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Expectation-achievement gaps and satisfaction in World Cup
football supporters: a quasi-experiment
Mark A. Robinson , Matthew C. Davis and Kerrie L. Unsworth

Leeds University Business School, University of Leeds, Leeds, UK

ABSTRACT
Research question: Football is the world’s most popular spectator
sport so supporters’ satisfaction and happiness (wellbeing) is of
considerable interest. We examined how gaps between
supporters’ expectations and teams’ achievements affect
supporters’ wellbeing, and how social identity moderates this.
Addressing previous methodological limitations, we examined
such gaps objectively in a meaningful real-world scenario.
Research methods: We conducted a quasi-experiment around the
2018 FIFA World Cup with 278 supporters and 63 control
participants, collecting data before, during, and after the
championship. We also examined curvilinear effects and the
moderating effect of social identity using polynomial regression
surface modelling.
Results and findings: Supporters’ satisfaction increased when their
national team’s achievements exceeded expectations, decreased
when achievements failed to exceed expectations, and remained
stable for a control group. Happiness was unchanged in these
conditions, however. Polynomial regression indicated that
expectations and achievements explained a substantial 35% of
incremental variance in satisfaction, and their three-dimensional
curvilinear interaction accounted for a further 6% (a considerable
41% overall). The moderating effect of social identity on this
relationship also approached significance.
Implications: Increases in achievements increase satisfaction, and
disproportionately so for high achievements. However,
satisfaction is also increased by lowering expectations, particularly
for supporters identifying strongly with their teams. For
supporters identifying less strongly, though, moderate
expectations increase satisfaction most.
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Football is the world’s most popular spectator sport (Palacios-Huerta, 2004), with a tele-
vision audience of 4.7 billion (Eurosport, 2011) and 211 national teams affiliated to the
global governing body Fédération Internationale de Football Association (FIFA, 2018). It
is therefore of interest to sport management professionals, for two reasons. First, finan-
cially, as the combined revenue of the ten leading football clubs exceeds $7 billion
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annually (Deloitte, 2020). Second, psychologically, as football teams have a considerable
impact on their supporters (Park et al., 2009), which influences both spending (Biscaia
et al., 2012; Lee & Kang, 2015) and wellbeing (Mutz, 2019). We therefore examine
this, specifically how expectations and achievements of national football teams in the
2018 FIFA World Cup (FWC2018) influence supporters’ satisfaction and happiness.

Given football’s popularity, it greatly influences many supporters’ lives. During host
France’s championship-winning campaign in FWC1998, suicide rates in France
decreased by 10% overall and by 20% on days following their games (Encrenaz et al.,
2012). Neurologically, fMRI scans indicate activity in the brain’s emotional pleasure
centres of supporters watching goals being scored (McLean et al., 2009) and contrasting
neural activity when watching their team win or lose (Park et al., 2009). Furthermore,
Spanish supporters’ increased positive emotions following Spain’s victory in FWC2010
endured beyond the championship itself (Jones et al., 2012). Evidently, then,
FWC2018 is of major personal significance and represents an ideal context for examining
psychological wellbeing.

Regarding expectations and achievements, surveys of Portuguese supporters found joy
predicted satisfaction, which then predicted consumer intentions, but expectation fulfil-
ment was onlymeasured within satisfaction (Biscaia et al., 2012). Analysis of Spanish foot-
ball results suggested gaps between teams’ expected and actual performances could
measure satisfaction, but expectations and satisfactionwere inferred rather thanmeasured
(González-Gómez & Picazo-Tadeo, 2010). Thus, there are hints but little definitive evi-
dence about how expectations and achievements affect football supporters’ wellbeing.

Expectations, achievements, and psychological wellbeing

Satisfaction is a composite state of attitudinal, cognitive, and affective favourability
(Weiss, 2002) towards either: (a) a product or service (Hult et al., 2019), or (b) a
person’s own life generally, known as ‘life satisfaction’ (Pavot & Diener, 2008). Happiness
also comprises attitudinal, cognitive, and affective components, alongside perceived
purpose and agency for one’s life (Hills & Argyle, 2002). Both (life) satisfaction and hap-
piness are facets of wellbeing (Pavot & Diener, 2008). Given football’s importance in sup-
porters’ lives, our research focuses on supporters’ satisfaction with their football team’s
performance and their happiness, which we collectively call wellbeing.

Research has investigated the relationship between achievements and psychological
wellbeing (Bücker et al., 2018), with salary often representing achievement. Two alterna-
tive findings have emerged, yielding different explanations. Early research supported an
absolute explanation, with higher salary levels linked to higher psychological wellbeing
(Diener et al., 1993; Veenhoven, 1991). More recently, Killingsworth (2021) found life
satisfaction and experienced wellbeing both increased linearly from very low ($15,000)
to very high ($480,000) annual household incomes.

Other research supports a relative explanation, though, finding satisfaction is deter-
mined more by salary rank within immediate reference groups rather than by absolute
salary (Boyce et al., 2010; D’Ambrosio & Frick, 2007). This approach predominantly
uses expectation disconfirmation theory (Lankton et al., 2014; Oliver, 1980), finding
that satisfaction increases when achievements exceed expectations and decreases when
achievements fail to exceed expectations, across diverse domains (Derksen et al., 2018;
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Green et al., 2018; Vannier & O’Sullivan, 2017). Similarly, experiments by Shepperd and
McNulty (2002) tested decision affect theory (Mellers et al., 1997) finding participants’
wellbeing (happiness and positive emotions) was highest when financial and health out-
comes exceeded expectations and lowest when outcomes were lower than expected. This
supports both decision affect theory and expectation disconfirmation theory, which both
suggest that it is therefore the change from prior expectations to subsequent achievements
—the expectation-achievement gap (Li & Fung, 2012)—which influences wellbeing.

Evidently, both relative and absolute achievements are important predictors of well-
being. However, it remains unclear which explanation is most powerful due to the
need for research with both internal and external validity. Experiments can measure
expectations and achievements objectively, and often have control groups, but require
artificial laboratory scenarios (e.g. McBride, 2010). Conversely, studies in meaningful
real-world scenarios are usually correlational and experience difficulty measuring expec-
tations and achievements directly and objectively, often reliant on self-reports (e.g.
Ruvolo & Veroff, 1997).

