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Abstract

Envy is anunpleasant mix ofeelings characterized by inferiority and caused by social
comparison with sonmmeelse who possesses something desiéaile foundersare likely to

engage in upward social comparison processes, envy and its consequences have not sufficiently
been considered in entrepreneurship literature. Given that envy can inspire or prevent
individualsfrom taking actionit seems importanttounderand how a f ounder &s
their venture performancand their venture goal progressloreover, building on social
comparison theory, | theorizboutimportant contingencies in this relationshgpecifically

the founder s entarnaprteéiree Wryinalmi esxrp eorf i Aftdree v e n't
analyzing data from 36 founders across 8lnew ventures within a university incubator in
Germany and conducting two surveys with a thremth time interval, 1 do not find a
significant relationship li&zeen envy angenture performanceor between envy and venture

goal progressHowever, consistent with my theorizirdind that the relationship between envy

and both entrepreneurial outcomes is contingent on entrepreneurial experience and
environmenthdynamismin opposing waysSpecifically, ny findings show that under the

condition of high entrepreneurial experience, the relationship between envy and venture
performance or envy and venture goal progress is less negative and even positngast

when a founderés venture environment is high
with lower levels of venture performance and lower levels of venture goal pragisestudy

offers theoretical implications for entrepreneurship research aridl smmparison theory,

alongside implications for practice.

Keywords: envy;entrepreneurial experienaenvironmental dynamism; social comparison;
venture performanceenture goal progress



Zusammenf assung

Neid ist eine Mischung von Gefuhlen, diaerch sozialen Vergleich mit anderen und einem
damit einhergehenden Minderwertigkeitsgefiihl verursacht .wibh Menschen sich
insbesondere dann vergleichen, wenn objektiv messbare Kriterien feddkaint der
EntrepreneurshiBereich pradestiniert fur dieErfahrung von Neid, da hiermeist noch
objektive Kriterien wie Umsataoder Gewinnzahlen fehlen. Zudem sehen sich Griinder haufig
sozialen Kontexten, wie AcceleratBrogrammen, InkubatiosBrogrammen oder Piteh
Wettbewerben ausgesetzt wetfolgen die individuellen Lebenslaufe von anderen Geiim

auf sozialen MedienObwohl Neid und sozialer Vergleich im Grundungsprozess nicht nur
wahrscheinlich, sondern gleichzeitig hoch relevant zu seieinenwurden Neid und seine
Folgen in der EntrepreneursHifteratur bisher nur sehr sporadisch besdichtigt. In
Anbetracht der Tatsache, dass Neid und seine Folgen sowohl motivierend als auch
demotivierend sein kénnen, ist es wichtig zu verstehen, wie der durch Vergleich mit anderen
Grindern ausgeloste Neid die wahrgenommene unternehmerische Leadguagch die
Erreichung der UnternehmenszibleeinflusstAuf Basis der Theorie des sozialen Vergleichs
entwickele ich in dieser Dissertation ngbeoretische Argumeniger wichtige Faktoren, die
diesen Zusammenhang beeinflussen, nandiehunternehmerehe Erfahrung des Grinders
und die Dynamik des Unternehmensumfelds. Auf der Grundlage einer Studssi@itiindern

aus 18 frihphasigerNeugrindungerines universitaren Inkubators in Deutschland, die sich
auf zwei Datenehebungen mit einer Zeitverzogeguwon drei Monaten stitzgzeigt diese
Dissertation, dass Neid bei Grumdeaur in bestimmten Situationen eine wesentliche Rolle
spielt. In Ubereinstimmung miter Theorie konnte ich feststellendass unternehmerische
Erfahrung undlie Dynamik des Unterneiensumfeldslie Beziehung zwischen Neiohd der
wahrgenommenen unternehmerischen Leistwsayie Neid und dem Fortschritt der

Unternehmenszielen beiden Fallen gegenteilig beeinflus§¥éhrend ein hoheres Mal3 an

XI



unternehmerischer Erfahrung diegativen Beziehungen abschwacht, verstarkt ein hoheres
MalR an Dynamik dienegativem Beziehungn Meine Dissertationeistet hiermit wichtige
theoretische Implikationen fir die Entrepreneurdbgpschung und die Theorie des sozialen

Vergleichs sowie Implikationen fur die Praxis.

