.77 (23)***
	23
	2
	 .51***
	-.05
	-0.27
	0.5

	guilt
	accountability-other
	111.3 (14)***
	15
	1
	 .00
	-.08
	-0.35
	0.6

	
	accountability-self
	208.65 (19)***
	18
	3
	 .37***
	.50
	 3.05**
	33.9

	
	fairness
	19.31 (9)*
	10
	1
	-.06*
	-.23
	-1.28
	10.4

	hope
	certainty
	7.26 (2)*
	3
	1
	 .27***
	.05
	 .34
	7.2

	
	future expectancy
	52.95 (6)***
	5
	3
	 .36***
	-.08
	-.58
	4.7

	
	goal conduciveness
	91.74 (6)***
	5
	3
	 .37***
	-.10
	-.66
	5.5

	
	goal relevance
	20.53 (7)**
	6
	3
	 .19***
	-.03
	-.39
	2

	
	threat
	36.27 (7)***
	6
	3
	-.26***
	.38
	 3.38***
	64.6

	joy
	certainty
	3.52 (6)
	7
	1
	 .33***
	-.10
	-0.94
	0.0

	
	fairness
	130.17 (5)***
	6
	1
	 .68***
	-.60
	-2.04*
	36.0

	
	goal conduciveness
	398.72 (10)***
	11
	1
	 .53***
	1.23
	 3.33***
	48.9

	
	threat
	189.23 (10)***
	10
	2
	-.19*
	-.40
	-2.00*
	25.7

	love
	certainty
	11.12 (3)*
	4
	1
	 .28***
	-.12
	-0.94
	14.6

	pride
	accountability-self
	76.92 (8)***
	9
	1
	 .45***
	-.50
	-2.22*
	32.4

	
	fairness
	0.05 (1)
	1
	2
	 .10
	 .03
	 0.22
	0

	
	goal conduciveness
	140.72 (3)***
	4
	1
	 .60**
	-.41
	-0.95
	14.8

	
	goal relevance
	8.26 (2)*
	3
	1
	 .16**
	-.12
	-0.73
	16.8

	
	loss
	101.16 (1)***
	2
	1
	-.55*
	.50
	 1.29
	35.3

	
	problem-focused coping potential
	86.24 (4)***
	5
	1
	 .50***
	-.41
	-1.54
	27.9

	
	threat
	15.19 (1)***
	2
	1
	-.35**
	.44
	 1.87
	59.1

	regret
	accountability-self
	1.58 (3)
	4
	1
	 .49***
	-.25
	-2.14*
	100

	sadness
	accountability-self
	210.94 (11)***
	12
	1
	 .15*
	-.18
	-0.74
	4.1

	
	attentional activity
	13.34 (2)**
	2
	2
	 .19
	 .08
	-0.51
	16

	
	certainty
	4.36 (3)
	4
	1
	-.26***
	-.30
	-2.12*
	79.0

	
	control-self
	116.04 (13)***
	12
	3
	-.25***
	-.16
	-1.17
	11.9

	
	effort
	0.11 (1)
	2
	1
	 .20***
	-.04
	-0.27
	0.0

	
	goal conduciveness
	227.65 (7)***
	7
	2
	-.25
	-.34
	-1.09
	12.3

	
	pleasantness
	57.71 (6)***
	6
	2
	-.32***
	-.70
	-5.88***
	87.3

	
	problem-focused coping potential
	137.09 (9)***
	10
	1
	-.11
	.22
	 0.66
	4.4

	shame
	accountability-self
	135.68 (9)***
	10
	1
	 .41***
	-.13
	-0.35
	1.3

	
	fairness
	41.34 (9)***
	10
	1
	-.09*
	.07
	 0.35
	1.2

	
	goal conduciveness
	6.53 (1)*
	2
	1
	-.22***
	.10
	 0.72
	0.0

	
	goal relevance
	4.75 (2)
	3
	1
	 .13*
	-.17
	-1.00
	50.8

	
	normative significance (external)
	103.56 (1)***
	2
	1
	 .03
	-.25
	-0.75
	14

	
	problem-focused coping potential
	13.25 (3)**
	4
	1
	-.28***
	.06
	 0.29
	1.1

	
	threat
	24.18 (3)***
	4
	1
	 -.26***
	-.30
	-2.12
	79


Note. Q denotes Cochran’s Q test for residual heterogeneity, kcor and kexp denotes number of correlational and experimental studies, rcor denotes the meta-analytic effect for only the correlational studies, bexp-cor denotes the slope estimate on the “experimental” dummy variable (i.e., difference between experimental and correlational studies), zexp-cor denotes the Z statistic for the significance of slope estimate, and I2 denotes the I2 statistic that refers to the percentage of variance explained by the moderator. Within each emotion, the appraisals are sorted in alphabetical order. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
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TABLE S6
Table S7
References to predictions of appraisal-emotion relationships
	Appraisal
	r
	Prediction
	References

	Emotions with high evidence (max k > 10)

	Anger

	Accountability-Other
	.37***
	Predicted and Supported
	Scherer (2001), Smith & Ellsworth (1985), 
Smith & Lazarus (1990), Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Fairness
	-.39***
	Predicted and Supported
	Canary, Spitzberg, & Semic (1998), Lazarus (1991a)

	Control-Self
	-.11*
	Predicted and Supported
	Scherer (2009), Smith & Ellsworth (1985), 
Smith & Lazarus (1990)

	Goal relevance
	.25***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Problem-focused coping potential