Our research addresses both limitations by using a rigorous quasi-experiment to
examine expectation-achievement gaps in FWC2018 supporters. This constitutes an
ideal domain in which to study expectation-achievement gaps and untangle the relative
and absolute nature of wellbeing, for these methodological reasons. First, FWC2018 is a
highly meaningful real-world event for supporters. Second, we can use FWC2018 as an
effective experimental intervention. Third, unlike other meaningful events, expectations
and achievements in sports like football are simpler to conceptualise and measure objec-
tively. Furthermore, given football’s popularity, it is an intrinsically interesting research
context, as well as being methodologically advantageous.

While a few previous quasi-experiments have been conducted around sporting cham-
pionships, there are differences. For instance,Dolan et al. (2016) examined life satisfaction,
happiness, and anxiety one year before, during, and one year after the 2012 Olympic
Games in residents of host city London, with residents of Paris and Berlin as control
groups. Similarly, Mutz (2019) also examined life satisfaction one month before, during,
and two months after the 2016 European Football Championship. While both studies
found short-term increases in life satisfaction during the events, they focused on partici-
pants’ experiences of the championships generally, hence the long data collection intervals.

While similar, our quasi-experiment focuses on participants’ satisfaction and happi-
ness specifically in response to their team’s performance—expected and achieved—and
will therefore measure wellbeing immediately before and after FWC2018. Nevertheless,
by using a similarly rigorous quasi-experiment, in this methodologically-optimal
research context, we can examine expectation-achievement gaps and the size of their
true effect on wellbeing accurately, both uniquely and in combination. We first
examine satisfaction specifically, as this has been the primary focus of expectation dis-
confirmation theory (Lankton et al., 2014; Oliver, 1980), our main theoretical framework
here. Accordingly, our first hypotheses (H) state:

H1: Changes from expectations to achievements will be positively related to satisfaction.

H2: Relative changes from expectations to achievements will be: (a) more highly positively
related to satisfaction than absolute achievements, and (b) perceived as distinct from absol-
ute achievements in relation to satisfaction.

EUROPEAN SPORT MANAGEMENT QUARTERLY 3



Most previous studies of expectation-achievement gaps have focused on satisfaction, in
specific domains without wider psychological significance for participants (e.g. von
Meyer-Höfer et al., 2015). However, with FWC2018 evidently being so central to suppor-
ters’ lives, the performance of their national football team would likely have broader
implications for their psychological wellbeing. Indeed, Kavetsos and Szymanski (2010)
investigated the relationship between mega-events and people’s life satisfaction—equiv-
alent to happiness—within biannual European surveys and linked this to their nation’s
performances and hosting of the Olympic Games, and football’s World Cup and Euro-
pean Championships. Results indicated that winning more Olympic medals than before
and hosting an international football tournament led to a temporary ‘feelgood’ increase
in life satisfaction in those countries. Accordingly, we explore this here by also examining
happiness as a broader wellbeing outcome of expectation-achievement gaps, with the
equivalent hypotheses as satisfaction:

H3: Changes from expectations to achievements will be positively related to happiness.

H4: Relative changes from expectations to achievements will be: (a) more highly positively
related to happiness than absolute achievements, and (b) perceived as distinct from absolute
achievements in relation to happiness.

Note that in Hypotheses 2 and 4, we predict that relative achievements will influence
wellbeing more than absolute achievements, as most literature reviewed earlier supports
this (e.g. expectation disconfirmation theory), and hypotheses must specify a testable
difference or relationship (i.e. non-null). However, as discussed earlier, we recognise
the ongoing debate about absolute and relative explanations and test this here.

Curvilinear changes in psychological wellbeing

Recent psychological wellbeing research has started integrating expectancy-achievement
theories with prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), suggesting curvilinear
effects. Prospect theory suggests that people generally demonstrate ‘loss aversion’,
where their value judgements of forecasted outcomes are much more sensitive to
losses than to gains, with a resultant S-shaped relationship (see Barberis, 2013, for a
review). Research examining salaries has also found loss aversion effects, where
people’s wellbeing decreases more due to a salary decrease than it increases relative to
an equal-sized salary increase (Boyce et al., 2013, 2016). These studies only examined
linear effects with a disjointed gradient change between losses and gains, though.
However, another study of income found a curvilinear effect on life satisfaction, but
with losses concave and gains largely linear, rather than convex and concave as prospect
theory suggests (Vendrik & Woltjer, 2007).

It therefore seems likely that the positive relationship between expectation-achieve-
ment gaps and wellbeing will also be curvilinear here. However, most existing research
has focused on salaries (Boyce et al., 2013, 2016; Vendrik & Woltjer, 2007), where
losses may have serious life implications such as poverty. Accordingly, loss aversion
would be expected, as research has shown that while lack of money may cause unhappi-
ness, happiness does not increase once life becomes financially comfortable (Jebb et al.,
2018). However, for football supporters, however painful a team’s loss, there is always the
next game or next competition to inspire hope. Indeed, in FWC2018, all but one team
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was eliminated ultimately, so losses are essentially normalised. By contrast, only one team
won FWC2018—and only eight of 211 national teams have ever won the World Cup
(FIFA, 2018)—so winning is extremely rare and celebrated nationally. We therefore
anticipate—contrary to prospect theory’s loss aversion—that football supporters’ well-
being (i.e. satisfaction and happiness) will be more sensitive to wins (i.e. gains) than
losses, a situation we name ‘gain preference’. Indeed, a recent review of prospect
theory studies concluded that loss aversion often does not occur, with gains and losses
often perceived equally, or gains even disproportionately influential (Gal & Rucker,
2018). Our research would therefore contribute to this new theoretical debate and, as dis-
cussed above, we strengthen this contribution by also examining whether this positive
effect is curvilinear, and convex, indicating gain preference. To do so, we will use poly-
nomial regression and three-dimensional surface modelling (Edwards, 2002), for what
we believe is the first time in research investigating expectation-achievement gaps in a
wellbeing context. We therefore hypothesise:

H5: Relative changes from expectations to achievements will demonstrate a positive, convex,
curvilinear relationship with satisfaction.

H6: Relative changes from expectations to achievements will demonstrate a positive, convex,
curvilinear relationship with happiness.

Moderation effect of social identity

The extent to which expectation-achievement gaps influence both satisfaction and hap-
piness is likely influenced by whether that domain is personally meaningful to those
involved, however, with higher meaningfulness strengthening the positive relationship.
Such meaningfulness has frequently been conceptualised through social identity theory
(e.g. Hornsey, 2008; Turner et al., 1979). Social identities are fluid, multiple, and maxi-
mise both perceived intra-group similarity and inter-group differences (e.g. Hogg,
2018). Strong social identities therefore indicate the centrality of that construct to
people’s lives (Hornsey, 2008). This is particularly relevant here, as team identification
is known to interact with expectations to determine spectators’ loyalty (Trail et al., 2005).