Schlusselworter: Neid; unternehmerische Erfahruntgmweltdynamik; sozialer Vergleich;
unternehmerische Leistungielerreichung
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1 |l ntroducti on

AiDon& compare yourdéwith anyone in this world.

If you do so, you are insulting yourself.

- Bill Gates, CeFounder of Microsoft

Entrepreneurship is a social procé3snov, 2007) Founders are likely aware ohet founders

in their environment anavill |l i kely observe the proRressio
example, founders are likely to observe other founders at networking €@atitsn et al.,

2019) in incubation and acceleration programbkerethey participate together with other
venturegCohen et al., 2019and heymay follow the stories of other founders on social media
(Olanrewaju et al., 2020yVhile founders can benefit from observing their peers in the form of
learning from them(Bosma et al., 2012)increased creativityZozimo et al., 2017)and
encouragement and motivatiGhhmed & Harrison, 2022pbserving peers in entrepreneurship

can also trigger social comparison processes.

Bi |l I Gat e s 6 inrfrermsuchdamparigom with ahiers seems especially significant

in the context of entrepreneurship, where success stories frequently merge with narratives of
ambition(Levie et al., 2015)aspiration(Farmer etl., 2011) and competitioiiKirzner, 2015)

Indeed, in environmentshere objective performanoeeasureare hardly available, as is often

the case in entrepreneurial environmg@bandler & Hanks, 1993; McMullen & Shepherd,
2006) T new ventures might not have generated angssahd might not be profitable yet
(Murphy et al., 1996) individuals are particularly prone to orient themselves towards their

peers for understanding their progréssstinger, 1954; Lyubomirsky & Ross, 1997)

1 Retrieved from https://ca.news.yahoo.com/biites65th-birthdaywitty-020506095.html on October 12, 2023



However, individuals differ irtheir reactions to social comparisand in particular in their
reactions to experiencing enggmith & Kim, 2007)it he Aunpl easant and of
of feelings characterized by inferiority, hostility, and resentment caused by a comparison with

apersonorgroupofpes ons who posses s(Snithh&kent, POD7nm499wve desi

Understandingenvyd s  in cehtrepreneurial settings is particularly xelet because its
consequences can be substantiva. example, vy may motivate individuals to exert more
effort in order to attain what others posséb®ster, 1972; Lange & Crusius, 2015)
Simultaneously, feelings of envy are often associated with choices that lack rational judgment
(Beckman et al., 2002jeduced cooperation between peqlarks et al., 2002yiminished

job performancdLee et al., 2018)or interpersonal harrdoing (CohenCharash & Mueller,

2007; Duffy et al., 2021)Hence, in entrepreneurship, where achieving success is not only a
personal aspiration but also serves as a marker of societakswnw impadce.g., Angel et al.,

2018) it is crucial to analyze the influence that envy exerts

1.1 Motivation f&ant Reped&melyr oal

While the role of envy for the individual founder athgk entrepreneurial conteixt general is

thus far not researchedj®lars do agree that enwygeneralasa result of selfelevantupward

social comparisongCrusius et al., 2090is a predictor for distinct behavioramotional and
cognitivedynamicsFirst, eavy can have multifaceted consequences on individual behavior and
interpersonal dynamick.n t he behavi or al realm of envyods
destrudlve behaviors have been identified across literatOrethe one handenvy has been
identifiedas a powerful motivational forceompelling individuals to strive fonore significant
achievements and sucedtange & Crusius, 2015; van de Ven et al., 20Er)vy canalso
catalyzeseltimprovement, prompting individuals engage in reflective processes and actively

seek personal growiliKwon et al., 2017)The inherent competitiveness of envy has aksen



identified as a catalyst for enhancing work dedicatigim et al., 2020) increased job
engagemen(Erdil & Muceldili, 2014) or striving behaviofYang & Tang, 2021)On the other
hand the repercussions of envy extend beypurckly constructivebehavioralbutcomesEnvy
hasalso beenlinked to irrationaldecisionmaking (Beckman et al., 2002highlighting the
potentially detrimental impact on individuélshoices and judgmenia social contexts, envy
cancontribute to reduced cooperation amorgme (Parks et al., 2002)eading to strained
relationships and hdered collaborative efforts. This negative influem@s been found to
extend into the professional realwhere envy isassociateavith diminished job performance
(Lee et al., 2018)moral disengagemen{Moore et al., 2012)or counterproductive work
behavior(Braun et al.,, 2018A1 so, envyO06s capac-idng(e.d.,cCohen nt er p
Charash & Mueller, 2007jurther underscores its potential to disrupt social harmony and

damage relationships in the workplace.