	-.24***
	Predicted and Supported
	Roseman, (2001)

	Goal conduciveness
	-.29**
	Predicted and Supported
	Scherer (2001), Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Certainty
	-.16
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith & Lazarus (1990)

	Pleasantness
	-.42***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith & Lazarus (1990)

	Control-Other
	-.01
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith & Lazarus (1990)

	Normative significance (external)
	-.29**
	Predicted and Supported
	Ortony, Clore, & Collins (1988), Scherer (2001)

	Expectedness
	.00
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Scherer & Moors (2019), Scherer (2009)

	Effort
	.23***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith & Lazarus (1990)

	Harm
	.38***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Perceived Obstacle
	.48***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Intentionality
	.08
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith & Lazarus (1990), Scherer (2009)

	Novelty
	-.16
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Scherer (2009)

	Anxiety

	Threat
	.47***
	Predicted and Supported
	Folkman (2013), Lazarus (1991c)

	Goal relevance
	.15***
	Predicted and Supported
	Folkman (2013)

	Certainty
	-.30***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus (1991c)

	Pleasantness
	-.29*
	Predicted and Supported
	Folkman (2013)

	Severity
	.25*
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus (1991a)

	Fairness
	-.07
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Vermunt & Steensma (2001)

	Boredom

	Value
	-.40***
	Predicted and Supported
	Pekrun (2006)

	Control-Self
	-.37***
	Predicted and Supported
	Pekrun (2006), Perry et al. (2001)

	Challenge
	.25***
	Predicted and Supported
	Krannich et al. (2019)

	Enjoyment

	Control-Self
	.45***
	Predicted and Supported
	Pekrun (2006), Buff (2014)

	Value
	.49***
	Predicted and Supported
	Pekrun (2006), Buff (2014)

	Fear

	Threat
	.47***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus (1991c), Frijda (1986), Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Control-Self
	-.30***
	Predicted and Supported
	Scherer (2009)

	Goal relevance
	.27***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993), Scherer (2009)

	Accountability-Other
	.07
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Pleasantness
	-.40***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Goal conduciveness
	-.12
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Lazarus (1993), Scherer (2009)

	Certainty
	-.28***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Effort
	.22***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Harm
	.53***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Control-Circumstances
	.25***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Future Predictability
	-.23***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Perceived Obstacle
	.33***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	-.25*
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Vastness
	-.13*
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Piff et al. (2015), Vasey et al. (2012)

	Guilt

	Accountability-Self
	.41***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Lewis (2000)

	Goal conduciveness
	-.29***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lewis (2000)

	Pleasantness
	-.17
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Effort
	.32***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Perceived obstacle
	.33**
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Joy

	Goal conduciveness
	.56***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a),
Ortony, Clore, & Collins (1988), Roseman, (2001),
Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Scherer (2001) 