Within football, a previous quasi-experiment found that three related types of football
affinity—social identity, interest, and watching televised games live—moderated the posi-
tive effect of the 2016 European Football Championship on supporters’ life satisfaction
(Mutz, 2019). Furthermore, social identity has also been found to moderate the relation-
ship between football teams’ performance and their supporters’ emotional reactions
(Crisp et al., 2007). It therefore seems likely that it may also influence the relationship
between expectation-achievement gaps and both satisfaction and happiness. Conse-
quently, we hypothesise the following:

H7: The relationship between changes from expectations to achievements and satisfaction
will be moderated by social identity, such that the positive relationship is stronger when
identity is higher.

H8: The relationship between changes from expectations to achievements and happiness
will be moderated by social identity, such that the positive relationship is stronger when
identity is higher.
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Integrating these themes, Figure 1 illustrates our theoretical model including the hypoth-
eses (H) and measurement time-points (T).

Method

Participants

We recruited participants using micro-payments through the website Prolific Academic
(n.d.), immediately before (time-point 1, T1) and after (time-point 3, T3) FWC2018
(which constituted time-point 2, T2; see Design sub-section), to complete an online ques-
tionnaire via Qualtrics (n.d.) software. Relative to alternative online research platforms,
Prolific Academic participant samples are more diverse (Newman et al., 2021).

At T1, we recruited participants via two streams: (1) an experimental group, whose
participants’ national football teams would be competing in FWC2018; and (2) a
control group, whose participants’ national football teams would not be competing in
FWC2018. Overall, we funded the recruitment of 500 participants, specifying 400 in
the experimental group and 100 in the control group.

At T1, we received completed questionnaires from 501 participants overall: 402 in the
experimental group and 99 in the control group. However, 29 participants selected the
wrong stream, so we reallocated them to the correct group for the T3 data collection.
At T3, we contacted the T1 participants again, via anonymous identification codes,
and asked them to complete a second questionnaire. At T3, we received completed ques-
tionnaires from 391 participants overall, a response rate of 78.04%, comprising 297 in the
experimental group and 94 in the control group.

We then screened these questionnaires. First, we matched participants across T1 and
T3, and removed any non-matched T3 participants. Second, to ensure data integrity, we
removed any participants with illogically inconsistent demographic data across time-
points. Third, we removed any participants with T1 data only. Finally, we removed
three participants with outlier data (see Results section). Following this screening,
there were 341 participants remaining in the final sample: 278 participants in the exper-
imental group and 63 in the control group, each matched across T1 and T3.

To analyse the quasi-experiment, in the first analysis phase, we divided these 278 par-
ticipants in the experimental group into two experimental conditions: (1) 138 in

Figure 1. Theoretical framework and hypotheses.

6 M. A. ROBINSON ET AL.



the negative expectation-achievement gap condition, where expectations > achieve-
ments; and (2) 125 in the positive expectation-achievement gap condition, where
expectations < achievements. A further 15 participants had no expectation-achieve-
ment gap (i.e. expectations = achievements) and were not therefore included in
either experimental condition. Aside from the quasi-experiment, in the second analysis
phase we further analysed the data from all 278 participants in the experimental group
(see Design sub-section). Table 1 shows the detailed demographic data for all
participants.

Design

We collected data longitudinally at three time-points: before (T1) and after (T3)
FWC2018 for the questionnaires, and immediately after the championship stage at
which a participant’s national team had been eliminated from FWC2018 and their
results were therefore known (T2). Participants completed the T1 questionnaire on 14
June 2018 before the first game of FWC2018, and the T3 questionnaire between 16
July and 18 July 2018 after the final game. The FWC2018 championship was 32 days
in duration, from 14 June to 15 July 2018 inclusive, with the initial Group Stages
finishing after the first 15 days (FIFA, 2018); so, T2 varied from day 15 to day 32 of
FWC2018.1

The research was a 3 × 2 mixed-design quasi-experiment (i.e. without random partici-
pant allocation) with the results of FWC2018 constituting a naturally occurring real-
world intervention (Grant & Wall, 2009). The first between-participants independent
variable was the valence of the expectation-achievement gap (EA Gap, in figures and
tables), with three conditions: (1) negative, where expectations > achievements; (2) posi-
tive, where expectations < achievements; and (3) control, for participants whose national
team did not compete in FWC2018. The manipulation checks for these conditions were
successful (see Results section). The second within-participants independent variable was
time, with two conditions: (1) pre-FWC2018, and (2) post-FWC2018. The dependent
variables were satisfaction and happiness.

Table 1. Demographic data for participants.

Participant group N

Age

Gender National football teamM SD

Experimental
(overall)

278 31.60 9.99 132 female
146 male

2 Argentina, 11 Australia, 4 Belgium, 5 Brazil, 2 Colombia, 5
Denmark, 126 England, 7 France, 8 Germany, 1 Iceland, 1
Japan, 4 Mexico, 28 Poland, 43 Portugal, 1 Russia, 27
Spain, 3 Sweden

Experimental
(−EA Gap)

138 29.77 9.10 55 female
83 male

2 Argentina, 11 Australia, 1 Belgium, 5 Brazil, 2 Colombia, 1
Denmark, 12 England, 8 Germany, 1 Iceland, 1 Japan, 3
Mexico, 28 Poland, 42 Portugal, 21 Spain

Experimental
(+EA Gap)

125 33.53 10.77 69 female
56 male

3 Belgium, 4 Denmark, 104 England, 6 France, 1 Mexico, 1
Russia, 4 Spain, 2 Sweden

Control 63 31.58 10.22 25 female
38 male

1 Albania, 3 Canada, 1 Czech Republic, 1 Finland, 3 Greece,
2 Hungary, 1 Indonesia, 16 Italy, 1 Latvia, 1 Netherlands, 2
Northern Ireland, 1 Philippines, 2 Republic of Ireland, 7
Scotland, 1 Singapore, 1 Slovenia, 1 Thailand, 1 Turkey, 13
USA, 2 Venezuela, 1 Wales, 1 Zimbabwe

Notes: EA Gap = expectation-achievement gap
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As the data for valence of the expectation-achievement gap were continuous, we
dichotomised this independent variable (see Participants sub-section) to create the
experimental conditions and enable comparisons with the control condition in the
first analysis phase. However, we also examined the full variance of this continuous inde-
pendent variable in the second analysis phase with the longitudinal data from the entire
experimental group. Figure 1 shows the measurement time-points for the variables
examined in each hypothesis.