Secongenvyis connected to emotional outcomes, primarily characterizing negative wellbeing
with a spectrum of consequencagsging from negative moods evenmore severe outcomes
(CohenCharash, 2009While the relation of envy with negative mo@bhenCharash, 2009)
already demonstrates the negative potential of ethe is even dink between envy and
depression(Xiang et al., 2020)It has been found thatersistent feelings of inadequacy or
resentment, often associated with envy, can contribute to the development or exacerbation of
depressive symptonfXiang etal., 20200 Envy 6 s c¢ o n r(GlenCGharash,2009) anx i e
further underscores itdetrimental ad significant potentiampact on emotional wellbeingn

the same vein, furtheesearch othe emotional consequences of endgntified connections

to destructive emotional outcomes, suclslaame(Foster, 1972)resentmen{Smith & Kim,

2007) or hostility (Smith & Kim, 2007) respectively Specifically, vy, when experienced,

can evoke a sens# shame related to oée perceived inadequacies compared to ofhers

successeqFoster, 1972) Similarly, resentment can arisgue to unfulfilled desires or



aspirations, with envy acting as a catalyst for harboring negative feelings towards those
perceived as mortortunate(Smith & Kim, 2007) Lastly, hostility can arisdias a defense

against the withering i mpl(Smtha&tKimp20G7/, po54) bl a me w

Third, envy 6 s i mpact behatioearaadssmotiosly dimremkions, influencing
cognitive outcomes that aralselregulaipnd-or exanpleyv i d u al
one cognitive consequence of envy is devaluatiDe Vries, 1992) When individuals
experience envythey tendo devalue the achievements or possessions of the envied person as

a coping mechanism to alleviate their feelings of inadequacy. Furtheroibezresearch

highlights the connection between envy and implicit attitu@@san & Sengupta, 2013)

Envious individuals may develop implicit biases or attitudes that influence their judgments and
interactions with others€even further researctielves into the cognitive aspects of envy by
examining its impact on attention and saulation(Hill et al., 2011) Envy can lead to
heightened attenio t owar d the envi ed personods advan
disparities between oneself and otheExperiencing envy can simultaneously drain an

i ndi vi d-tegulatorg ressucesf resulting in a diminished capacity or willingness to
commit cogiitive effort to persist in other, unrelated tagidl et al., 2011) This depletion can

manifest as a reduced ability to control impulses or make reasoned degisiiogisal., 2011)

Moreover, withdrawalk identifiedas aothercognitive outcome of envipe Vries, 1992)This

withdrawal for examplejnvolves a psychological distancing from the envied person or the

situation that evokesnvy:.

Hence taking the diverse set ottonsequences of envy on the behavioral, emotiara
cognitive levelinto accountunderlines the high relevance of envy in general and opens the
guestionof why envy has not received attention in the entrepreneurial ré&aims far, envyits
antecedentgnd consequencésve broadlybeen neglected in entrepreneurship researuth

only a few studies have included envy in entrepreneurial contesttsnstance, Biniarj2012)



found that when corporate entrepreneurs engage in entrepreneurial activities, they are less
accepted by other organizational memlegé in envy. On the other harBooks et al(2019)
identified thatfounders can manage the adverse effects of envy from others by openly

disclosing their own past failures.

Due to the scarcity of entrepreneurship research focusing on the role of envy, there is an
insufficient understanding dfow envymight shapdéounders and their work on their ventures.
Specifically, as envy can motivate individualsotodiscourage them from taking acti¢ag.,

Lange & Crusius, 2015) t  wi | | be instructive to examine
toward venture goals, the role of envy in thanture performanc¢end the circumstances that

may influence this relationship.