	Control-self
	.38***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a),
Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989),
Reisenzein & Spielhofer (1994),
Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990),
Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith (1991), 
Tesser (1990), Tong (2015)

	Certainty
	.32***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a),
Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), 
Reisenzein & Spielhofer (1994),
Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990),
Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith (1991), 
Tesser (1990), Tong (2015)

	Challenge
	.23**
	Predicted and Supported
	Jones et al. (2009)

	Pleasantness
	.64***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a),
Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), 
Reisenzein & Spielhofer (1994),
Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990),
Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Scherer (2001), 
Smith (1991), Tesser (1990), Tong (2015)

	Fairness
	.55***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a),
Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), 
Reisenzein & Spielhofer (1994),
Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990),
Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith (1991), 
Tesser (1990), Tong (2015)

	Accountability-self
	.20**
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a),
Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), 
Reisenzein & Spielhofer (1994),
Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990),
Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith (1991), 
Tesser (1990), Tong (2015)

	Attentional activity
	.09
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Accountability-circumstances
	-.05
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Roseman, (2001)

	Future Predictability
	.19***
	Predicted and Supported
	Scherer (1993)

	Effort
	-.19***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a),
Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), 
Reisenzein & Spielhofer (1994),
Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990),
Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith (1991), 
Tesser (1990), Tong (2015)

	Normative significance (internal)
	.34***
	Predicted and Supported
	Tesser (1990), Tong (2015)

	Normative significance (external)
	.29***
	Predicted and Supported
	Tesser (1990), Tong (2015)

	Pride

	Control-Self
	.28**
	Predicted and Supported
	Roseman (1996)

	Value
	.35***
	Predicted and Supported
	Pekrun (2006)

	Accountability-Self
	.39***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988b),
Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), 
Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990)

	Goal conduciveness
	.48**
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988b), Tracy & Robins (2006)

	Pleasantness
	.20*
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988b)

	Goal relevance
	.15**
	Predicted and Supported
	Scherer (1988)

	Certainty
	.23**
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988b)

	Future Predictability
	.13**
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988b)

	Novelty
	-.28***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith (1991), Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989)

	Normative significance (internal)
	.08
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Roseman (1996), Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Sadness

	Accountability-Other
	.11*
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Control-Self
	-.27***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus (1991a)

	Goal relevance
	.32***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Problem-focused coping potential
	-.08
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Positive future expectancy
	-.09
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Goal conduciveness
	-.31**
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Pleasantness
	-.45***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Loss
	.42***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus (1991a)

	Certainty
	-.29***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Accountability-Circumstances
	.13***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Emotion-focused coping potential
	-.30**
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Harm
	.55***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Control-Other
	-.07
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Shame

	Control-Self
	-.26**
	Predicted and Supported
	Tracy & Robins (2006), Pekrun (2006)

	Accountability-Self
	.38***
	Predicted and Supported
	Tracy & Robins (2006)

	Value
	-.20*
	Predicted and Supported
	Pekrun (2006)

	Goal relevance
	.10
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Lazarus (2001)

	Goal conduciveness
	-.21***
	Predicted and Supported
	Tracy & Robins (2006), Poulson (2000)

	Normative significance (External)
	-.04
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Lazarus (1991b)

	Pleasantness
	-.20***
	Predicted and Supported
	Tracy & Robins (2006)

	Stability
	.04
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Tracy & Robins (2006)

	Emotions with less evidence (max k  10)


	Admiration

	Fairness
	.23**
	Predicted and Supported
	Onu, Smith, & Kessler (2015),
Van de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Pieters (2011)

	Pleasantness
	.42***
	Predicted and Supported
	Van de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Pieters (2009)

	Affection

	Goal conduciveness
	.37**
	Predicted and Supported
	Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990),
McCarthy, Lambert, & Seraphine (2004),
Roseman, Antoniou, & Jose (1996)

	Pleasantness
	.57***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Goal relevance
	.59***
	Predicted and Supported
	McCarthy, Lambert, & Seraphine (2004)

	Accountability-Other
	.20**
	Predicted and Supported
	Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990),
Roseman, Antoniou, & Jose (1996)