We avoided common method bias by collecting data on independent and dependent
variables from separate sources (Podsakoff et al., 2003). We reinforced this methodologi-
cal separation by not reminding participants of their national team’s T2 performance in
FWC2018 in the T3 questionnaire; rather, participants drew only on their memories of
this real-world event.

Measures

Wemeasured all variables using an online questionnaire (see Participants sub-section), at
both T1 and T3 unless specified, except achievements which were determined at T2 by
the results of FWC2018, an independent real-world event. We now detail the measures
used.2

Demographics
Participants were asked How old are you? andWhat is your gender? (coded 0 = female; 1
= male) and selected the appropriate response categories.

National football team
Participants were asked Which is your national football team? and selected the appropri-
ate response from a list of all recognised 211 national football teams (FIFA, 2018).

Expectations
Expectations were inevitably measured at T1 only (i.e. before FWC2018). Participants
were asked How do you think your national football team will perform in the 2018
FIFA World Cup? and selected one of 32 rankings from a descending list ranging from
Final: Winning Team (1st rank overall) to Group Stage: 4th Place (32nd rank overall),
reverse-coded 32 through 1, respectively, so that higher scores indicate higher perform-
ance, with an additional option for Not competing in the 2018 FIFA World Cup. These 32
rankings were nested within seven broad ranking levels officially recognised by FIFA
(2018), namely: (1) Final: Winning Team, (2) Final: Losing Team, (3) Semi-Final:
Losing Team, (4) Quarter-Final: Losing Team, (5) Round of 16: Losing Team, (6)
Group Stage: 3rd Place, and (7) Group Stage: 4th Place. The full list of response rankings
is provided in the Supplemental Online Material, for brevity.

Although, strictly, the data for expectations and achievements (below) were ordinal
level, the distances between consecutive rankings were essentially equal intervals.3

Furthermore, the corresponding Pearson and Spearman correlations from the analyses
of these data were highly similar (see below). So, we treated these data as interval level
to enable the use of parametric analyses, which are preferable to non-parametric
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analyses—even of ordinal data—as the results correspond but afford more detail
(Mircioiu & Atkinson, 2017).

Achievements
Achievements were inevitably measured at T2 only using the same 32 rankings as expec-
tations, again coded so that higher scores indicate higher performance. After FWC2018,
the official results for all 32 national teams were obtained from FIFA’s (2018) website.
These results listed only the seven broad ranking levels, so the more precise rankings
were calculated within each level using the official FIFA (2018) criteria of points (for
FWC2018 Group Stages only), then goal difference, and then, if national teams are still
tied in rank, goals scored. Officially, FIFA only apply these criteria to determine positions
within groups during the initial Group Phase of FWC2018; however, we also used the
criteria here to determine rankings across groups and games within each of the official
seven broad ranking levels.4 However, the 32 rankings and seven broad ranking levels
were extremely highly correlated for both expectations (r = .89; ρ = .97; both p < .001)
and achievements (r = .96; ρ = .98; both p < .001).5

To determine whether participants were allocated to the negative or positive expec-
tation-achievement gap experimental condition (see Design sub-section), we subtracted
the T1 expected ranking from the T2 achieved ranking for each participant’s national
team. As rankings with higher values indicated higher performance (32 = 1st rank
overall; 1 = 32nd rank overall), this calculation yielded positive values (i.e. expectation-
achievement gaps) if achievements exceeded expectations and negative values if achieve-
ments failed to exceed expectations, and participants were allocated to experimental con-
ditions accordingly. For instance, if a participant’s national team was expected to finish
4th in FWC2018, but actually finished 1st, then the expectation-achievement gap would
be +3 (i.e. 32–29), while if the team actually finished 10th, then the expectation-achieve-
ment gap would be −6 (i.e. 23–29).

Multi-item scales
The variables satisfaction, social identity, and happiness were each measured by multi-
item scales, selected or adapted from the research literature for their psychometric prop-
erties and conceptual alignment. In each case, a 7-point Likert rating scale was used for
optimal discriminatory power (Preston & Colman, 2000; Robinson, 2018), with the fol-
lowing standard rating scale anchors (see e.g. Baltes et al., 2007): strongly disagree (0), dis-
agree (1), slightly disagree (2), neutral (3), slightly agree (4), agree (5), strongly agree (6).
Scale scores were calculated as the mean of the constituent items and higher scores indi-
cated higher levels of each variable.

Satisfaction
Satisfaction was measured with four items adapted from a stem (‘I am satisfied with… ’)
that has been used to measure satisfaction both as a single-item (e.g. de Jonge et al., 2010)
and within multi-item scales (e.g. Lee et al., 2014). At T1, the items read I am satisfied
with my national football team’s performance in the last year, I am satisfied with the
way my national football team have played in the last year, I am satisfied with my national
football team’s recent results, and I am satisfied with the current effectiveness of my
national football team. At T3, the control group received the same four items. While
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the experimental group also received the same last two items at T3, for the first two items
we changed the focal period from the last year to the FIFA World Cup 2018 with the
remaining text unchanged from T1.

For the first analysis phase, we created a satisfaction scale from the last two items only
(satisfactionshort) to ensure that participants in the experimental and control conditions
responded to identical items at T1 and T3. However, for the second analysis phase, where
we only examined data from the experimental group, we created a satisfaction scale from
all four items (satisfactionfull) at T1 and T3.

Social identity
Social identity was measured with three items drawn from different sources. First, we
used Postmes et al.’s (2013) general single-item measure, namely I identify with my
national football team. We combined this item with two sport-focused items from Robin-
son and Trail’s (2005) attachment to the team scale, namely I consider myself to be a ‘real’
fan of my national football team and Being a fan of my national football team is very
important to me. We inserted the focal term my national football team into these items.

Happiness
Happiness was measured with three items fromHills and Argyle’s (2002) happiness scale,
namely I am very happy at the moment, Life is good at the moment, and I often experience
joy and elation at the moment. We appended the words at the moment to the original
items to distinguish clearly between the two measurement time-points (i.e. so that the
second rating period did not overlap with the first in participants’ perceptions).