By studying foundersod6 envy towards other fou
list of potentiallynegativeaffecti mpact i ng f ounder gWhitel&eGomay i or  (
2020) anxiety (Thompson et al., 2020Jear (Cacciotti & Hayton, 2015)but also gain an

enhared understanding of honegativeaffect potentialyar i ses from the fou
environment. Specifically, drawing on social comparison the@wusius et al., 2022;
Festinger,1954) | suggest that foundersdé envandcan s|
progressFurthermoreastheoutcomes of social comparison mechanisms depend significantly

on how individuals assess their present circumstaf@essius et al., 2022; Festinger, 1954;

Suls & Wheeler, 200Q0)which depends on both individu@iVheeler, 2000pnd contextual
parametergLevine & Moreland, 1987)l also takeessentiatontingencies of thiselationship

into accountHence thisdissertatiorpursues the following research question:

Overarching Research Question

To what extent do etheireentireoperfordnancaddsheireventune gosalh a p e

progress, and what contingencies aftbeserelationshis?




1.2 O0Overview of Findings

Overall, my findings show that there neither asignificant main effect of envy owenture
performancenor onventure goal progressiowever, my findings do illustrate that there are
important contingencies that affect the envgnture performance and enwenture goal
progress relationship. More specificaligy analysis shows that the relationship between envy
and both entrepreneurial outcomes is contingent on entrepreneurial experience and

ernvironmental dynamism.

My findings indicate that under the condition of high entrepreneurial experience, the
relationship between envy and venture performananey and venture goal progressifts

from less negativeéo even positiveAs for the theoriang behind this findingl argue that a
founder és prior entrepreneuri al experience,
before the current one, providdsunders with more (objective) reference points for
comparison. | argue that thexperiencecanreducethe intensity of social comparisons with
othersthatstenf r om envy by shifting the focus towar
more, | argue that it not onljecreases the negative consequences of envy, sueseasment

(Smith & Kim, 2007)or hostility (Lange & Crusius, 2015putalsobears the potential to bring

out thebeneficial consequences of comparisons with others, such as inspiration or motivation

(Corcoran et al., 2011; Crusius et al., 2022)

Il n contrast, | found that when a founderds v
of envy are associated with lower levelsvehtureperformance and lower levels of venture

goal progresd.argue that dynamic venture environments incréaseu n teredensydor social
comparison particularly among thoskigh in envy This may bedue to less available, fast

changing objective measurewhich, in turn,increasef o u n ddepenilence on social

informationfor selfevaluation



1. 30Overview of Contributions and I mplicat

By analyzing the influence of envy on two different entrepreneurial outcome variables and
simultaneously examining the influence of different moderators on the relationshipgill un

unprecedented insights that enable crucial theoretical and practical contributions to the
literature and practice of entrepreneurship. This chapter briefly outlines my academic

contributions which are described in detail in Chapter 5.

First, | offer a novel perspective to research on the role of peers in entrepreneurship. Thus far,
the entrepreneurship literature has predominantly focused on the advantageous aspects of
f ounder s @Ahmen & Haarison,t2022; 8osma et al., 2012; Zozimo et al., 2Even

more, research on entrepreneurial support organizations, such as accelerators and incubators,
underscores the recurrent emphasis on the positive outcomes derived fraoageeriearning
(Bergman & McMullen, 2022)particularly facilitated through the close physical proximity and
interaction of founding peerBouncken & Aslam, 2019)In contrast to the prevailing
consensus lauding the predominantly constructive and functional attributes associated with
proximity to other founders ancemtureg(Bouncken & Aslam, 2019)my findings tallenge

this paradigm of peersd positive i mportance
in the entrepreneurial sphere yield not only positive and utilitarian outcomes, but potentially
also have detrimental and dysfunctional effects on iddads. Crucially, my research
illustrates thaéxposureo fellow founders can create envy, trigger social comparison processes,
and subsequently trigger behavioral responses that have a significant (negative) impact on

entrepreneurial outcome.

Second, | contribute to research on the role of negative affect in the entrepreneurial process. A
widespread postulation and agreement in entrepreneurship literature on affect is that negative
affect mostly leads to undesirable, destructive consequenggmaitive affect mostly leads to

desirable, beneficial consequen¢Bgrnoster et al., 2020My findings, however, challenge



this current, seemingly simple understanding and shed light on the far more complex role of
negative affect in entrepreneurship. In particular, my results ghat the previous consensus

that negative affect has only undesirable and negative consequences does not hold across all
circumstances. With envy as the exemplary representation of negative affect, | show that it can
certainly have a destructive impach @ntrepreneurial outcome, represented vieyture
performanceor venture goal progress, being especially true in dynamic environments, where
objective standards are absent and hence the comparison withsa@ers to becommore
prominent. More importantlhowever, my findings also show that negative affect, and more
specifically envy, can also positively influence entrepreneurial outcosue$, asventure
performanceand venture goal progress, especially for founders with high levels of prior
entrepreneual experience. | argue that this is because prior experience serves as a reference
point, reducing the importance of comparison with others and potentially emphasizing the
beneficial consequences of comparisons, such as inspiration or moti(@ticroran et al.,