	Effort
	-.14
	Predicted and Not Significant
	McCarthy, Lambert, & Seraphine (2004)

	Amusement

	Pleasantness
	.32***
	Predicted and Supported
	Tong (2015)

	Perceived Obstacle
	-.06
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Tong (2015)

	Accountability-Other
	.06
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Tong (2015), Scherer & Ceschi (1997)

	Certainty
	.15**
	Predicted and Supported
	Tong (2015)

	Normative significance (internal)
	.06
	Predicted and Not Significant
	McGraw & Warren (2010)

	Awe

	Pleasantness
	.33***
	Predicted and Supported
	Shiota, Keltner, & Mossman (2007)

	Remarkable
	.50***
	Predicted and Supported
	Keltner & Haidt (2003)

	Accountability-Circumstances
	.05
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Shiota, Keltner, & Mossman (2007)

	Accountability-Other
	.06
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Shiota, Keltner, & Mossman (2007)

	Accountability-Self
	.07
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Tong (2015), Keltner & Haidt (2003),
Shiota, Keltner, & Mossman (2007)

	Attentional activity
	.06
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Keltner & Haidt (2003)

	Vastness
	.36***
	Predicted and Supported
	Keltner & Haidt (2003)

	Challenge (emotion)

	Attentional activity
	.21***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Pleasantness
	.17
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Smith & Lazarus (1990), Tesser (1990)

	Goal relevance
	.26***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1990)

	Accountability-Self
	.02
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Effort
	.29***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Goal conduciveness
	.05
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Lazarus (1990)

	Positive future expectancy
	.09
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Smith & Lazarus (1990)

	Control-Self
	.04
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), 
Smith & Kirby (2009), Smith & Lazarus (1990)

	Problem-focused coping potential
	.25**
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Compassion

	Accountability-Other
	-.10
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Allred et al. (1997), Schmidt & Weiner (1988)

	Normative significance (internal)
	.36***
	Predicted and Supported
	Berndsen & Feather (2016)

	

Confident

	Accountability-Self
	.29
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Lazarus & Folkman (1984),
Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Pleasantness
	.67***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Certainty
	.30**
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Challenge
	.24**
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus & Folkman (1984)

	Confusion

	Control-self
	-.34***
	Predicted and Supported
	Muis et al. (2015)

	Contempt

	Pleasantness
	-.47***
	Predicted and Supported
	Hillis (2001)

	Accountability-Other
	.24***
	Predicted and Supported
	Sexton (2005)

	Contentment

	Accountability-Self
	.29***
	Predicted and Supported
	Fredrickson & Branigan (2005),
Rothermund & Brandstädter (2003)

	Control-Self
	.27***
	Predicted and Supported
	Fredrickson & Branigan (2005),
Rothermund & Brandstädter (2003)

	Pleasantness
	.36
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Fredrickson & Branigan (2005),
Rothermund & Brandstädter (2003)

	Value
	.17***
	Predicted and Supported
	Goetz et al. (2006)

	Perceived Obstacle
	-.11*
	Predicted and Supported
	Rothermund & Brandstädter (2003)

	Certainty
	.25***
	Predicted and Supported
	Fredrickson & Branigan (2005),
Rothermund & Brandstädter (2003)

	Effort
	-.12*
	Predicted and Supported
	Fredrickson & Branigan (2005),
Rothermund & Brandstädter (2003)

	Normative significance (internal)
	.22***
	Predicted and Supported
	Fredrickson & Branigan (2005),
Rothermund & Brandstädter (2003)

	Disappointment

	Goal conduciveness
	-.30*
	Predicted and Supported
	Frijda (1986), Ortony, Clore, & Collins (1988)

	Accountability-Other
	.34
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), Smith (1991),
van Dijk & Zeelenberg (2002)

	Expectedness
	-.18
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Frijda (1986), Ortony, Clore, & Collins (1988) 

	Future Predictability
	-.19
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), Smith (1991)

	Disgust

	Threat
	.45***
	Predicted and Supported
	Cottrell & Neuberg (2005)

	Pleasantness
	-.20***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lerner, Small, & Loewenstein (2004)

	Accountability-Other
	.39***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Embarrassment