Stressful events
Finally, to control for other life events that could have affected wellbeing during the
study, we asked participants Have you experienced any especially stressful events in the
last month?, with yes/no response options, and If you have answered ‘yes’ to the previous
question, please describe the stressful event(s) generally and briefly (in just one sentence or a
few words). Where possible, we coded the qualitative responses to this second question
into the relevant ‘life event’ categories of Holmes and Rahe’s (1967) social readjustment
scale. We then allocated each coded life event its updated numerical weight from Scully
et al.’s (2000) research and summed these at each time-point for each participant as a
composite measure. The lead author coded the qualitative responses and these were
then verified by a research assistant (95.65% inter-rater agreement), with the few dis-
agreements resolved.

Results

Data screening

Initial data screening eliminated 157 participants with non-valid questionnaires or
incomplete longitudinal data (see Method section). We screened the data further for
impossible values, missing values, skew, kurtosis, and outliers outside M ± 3SD within
the experimental variables (see Osborne & Overbay, 2004). The variables’ distributions
demonstrated little skew or kurtosis (most <|1.00|; all <|1.70|), but three outliers were
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identified in the variable expectationsT1 and excluded. Following all screening, there
were 278 participants in the experimental group—comprising 138 in the negative
expectation-achievement gap condition, 125 in the positive expectation-achievement
gap condition, and 15 with no expectation-achievement gap—and 63 in the control
group (see Table 1).

Manipulation checks

We conducted manipulation checks on the first independent variable—valence of the
expectation-achievement gap—which successfully confirmed that: (a) the expectation-
achievement gap in the negative condition was negative (M =−10.28, SD = 6.33) and
different from zero, t(137) =−19.08, p < .001, Cohen’s d =−1.62; (b) the expectation-
achievement gap in the positive condition was positive (M = 6.42, SD = 5.05) and
different from zero, t(124) = 14.20, p < .001, d = 1.27; and (c) the expectation-achieve-
ment gap in each of these conditions differed from each other, t(261) =−23.49, p
< .001, d =−2.92.

Next, to verify the construct validity of the multi-item scales, we conducted an
exploratory factor analysis of the T1 data for the 341 participants in the experimental
and control groups for the four satisfaction items, the three social identity items, and
the three happiness items. The hypothesised three-factor solution was clearly identified
from the scree-plot and extracted using principal axis factoring with varimax rotation,
accounting for 78.67% of variance. All items loaded highly (≥.75) on their intended
scale’s factor with correspondingly high Cronbach’s alphas (≥.88; see Table 2). Further-
more, there were no cross-loadings ≥.30, thereby verifying the construct validity of the
three scales (Robinson, 2018).

Finally, to test the conceptual distinctiveness of the expectation-achievement gap from
achievement alone, we conducted hierarchical analyses using both analysis of variance
and regression, as reported below. Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations for
all variables are shown in Table 2 for the experimental group of participants (n = 278).

Analysis phase 1: quasi-experiment

To test Hypotheses 1–4, we conducted a 2 × 3 mixed-design multiple analysis of covari-
ance (MANCOVA) of the quasi-experiment data. Time (pre-FWC2018, post-FWC2018)
was the within-participants independent variable and expectation-achievement gap
(negative, positive, control) was the between-participants independent variable, while
satisfaction and happiness were the dependent variables, and age, gender, and stressful
events were the covariates we controlled.

The multivariate interaction between time and expectation-achievement gap for the
two dependent variables collectively was highly significant, Wilks’s lambda (Λ) = .57, F
(4, 636) = 51.53, p < .001, h2

p = .24, justifying further examination.
The subsequent univariate interaction between time and expectation-achievement gap

was highly significant for satisfaction, F(2, 319) = 120.00, p < .001, h2
p = .43, supporting

Hypothesis 1. These trends are clearly visible in Figure 2, on which data we also con-
ducted the following post-hoc pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni adjustments.
First, satisfaction decreased from before (M = 4.10, SD = 1.47) to after (M = 2.11, SD =
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations of variables.
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1. ExpectationT1 24.96 5.70 —
2. AchievementT2 22.74 8.31 .04 —
3. SatisfactionT1(full) 3.55 1.39 .44** −.21** (.92)
4. SatisfactionT3(full) 3.33 1.97 −.05 .62** −.08 (.97)
5. SatisfactionT1(short) 3.60 1.45 .39** −.17** .95** −.03 (.88)
6. SatisfactionT3(short) 3.22 1.98 −.04 .60** −.06 .98** −.01 (.94)
7. Social identityT1 3.14 1.82 .36** −.09 .50** −.05 .44** −.05 (.91)
8. Social identityT3 3.14 1.70 .28** .18** .35** .24** .32** .22** .69** (.89)
9. HappinessT1 3.91 1.32 .03 −.03 .14* .00 .14* .02 .14* .16** (.89)
10. HappinessT3 3.85 1.30 .07 .04 .10 .05 .07 .07 .08 .13* .68** (.91)
11. AgeT1 31.60 9.99 .04 .23** −.01 .12* −.02 .12 .03 .08 −.07 .00 —
12. GenderT1 — — .07 −.19** .10 −.23** .08 −.21** .13* −.05 −.14* −.17** −.11 —
13. Stressful eventsT1 15.50 22.85 −.01 .04 −.09 .10 −.06 .09 −.05 −.02 −.18** −.10 −.03 −.10 —
14. Stressful eventsT3 10.48 19.94 −.10 .05 −.11 .02 −.08 .01 −.09 −.05 −.08 −.12* .01 −.10 .35** —

N = 278 (experimental group). * p < .05. ** p < .01. Cronbach’s alphas are shown in parentheses on the leading diagonal.
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1.74) FWC2018 for the experimental group whose national team’s achievements failed to
exceed expectations (i.e. the negative expectation-achievement gap condition), t(137) =
11.54, p < .001, d = 1.23. Second, satisfaction increased from before (M = 3.05, SD = 1.25)
to after (M = 4.40, SD = 1.50) FWC2018 for the experimental group whose national
team’s achievements exceeded expectations (i.e. the positive expectation-achievement
gap condition), t(124) =−9.18, p < .001, d =−0.98. Finally, satisfaction remained stable
from before (M = 1.37, SD = 1.20) to after (M = 1.67, SD = 1.24) FWC2018 for the
control group with no national team in FWC2018, t(62) =−2.22, p = .03 (non-significant
with Bonferroni adjustment), d =−0.25.