2011; Crusius et al., 2022)

Third, my findings provide a nuanced understanding for the positive role of entrepreneurial
experience for entrepreneurial outcome. Current literature discusses whether entrepreneurial
experience, signified by the number of ventures founded, positively or négatlages to
entrepreneurial success. Several authors suggest a positive relationship, however, other authors
do find nongSandberg & Hofer, 1980r even a negative relationsltfipottschalk et al., 2014;
Toft-Kehler et al., 2014; Van de Ven et al., 1984y results may reconcile these findings by
pointing tothe role of entrepreneurial experience as a contingency factor. More specifically,
my findings suggest that entrepreneurial experience determines fouadgitg to channel

their negative affect and the corresponding outcome.

Moreover | point to the mportance of considering the context in which a venture operates in,

especially the dynamism of the venture environment, when assessing the impact of affect (in



this case: envy) on entrepreneurial outconfdeere is wide agreement that context plays a
crudal role in influencing the entrepreneurial proc€asidretsch, 2020; Lumpkin & Dess,
2001; Onwe et al., 2020; Yang & Wang, 2014; Zahra & Garvis, 2808)environmental
dynamism has already been identified. My findirgsyeverintroduce a novel perspective for

the effect and role of environmental dynamism in entrepreneurship. Specifically, | enlarge the
current perspective by demonstrating that environmental dynamism provides a contingency
factor for consequences of negativieet, in my case envy, on entrepreneurial outcomes. My
findings show that in dynamic environments, founders high in envy are more likely to rely on
comparison with others and thus suffer from the detrimental consequences of their comparison
induced distretion on venture succegsonversely, in more stable environments, the intensity

of comparison seems to be reduceddondershighin envy, which favors their focus on their

own goals and thus positively impacts their entrepreneurial success.

Fourth | contribute to social comparison theory. Thus far, social comparison theory delineates
how individuals evaluate themselves and their abilities by comparing themselves to others. The
theory suggests that people have a natural tendency to assess themsaltsno others as

a way to understand their own abilities, opinions, and social star{iegfinger, 1954;
Lyubomirsky & Ross, 1997)My study provides a new perspective into the current
understanding by suggesting thadrsonal experiencmay shape the occurrence sidcial
comparisonSpecifically, | aguethattheconsequences of social compariseay beweakened

by higher personal entrepreneurial experiensgggeshg that as individualsgather an
increased number of experiencés., through founding previous venturesgrving as
comparison pointghey are more able to derive their selfaluation from these experience(s)

rather than from comparison with others.

Lastly, I contribute tacontextual contingencies ebcial comparison theorivore specifically,

| challenge the current, static understanding by introducing a new dimension as a contingency



for social comparison processes: the stability of the environment over time. Existing research
has revealed different conditions under whscitcial comparison is more likely to occur, such

as contexts where objective comparison standards are |gélestinger, 1954; Lyubomirsky

& Ross, 1997)or the accessibility of comparison standards is (ligfsssweiler, 2003)Even

further, certain cultural aspects have been identified to exacerbate social comparison processes
(Guimond et B, 2007; White & Lehman, 2005arguing that social comparison might be more
prominent in collectivistic, interdependent cultures than in individualistic, independent cultures
(White & Lehman, 2005)My research challenges the prevailisigitic understanding of the

factors that affect thextent of social comparison by introducintpe dynamism of the

environments anovel dimensiorthat takes the @nge over time into consideration

1. 4 Structure of Di ssertati on

In addressing the research question, my dissertation adheres to a conventional format
comprising five chaptersin the second chapter, the theoretical foundationssadfial
comparisongnvy andhe corresponding hypotheses are explained. | desbelfandamentals

of social comparison theoriipw envy and social comparison theory are reJaad how the

main conceptualizations of envy in the scientific literature differ. | also provide an@wveyf/

the antecedents and consequences of envy in order to derive a definition and conceptualization

to be used in this dissertation.