	Accountability-Self
	.47***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus (1991a)

	Empathy

	Concern for others
	.32**
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus (1991a)

	Enthusiasm

	Pleasantness
	.67***
	Predicted and Supported
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989)

	Envy

	Fairness
	.001
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Lange & Crusius (2015), 
Van de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Pieters (2012)

	Desire for object
	.06*
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Kim (2007)

	Control-Self
	.40***
	Predicted and Supported
	Van de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Pieters (2012)

	
Excitement

	Challenge
	.39***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus & Folkman, S. (1984), Jones (1995)

	Control-Self
	.43***
	Predicted and Supported
	Beaudry & Pinsonneault (2010)

	Frustration

	Goal conduciveness
	-.30***
	Predicted and Supported
	Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990)

	Control-Self
	-.11
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990)

	Problem-focused coping potential
	-.45***
	Predicted and Supported
	Chang (2013), Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990)

	Glad

	Positive future expectancy
	.34***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Goal conduciveness
	.34***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Goal relevance
	.34***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Gratitude

	Accountability-Other
	.26**
	Predicted and Supported
	Campos et al. (2013), Ortony, Clore, & Collins (1988)

	Goal conduciveness
	.43***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith, Haynes, Lazarus, & Pope (1993)

	Pleasantness
	.26
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Lazarus & Lazarus (1994), Mayer et al. (1991)

	Goal relevance
	.15*
	Predicted and Supported
	Scherer & Ceschi (1997)

	Value
	.37***
	Predicted and Supported
	Watkins (2013)

	Normative significance (internal)
	0.08
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Reisenzein & Spielhofer (1994),
Siemer & Reisenzein (2007)

	Hope

	Goal relevance
	.18***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Lazarus (1993)

	Goal conduciveness
	.32***
	Predicted and Opposite
	Smith & Lazarus (1990)

	Value
	.39***
	Predicted and Supported
	Pekrun (2006)

	Positive future expectancy
	.32***
	Predicted and Supported
	Bruininks & Malle (2005), Smith & Lazarus (1993) 

	Attentional activity
	.09
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Tesser (1990)

	Certainty
	.27***
	Predicted and Opposite
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Pleasantness
	.32***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Perceived Obstacle
	-.03
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Effort
	.05
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Future Predictability
	.14*
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Challenge
	.50***
	Predicted and Supported
	Adie, Duda, & Ntoumanis (2008)

	Expectedness
	.15*
	Predicted and Opposite
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989)

	Inspiration

	Goal conduciveness
	.31*
	Predicted and Supported
	Hosany (2011)

	Interest

	Attentional activity
	.27***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Pleasantness
	.71***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Goal relevance
	.27***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Control-Self
	.38**
	Predicted and Supported
	Silvia (2005)

	Problem-focused coping potential
	.44***
	Predicted and Supported
	Silvia (2005)

	Novelty
	.04
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Silvia (2005)

	Certainty
	.27***
	Predicted and Supported
	Silvia (2005)

	Jealousy

	Pleasantness
	-.37***
	Predicted and Supported
	Hansen (1991), White & Mullen (1989)

	Goal relevance
	.24***
	Predicted and Supported
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989)

	Perceived obstacle
	.45***
	Predicted and Supported
	White & Mullen (1989)

	Accountability-Other
	.08
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Fitness & Fletcher (1993)

	Control-Self
	-.21***
	Predicted and Supported
	Fitness & Fletcher (1993)

	Future Predictability
	-.35***
	Predicted and Supported
	Fitness & Fletcher (1993)

	Love

	Certainty
	.26***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ruth, Brunel & Otnes (2002)

	Pleasantness
	.42***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Accountability-Other
	.16***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Effort
	-.07
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Goal relevance
	.59***
	Predicted and Supported
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989)

	Novelty
	.29***
	Predicted and Supported
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989)

	Attentional activity
	.10*
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Nostalgia

	Pleasantness
	.36***
	Predicted and Supported
	Johnson-Laird & Oatley (1989)

	Loss
	.09**
	Predicted and Supported
	Johnson-Laird & Oatley (1989)

	Pity

	Threat
	.10*
	Predicted and Supported
	Cottrell & Neuberg (2005)