However, the equivalent univariate interaction for happiness was not significant, F(2,
319) = 0.45, p = .64, h2

p = .00, not supporting Hypothesis 3. Happiness was unchanged
from before to after FWC2018 for the negative expectation-achievement gap condition
(M = 4.02, SD = 1.32, versus M = 3.88, SD = 1.20, respectively), the positive expectation-
achievement gap condition (M = 3.76, SD = 1.35, versus M = 3.76, SD = 1.42, respect-
ively), and the control condition (M = 3.59, SD = 1.42, versus M = 3.51, SD = 1.42,
respectively).

Finally, to verify the conceptual distinctiveness of the expectation-achievement gap
from achievement alone, we conducted another identical MANCOVA but controlling
for achievement as a covariate. As the national teams of those in the control condition
did not compete in FWC2018, they had no achievement data and it was therefore only
possible to conduct this second MANCOVA with participants from the positive and
negative experimental conditions.

As with the first MANCOVA, the multivariate interaction between time and expec-
tation-achievement gap for the two dependent variables, satisfaction and happiness,
was highly significant, Λ = .80, F(2, 255) = 32.68, p < .001, h2

p = .20, justifying further
examination. The subsequent univariate interaction was highly significant again for sat-
isfaction, F(1, 256) = 65.31, p < . 001, h2

p = .20, verifying the conceptual distinctiveness of
the expectation-achievement gap over and above achievement alone in relation to satis-
faction, thereby supporting Hypothesis 2b. However, the equivalent univariate inter-
action for happiness was not significant, F(1, 256) = 0.01, p = .94, h2

p = .00, not

Figure 2. Ratings of satisfaction with the national team for the experimental groups.
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supporting Hypothesis 4b. In both cases, trend directions aligned with those in the orig-
inal MANCOVA.

Analysis phase 2: polynomial regression

To test Hypotheses 1–4 further, and to test Hypotheses 5–8, we analysed data from the
experimental group of participants (n = 278) only. Table 3 shows the results of these hier-
archical polynomial regression analyses predicting satisfaction and happiness.

We used the moderated polynomial regression procedures advocated by Edwards
(2002), as described here and below. This enabled us to examine the three-dimensional
curvilinear surface graph of the relationships between predictors and outcomes. Our
outcome variable was T3 satisfaction (Z1) or T3 happiness (Z2) (i.e. post-FWC2018)
for the analyses reported in Table 3. This difference aside, the remaining procedures
were identical for each set of analyses, as described now. In Step 1, we included our
control variables and the T1 measurement of the outcome variable to control for baseline
levels. In Step 2, we included the predictors T1 expectations (X) and T2 achievements
(Y), both mean-centred on the joint mean of both variables to ensure the zero-points
of each represented identical FWC2018 performance rankings which was conceptually
important here. In Step 3, we included the X2, XY, and Y2 terms, with a significant R2

change (Δ) indicating a curvilinear three-dimensional relationship explained collectively
by these three terms. In Step 4, we included the mean-centred potential moderator, social
identity (V). Finally, in Step 5, we included the XV, YV, X2V, XYV, and Y2V terms, with a
significant R2 change indicating a moderation effect.

Table 3 reports the results of the hierarchical polynomial regression predicting satis-
faction. After entering the control variables at Step 1, expectations and achievements col-
lectively predicted a highly significant and substantial additional 35.22% of variance
(adjusted R2 × 100) in satisfaction at Step 2, with both variables significant predictors,
supporting Hypothesis 1. However, against predictions, achievements (.64, p < .001)
were a more powerful predictor than expectations (−.13, p = .02), not supporting
Hypothesis 2a. Figure 3a shows the accompanying linear interaction surface graph6 at
Step 2.

At Step 3, the polynomial interaction between expectations and achievements pre-
dicted a highly significant incremental 5.53% of variance in satisfaction, supporting
Hypothesis 5. Figure 3b shows the accompanying curvilinear polynomial interaction
surface at Step 3. However, while social identity was not a significant predictor (Step
4), its moderating effect (Step 5) was approaching significance (p = .08) in partial
support of Hypothesis 7. Figure 4 shows this moderating effect at (a) low (0.00–1.99),
(b) medium (2.00–3.99), and (c) high (4.00–6.00) levels of social identity.

Table 3 also reports the results of the equivalent hierarchical polynomial regression
predicting happiness. However, neither Steps 2, 3, 4, or 5 predicted any incremental var-
iance in happiness over the control variables, not supporting Hypotheses 3, 4a, 6, or 8.7

Discussion

Broadly, the current study investigated expectation-achievement gaps and their effects on
satisfaction and happiness in the context of people’s national football team’s performance
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Table 3. Moderated polynomial regression analyses predicting satisfaction and happiness.

Variable

SatisfactionT3 HappinessT3
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5

AgeT1 .10† −.03 −.04 −.05 −.04 .04 .03 .04 .04 .03
GenderT1 −.21*** −.12* −.11* −.11* −.12* −.07 −.07 −.08 −.07 −.09†
Stressful eventsT1 .09 .09† .06 .06 .07 .05 .05 .05 .05 .04
Stressful eventsT3 −.04 −.06 −.03 −.03 −.05 −.09† −.09† −.08† −.08† −.07
SatisfactionT1 (or) HappinessT1 −.05 .12* .20*** .18** .20*** .67*** .67*** .66*** .66*** .66***
ExpectationsT1 −.13* −.13* −.14* −.18** .04 .02 .03 .07
AchievementsT2 .64*** 1.05*** 1.07*** 1.11*** .04 −.11 −.14 −.16
ExpectationsT1

2 −.11* −.11* −.08 −.01 −.01 −.02
ExpectationsT1 × AchievementsT2 −.02 −.02 −.08 .06 .06 .06
AchievementsT2

2 .47*** .49*** .51*** −.19† −.21* −.24*
IdentityT1 .06 −.03 −.05 −.05
ExpectationsT1 × IdentityT1 −.01 .00
AchievementsT2 × IdentityT1 .13 .15†
ExpectationsT1

2 × IdentityT1 .12† −.13†
ExpectationsT1 × AchievementsT2 × IdentityT1 −.09 .01
AchievementsT2

2 × IdentityT1 .07 .16
R2 (adjusted) .06*** .41*** .46*** .47*** .48*** .47*** .47*** .47*** .47*** .48***
ΔR2 .35*** .06*** .00 .01† .00 .00 .00 .01

N = 278 (experimental group). † p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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in FWC2018. As well as being of interest as the world’s most popular spectator sport
(Palacios-Huerta, 2004), this research offered key methodological advantages for well-
being research. First, FWC2018 is a real-world scenario of major psychological signifi-
cance (e.g. Encrenaz et al., 2012). Second, FWC2018 provided accurate, objective data
concerning expectations and achievements, which are rare outside of laboratory exper-
iments. Third, by conducting a quasi-experiment around FWC2018 with a control
group, we balanced the higher internal validity of experiments and the higher external
validity of real-world research (Fiske, 2016). Consequently, this quadrennial event
enabled us to examine satisfaction and happiness through the lens of expectation-
achievement gaps in an accurate and meaningful way.