In the third chapter, | expound upon the methodological framework underpinning the study,
beginning with an expositionf the overarching research design, particularly emphasizing the
crosssectional sequential approach adopted. This design was strategically selected to probe
into the dynamics of envy within the entrepreneurial process. The methodology encompassed
the exection of two quantitative online surveysyrveying 56 founders of 18 new ventures

of one university incubator in Germany. &ohance the rigor of the data analysis, the surveys
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were conducted with ame laginterval of three months, therelalowing to control for the
baseline level of my dependent variable, measured at both. titheschapter proceeds to
delineate the recruitment strategy for survey participants, elucidating the criteria for both
eligibility and selectionSubsequently, the document includegranularexplanation ofmy

data collectionwherein | illustrate the pivotal milestones of the online survey research. The
demographic composition and characteristic attributes of the research samplesanted in

a comprehensive manner. Subsequently, | describe the array of measures deployed in my
research, with a specific focus on the primary constructs, including the independent and
dependent variables, the moderating variables, and the contedilear The chapter concludes

with an overview of the statistical analysis methodology employed, with particular emphasis
on theOrdinary LeastSquare regressiomethodology the process of mean centering, and the

control for potential biasesithin the satistical framework.

In the fourth chapten present the results of my linear regression modeling, focusing first on
the overall descriptive statistics. time second step, | present the results for Modévénture
performancgand Model B(venture goaprogres$in two separate chapters, accompanied by

the respective robustness checks

Finally, in chapter five, I present an anal
existing literature on peer influence, entrepreneurial outcomezgative #Hect, and social
comparison theorjven furthey | outlinethe practical implicationsf my findings and present

the limitationsand avenues for future researckinally, 1 end with a conclusion omy

dissertation.

| presented the (preliminary) resultitbis dissertation at three conferences. First, | presented
the preliminary findings at the Journal of Business Venturing Insights (JBVI) Entrepreneurship

Academy in Durham, United Kingdom, in September 2@&&ond | presented AT
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Envy in Entr¢r eneur i al Go al Progresso at the 26th
Entrepreneurship, Innovation and SMEsKG@Gum) in Darmstadt in September 2028ird, |
presented fAThe Role of Envy i1 n \Cenfetence i@ Go al
Gdansk, Poland, in November 20E&ally, my work was accepted for presentation at the 44th
Babson College Entrepreneurship Research Conference, which will take place in Munich in

June 2024.

12



2 Theor #dumdcdti ons

The following chapter fouses on the theoretical underpinningsrof dissertation. First, |
present a theoretical elucidatiomn social comparisortheory in order to provide the
fundamental theoretical understanding for the main construct atihandy (Chapter2.1).
Subsequenyl | derive thedefinition and conceptualization of envy used in th&sertatiorby
outlining the theoretical fundamerdgalf envy across literature&Chapter2.2). Next, | outline
the relevant theories underlying the main models, namely the relatiorethipen envy and

venture performand€hapter2.3), and envy andenture goal progreg€hapter2.4).

2.1 SocCa@imnp arT hseoonr y

Becauseenvy is defined as a consequenta frustrated upward social comparig@mith &

Kim, 2007) social comparison theorys pivotal in elucidating theunderstanding the
antecedents;onsequences, and general dynamics of envy. Hence, in lineifgl chapter |
give an overview of the main propositions of social comparison theotyajgstory since its
origins by Festinger(1954) its consequences and fields of applications, as well as its

limitations.

2. 1.0r i goifnsSoci al Comparison Theory

Social comparison theory goes back to Festir{j864) and finds its origin in research on
communication processes within grougF®estinger, 1950)where he focused on two main
research areas One area focused on the factors
regarding their pgormance levels in tasks related to abilities. It specifically examined how
group standards influenced individual aspiration levEte second area emphasized research
illustrating that individuals often pursue agreement in opinions within groups, tlssg
consensus as a foundation for constructing a social interpretation of reality, against which they

can corroborate their own viewpoir{tsestinger, 1950; Goethals & Darley, 1987)
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While having its roots in considerations concerning group processes, Fe&ii@rclearly
focused his theory on the individual level, particularly on the individual engaged in self
evaluationBy shifting fromthe grougowardthe individual level of analysis, Festing@é®54)
made a significant impact to experimental social psycholGmethals & Darley, 1987As a
consequence, subsequent research focused mateidhnng the processes on an individual,
interpersonal rather than a group lef@bethals & Darley, 1987 his generahistory of the
emergence of social comparison theory isongnt toacknowledgeasthe theory itself exists

at the individual levelputi due to its history bears consequences and implications for group

processes, to(oethals & Darley, 987).