	Accountability-Other
	-.33*
	Predicted and Supported
	Siemer & Reisenzein (2007)

	Accountability-Circumstances
	.02
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Ortony, Clore, & Collins (1988), Weiner (1985)

	Regret

	Accountability-Self
	.42***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus (1991b), van Dijk & Zeelenberg (2002)

	Pleasantness
	-.38***
	Predicted and Supported
	van Dijk & Zeelenberg (2002)

	Normative significance (internal)
	-.45***
	Predicted and Supported
	Berndsen & Feather (2016)

	Effort
	.34**
	Predicted and Supported
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), Smith (1991)

	Relief

	Goal conduciveness
	.45***
	Predicted and Supported
	Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990)

	Pleasantness
	.19***
	Predicted and Supported
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), 
Reisenzein & Spielhofer (1994), Tong (2015)

	Goal relevance
	.04
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989)

	Accountability-Circumstances
	-.03
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990),
Roseman, Antoniou, & Jose (1996)

	Certainty
	.19***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Control-Circumstances
	.02
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990), 
Roseman, Antoniou, & Jose (1996)

	Effort
	.00
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a)

	Schadenfreude

	Fairness
	.18***
	Predicted and Supported
	Feather (2014)
van Dijk & Ouwerkerk (2014)

	

Self-anger

	Accountability-Self
	.53***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Tong (2006)

	Serenity

	Control-Self
	.49**
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Tong (2015)

	Pleasantness
	.42***
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Tong (2015)

	Certainty
	.24*
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Tong (2015)

	Threat
	-.34***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus, Kanner, & Folkman (1980)

	Harm
	-.36***
	Predicted and Supported
	Lazarus, Kanner, & Folkman (1980)

	Perceived Obstacle
	-.10*
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Tong (2015)

	Future Predictability
	.10*
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Tong (2015)

	Effort
	-.13**
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Tong (2015)

	Normative significance (internal)
	.12*
	Predicted and Supported
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Tong (2015)

	Surprise

	Pleasantness
	.17
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Izard (1977), 
Smith & Ellsworth (1985), 
Meyer, Reisenzein, & Schutzwohl (1997)

	Expectedness
	-.49***
	Predicted and Supported
	Izard (1977), Meyer, Reisenzein, & Schutzwohl (1997)

	Certainty
	-.30***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985), Roseman (1984)

	Goal relevance
	.41***
	Predicted and Supported
	Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990)

	Novelty
	.35***
	Predicted and Supported
	McCarthy, Lambert, & Seraphine (2004), 
Ellsworth & Smith (1988a), Tong (2015)

	Attentional activity
	.44***
	Predicted and Supported
	Roseman, Spindel, & Jose (1990)

	Future Predictability
	-.27***
	Predicted and Supported
	Smith & Ellsworth (1985)

	Sympathy

	Fairness
	-.17***
	Predicted and Supported
	Feather (2006)

	Threat-awe

	Pleasantness
	-.70***
	Predicted and Supported
	Danvers & Shiota (2017)

	Threat
	.66***
	Predicted and Supported
	Keltner & Haidt (2003)

	Control-circumstances
	.62***
	Predicted and Supported
	Gordon et al. (2017)

	Control-self
	-.69***
	Predicted and Supported
	Gordon et al. (2017)

	Certainty
	-.53***
	Predicted and Supported
	Gordon et al. (2017)

	Vastness
	.10
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Gordon et al. (2017)

	Worry

	Threat
	.36***
	Predicted and Supported
	Adie, Duda, & Ntoumanis (2008), Cerin (2003)

	Certainty
	-.23
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Shure (1989), Lazarus (1991a), 
Roseman, Antoniou, & Jose (1996)

	Goal conduciveness
	-.28***
	Predicted and Supported
	Roseman, Antoniou, & Jose (1996), So et al. (2015) 

	Accountability-Self
	.02
	Predicted and Not Significant
	Roseman (1991)


Note: Only appraisal-emotion relationships that have previous predictions are included in this table. The ordering of the appraisals and emotions follows the same ordering in Table S4 and Table S5, with the cases with no predictions not included.  * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
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