Linear effects on satisfaction

The key significant results related to satisfaction. Hypothesis 1, that changes from expec-
tations to achievements would be positively related to satisfaction, was strongly sup-
ported by both analysis phases. This aligns with previous empirical research (e.g. Li &
Fung, 2012; Shepperd & McNulty, 2002) and expectation disconfirmation theory
(Lankton et al., 2014; Oliver, 1980). The MANCOVA and post-hoc analyses of the
quasi-experiment data showed highly significant effects—with satisfaction increasing

Figure 3. Linear and polynomial interaction surfaces between expectation and achievement predict-
ing satisfaction.

Figure 4. Moderating effect of social identity on the polynomial interaction surface between expec-
tation and achievement predicting satisfaction.
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when achievements exceeded expectations, decreasing when achievements failed to
exceed expectations, and remaining stable in the control condition—and provide
strong evidence of causality. Step 2 of the subsequent hierarchical regression in Table
3 found that expectations and achievements explained a substantial 35% of incremental
variance in satisfaction, an effect of considerable size (Cohen, 1992).

Contrary to Hypothesis 2a, though, achievements explained more variance in satisfac-
tion than expectations did in the regression, although both were significant predictors
(see Table 3). This illuminates ongoing theoretical debates, by suggesting that absolute
achievements determine satisfaction more than relative achievements (i.e. expectation-
achievement gaps). These findings align with earlier research showing higher, absolute
salaries are related to higher wellbeing (Diener et al., 1993; Veenhoven, 1991), but contra-
dict recent research findings that salary relative to immediate reference groups predicts
satisfaction more (Boyce et al., 2010; D’Ambrosio & Frick, 2007). The latter explanation
has become more accepted, aligned with both expectation disconfirmation theory
(Lankton et al., 2014; Oliver, 1980) and decision affect theory (Mellers et al., 1997).
However, the very latest research on income (Killingsworth, 2021), and our research
on football supporters’ satisfaction here, suggest that absolute achievements explain well-
being more, which warrants further research after neglect.

Nevertheless, expectations did still explain incremental variance in satisfaction over
and above achievements, verifying the conceptual distinctiveness of the expectation-
achievement gap and supporting Hypothesis 2b. These trends are visible in Figure 3a,
illustrating the highly significant Step 2 result from the regression in Table 3, with two
clear slopes to the straight three-dimensional surface. The first, along the y-axis, shows
a highly significant steep increase in satisfaction as achievements increase, and the
second, along the x-axis, shows a less steep but still significant increase in satisfaction
as expectations decrease. Although expectations and achievements have been examined
in football before (Biscaia et al., 2012; González-Gómez & Picazo-Tadeo, 2010), this is the
first study to measure them, and their relationship with wellbeing, directly.

Curvilinear effects on satisfaction

Next, we examined the associated curvilinear relationships. Figure 3b shows the curvi-
linear interaction effects of expectations and achievements on satisfaction, representing
the highly significant incremental effect of the Step 3 polynomial regression terms in
Table 3, supporting Hypothesis 5. Detecting these curvilinear effects advances previous
theory that has focused mostly on linear effects, as we discuss below. Indeed, we
believe this is the first examination of the effects of expectation-achievement gaps on
wellbeing using polynomial regression and three-dimensional surface modelling.

In Figure 3b, two clear slopes are again visible in the three-dimensional surface, both
curvilinear this time and in opposite directions yielding a saddle-like surface (Edwards,
2002). The first curved slope, along the y-axis, is convex, and shows a highly significant
increase in satisfaction as achievements increase, aligned with the equivalent results in
Figure 3a and expectation disconfirmation theory (Lankton et al., 2014; Oliver, 1980),
but curvilinear. However, for low achievements, this satisfaction slope is almost flat
before steepening sharply for high achievements, yielding the convex curve observed.
This is theoretically and practically interesting, suggesting that satisfaction increases at
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a disproportionately high rate at higher levels of achievement. As this curve represents
the effect of achievements, having controlled for expectations (i.e. relative to expected
reference points), it is directly comparable to the equivalent prospect theory curve (Bar-
beris, 2013; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979); although the three-dimensional surface mod-
elling (Edwards, 2002) is richer. Here, however, we have identified ‘gain preference’—
where satisfaction is more sensitive to wins (gains) than losses—in contrast to prospect
theory’s ‘loss aversion’. This illuminates current theoretical debates questioning loss aver-
sion, and recommending identification of its preconditions (Gal & Rucker, 2018).
Indeed, we believe gain preference occurs in situations where losing is much more
likely than winning (only one of 32 national teams won FWC2018), where winning
elicits euphoria, and where losses are disappointing but endurable (unlike poverty).
Perhaps, in football and other sports, to quote Abba’s famous lyrics, ‘the winner takes
it all’, or at least a large share of the available satisfaction.

The second slope in Figure 3b, along the x-axis, differs somewhat from the equivalent
slope in Figure 3a, however. Here, the relationship between expectations and satisfaction
has a shallow, concave shape, where satisfaction is higher for moderate expectations than
for low or high expectations. The right side of this curve aligns with predictions, as satisfac-
tion is higher for moderate than high expectations. However, the left side of this curve is
unexpected and counter-intuitive, as satisfaction is higher for moderate than low expec-
tations. This concave pattern is challenging to explain, but of substantial theoretical and
practical interest. As expected, when moving from high to moderate levels of expectations,
satisfaction increases for any given level of achievement. This aligns with expectation-dis-
confirmation theory (Lankton et al., 2014; Oliver, 1980), as any given level of achievement
appears relatively higher (i.e. more satisfying) with lower expectations. Furthermore, with
moderate expectations, it is still possible to perceive even high achievements as both realistic
and deserved, even if unlikely. However, for low expectations—where satisfaction was lower
than for moderate expectations—even modest achievements may seem unrealistic, but par-
ticularly very high achievements which may be perceived as lucky. This is particularly likely
in football, where improbable results can occur, such as the ‘lottery’ of penalty shootout wins
(Wood et al., 2015). So, in these circumstances, while supporters may be initially delighted
with unexpected success, this is perhaps tempered by sadness that it will probably not
happen again. Indeed, attribution theory suggests that surprise success may be perceived
as lucky and unstable, leading to uncertainty and anxiety about the future (Weiner,
2014). Such pessimism would therefore perhaps manifest in slightly lower satisfaction for
supporters with low expectations than for those with moderate expectations.