2.1 Basic Assumptions

Two interrelated assertions form what many scholars consider to be the essence of the
foundational theory of social comparison proceskést, individualsevaluate themselvdsy
comparingthemselves with othersSecondfor the purpose of this comparisahey opt for

comparisons with others wlawesimilar to themselvegoethals & Darley, 1987)

Social comparison theory claims thasiain essential part of the human experience to constantly
(Corcoran et al., 2011; Mussweiler, 20@3)d automaticallfyMussweiler et al., 200dngage

in comparisas between the self and oth¢Festinger, 1954and that these comparisons are
fundamentally important for influencing their judgement, experience and beli@uisius et
al.,,2022)Fo |l | owi n g (1850)mitial reagoaimgd tss research on opinion formation

he stresses the importance of ot hers in the
communication promotes agreements in gro((@susius et al., 2022)This is due to two

reasons: First, in order to ensure group cooperation and achievement, group members need to
hold similar opiniongFestinger, 1950)Second, serving the need for a shared social reality,

group cosensus validates the opiniontb€ individual(Crusius et al., 2022; Festinger, 1950)
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Fest i (h9%Bthedryson social comparison processes, is grounded in nine key foundational
hypothesegseeTable 1), in which the origins in his work on opinions is appareut also

extend to the field of abilitie€Crusius et al., 2022)

No. Hypothesis
I There exists, in the human organism, a drive to evaluate his opinions and his a

I To the extent that objective, riocial means are navailable, people evaluate the
opinions and abilities by comparison respectively with the opinions and abiliti
others.

1] The tendency to compare oneself with some other specific person decrease:

difference between his opinionarb i | i ty and oneds own

IV There is a unidirectional drive upward in the case of abilities which is largely &

in opinions.

V There are nosocial restraints which make it difficult or even impossible to che

oneds abi |-sotidrestraints areslagely absent for opinions.

VI The cessation of comparison with others is accompanied by hostility or deroga
the extent that continued comparison with those persons implies unpl

consequences.

VIl Any factors which increasihe importance of some particular group as a compal
group for some particular opinion or ability will increase the pressure to

uniformity concerning that ability or opinion within that group.

VIl I f persons who ar e v e pinon or abiity arg penceivedfe
different from oneself on attributes consistent with the divergence, the tende

narrow the range of comparability becomes stronger.

IX  When there is a range of opinion or ability in a group, the relative strentjte thfree
manifestations of pressures toward uniformity will be different for those who are
to the mode of the group than those who are distant from the mode. Specifically
close to the mode of the group will have stronger tendencies to dhengeasitions of
others, relatively weaker tendencies to narrow the range of comparison anc
weaker tendencies to change their position compared to those who are distant f
mode of the group.

Table 1: Hypotheses of theT heory of Social Comparison ProcessegSource: Festinger, 1954, pp. 1135)
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With formulating these nine hypotheses, Festing®54) gives answers to the following

guestions that have centrally guided the academic discussion and later research on social
comparison: fAwhy, wi t h(Suskt@m2082npd by, wut difeentiyh at e f
fiWwhy do people engage in social comparisons? To whom do they compare themselves? How

do social compar i gGusissetialn 20l2upe:)ce t he sel f ?20

Why? Specifically, Hypotheses | and propose that erroneous beliefs or flawed assessments of
oneds competenci es ¢ af(Crudiue atdal., 20@2; Festingery 19%1) out c
thereby prompting individuals to engage in comparisons with otheffering explanations to

the question of Awhy?o0

With whon? Hypotheses lll, 1V, and Vllunderscore Festiger 6 s per spective t
are inclined to compare themselves with others of similar status or those slightly superior, as
comparisons with extreme differences yield less valuable insi@nssius et al., 2022;