Moderating effect of social identity

The moderating effect of social identity on the relationship between changes from expec-
tations to achievements and satisfaction approached significance (p = .08), partially sup-
porting Hypothesis 7. This aligns with previous research suggesting social identity
moderates the relationships between viewing championship football and life satisfaction
(Mutz, 2019), and between a team’s performance and supporters’ emotional reactions
(Crisp et al., 2007). However, unlike previous studies, we examined a three-way interaction
between expectations, achievements, and social identity as predictors of satisfaction (see
Figure 4), providing novel theoretical insights about these effects and when they occur.
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At medium levels of social identity, the interaction surface in Figure 4b resembles the
overall curvilinear surface in Figure 3b. Furthermore, the increase in satisfaction along the
y-axis resulting from increasing achievements also remains similar at low and high levels
of social identity, in Figures 4a and 4c respectively, although largely linear and steeper in
the latter case. However, the concave relationship between expectations and satisfaction
occurs mainly at low levels of social identity, in Figure 4a. At medium levels of social iden-
tity, in Figure 4b, this concave curve is shallower and the relationship between expec-
tations and satisfaction is slightly negative overall due to the slight clockwise rotation
of the surface relative to the x-axis. At high levels of social identity, in Figure 4c, this pre-
dicted negative relationship between expectations and satisfaction becomes strongly
negative overall and straighter, except the slight positive slope for low achievements.

Happiness

The results for happiness were non-significant in both analysis phases. Counter to
Hypotheses 3, 4a, and 4b, expectations and achievements had no effect on happiness
in the quasi-experiment and explained no incremental variance in happiness in the
regression. Neither did the polynomial terms explain any incremental variance in happi-
ness, counter to Hypothesis 6. This is surprising, given the extremely large effect on sat-
isfaction, and suggests that happiness—as a broader and more general construct (Hills &
Argyle, 2002)—is further removed affectively from sporting events than event-specific
satisfaction is.

Accordingly, we expected that supporters who identify more strongly with their
national team would be more likely to experience happiness, aligned with previous
research (Crisp et al., 2007; Mutz, 2019). However, contrary to Hypothesis 8, the mod-
eration effect of social identity on the relationship between changes from expectations
to achievements and happiness was also non-significant. It is possible that our social
identity measure was not sufficiently broad conceptually to capture the extent of suppor-
ters’ engagement with both their national team and FWC2018, though. For instance,
alongside social identity, Mutz (2019) also measured supporters’ interest in football gen-
erally and whether they watched televised games live. While these three measures of foot-
ball affinity overlapped, statistically and theoretically, and each moderated the effect of
the championship on life satisfaction (essentially happiness), they were conceptually dis-
tinct. So, including these broader affinity measures here may have captured this moder-
ation effect.

Conclusions

The current study harnessed FWC2018 to conduct a quasi-experiment examining the
effect of expectation-achievement gaps on supporters’ satisfaction. FWC2018 provided
the methodologically optimal conditions of a psychologically meaningful real-world
context, accurate measurement of expectations and achievements, and a quasi-exper-
iment with a control group. Collectively, expectations and achievements explained a sub-
stantial 41% of variance in satisfaction, including newly discovered curvilinear effects of
theoretical and practical importance. While achievements predicted satisfaction more
strongly, expectations still explained incremental variance thereby demonstrating the
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conceptual distinctiveness of the expectation-achievement gap. Finally, there is promis-
ing evidence that social identity moderates the curvilinear relationship between changes
from expectations to achievements and satisfaction.

Notes

1. Although, for a few low-performing national teams, their elimination from FWC2018 at the
Group Stages may have been apparent before day 15.

2. We included four further items in this questionnaire, which we report here for transparency.
First, we developed one item to measure participants’ engagement with their national team,
namely I can name the players in my national football team. However, when factor analysed,
this item loaded on the social identity scale, albeit lower than the three social identity items,
so we excluded it. Second, we included a 3-itemmeasure of optimism (Scheier et al., 1994) to
test whether optimism moderated the relationship between changes from expectations to
achievements and (a) satisfaction, and (b) happiness. However, we found no significant
moderation effects, so for brevity we only report this here.

3. The absolute goal difference in the FWC2018 Knockout Phase (M = 0.60, SD = 0.74) or
points difference in the FWC2018 Group Phase (M = 0.27, SD = 0.59) between each pair
of national teams listed in descending rank order was broadly uniform.

4. Except the rankings of third and fourth, which were determined by the official third place
playoff game between the losing teams from each semi-final (FIFA, 2018).

5. We used the 32 rankings for expectations and achievements here, rather than the seven
broad ranking levels, for two reasons. First, the 32 rankings were what participants
responded to in the questionnaire. Second, the 32 rankings offer more detail about partici-
pants’ perceptions. We are not suggesting that supporters are specifically interested in points
and goal difference per se. Rather, these statistics mathematically capture supporters’
psychological perceptions of the winning or losing margins in games and stages (e.g. a
resounding 4–0 win will be perceived differently to a narrow 1–0 win), and comparisons
with rivals (e.g. ‘We lost, but at least we didn’t get hammered 3–0 like [Team X]!’). Never-
theless, the two sets of rankings are very similar, as demonstrated by the correlations
reported here and the comparison of analyses reported later in the Results section.

6. We plotted Figures 3 and 4 using response surface Excel macros from Edwards (n.d.) based
on Edwards (2002).

7. Finally, for precaution, we reran the analyses using the seven broad ranking levels for expec-
tations and achievements. The significance of most results was the same as found for the 32
rankings, as reported above—with Hypotheses 1 and 2(b) also supported, and Hypotheses 2
(a), 3, 4(a), 4(b), 6, and 8 also rejected—indicating high correspondence. However, Hypoth-
esis 5 no longer reached significance (the curvilinear relationship between the expectation-
achievement gap and satisfaction) and Hypothesis 7 changed from approaching significance
to highly significant (the curvilinear moderating effect of social identity). Nevertheless, the
analyses reported above using the 32 rankings take precedence for methodological reasons
(see Method section).
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