Festinger, 1954)t her ewi t h providing answers to fiwith

With what effe@ And finally, Hypotheses V, VI, VII, and IXelve into the outcomes of social
comparisons, highligitg the possibility of alterations in personal opinions or capabilities and
the fostering of conformityFestinger(1950, 1954)osits that the extent of such change is
contingent on the relevance and appeal of the comparison group, and the failure to attain
uniformity can be experienced as discomfortii@yusius et al., 2022; Festinger, 1954)

t herewith pr owithdvihaheffeckacn.s wer s t o 0

As research around social comparison theory has emerged over time, theoentwill be
discussedn the remainder of this cpter, following the same structuiereasons foengaging
in social comparisof i . e . ,, Chapteh 3.18dargets ofsocial comparison( i . e . , Awi i
w h o mThapter 2.1)4and consequences ebcial comparison( i . e . , Awith what

Chapter 2.1.p
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2.1 Rasons for Social Comparison

The reasons why peopt®mpare themselves to othenre manifold and have been weighted
differently by severalauthorsover time(e.g., Festinger, 1954; Taylor et al., 1996; Taylor &
Lobel, 1989; Wills, 1981)The current body of knowledge around social comparison theory

research can be divided into three main areas for reasons:

First, peopleengage in social compaon with others teatisfy theirown important needs,

ranging from evaluating, enhancing or improving ong$aifisius et al., 2022; Festinger, 1954;

Taylor & Lobel, 1989; Wills, 1981)This reasoning also the initial reasoning outlined by
Festinge(1954)i asserts that individuals possess a fundamental desire to maintaccurate

and stable perception of themselvesAs a consequence, peopl e ar ¢
f e e d HGrusiks @t al., 2022, p. Hbout their characteristics and abilities. For this purpose,
Festinger(1954) argues that people do usually apdmarily rely on objective evaluation
standards. However, as such objective measures arelways available, people use
compari®ns with others tevaluatethemselves insteabee Hypothesis IIfjCrusius et al.,

2022)

Following the same logic, Will§1981) argues thapeople do however not only use social
comparisons to evaluate themselves accuratiEysuggests that individuals often do not solely
pursue precise feedback about themselves but rather, they attempt to construct, improve, and
uphold a favorable seifmage (Crusius et al., 2022; Wills, 1981FEngaging in social
comparison by contrasting oneself with others who are less fortunate, known as downward
comparisons, ofis an additional motive for participating in these processes and safeguarding

0 n e 0 smage@Mill$, 1981)

However, in the same vein, other authors add the opposite argument to the discussion, by stating

that social comparison also serves the neethfmove onesel{Taylor & Lobel, 1989) In
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particular, people might compare themselves to gain information on how to obtain, advance
and improve themselves to an upward comparison level, represeratttbpeople who seem

to be bettepff (Crusius etl., 2022; Taylor & Lobel, 1989)

Second, people engage in social comparison procéssele purpose of communicating
successfully with other¢Crusius et al., 2022; Huttenlocher et al., 1971; Schwarz, 1994)
Especidly following the reasoning of social psychology, people do also use social comparison
to process or exchange informati@iernat & Manis, 1994; Grice, 19753 pecifically, Crusius

et al.(2022)reason that information about characteristics or abilitienatgard attributes that

are definedon a relative basjssuch as how intelligent, athletic or attractive someone is.
Describing someone as athletic or intelligent also implies that this pemanrelative, social
comparison sengeis more athletior respectively more intelligent thathers(Crusius et al.,

2022; Huttenlocher et al., 1971)

Third, social comparisons serve as an effective cognitive mechanism to obtain insight about
oneself while not bidingtoo many cognitive resourcéSorcoran & Mussweiler, 2010; Crusius

et al., 2022; Keil et a1 2006; Mussweiler & Epstude, 2009 dividuals have to be efficient in

their selection decisio(Mussweiler & Ruter, 2003)orcing them to ultimately apply myriad
strategies to simplify the complexi{Corcoran et al., 2011As people are limited in their
cognitive resource@ aylor, 1981)social comparison offers a more efficient way of processing

information compared to absolute methodsédrmation processin{Crusius et al., 2022)

2. 1.TAr geSocsc@Cuampari son

In the realm of social comparison, the multitude of potential referguints for each
comparison is virtually boundle¢€rusius et al., 2022As a result, a significant amount of
research has emerged focusing oalyring the selection of comparison targets by individuals

and the complex methodology they use to identify the suitable benchmark for comparison.
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Various authors have posited several factors contributing to this selection pf(egess
Festinger, 1954; Musswer, 2003; Tesser, 1988)evertheless, it is noteworthy that the same
motivations proposed to explain why individuals engage in social comparisons are also utilized

to elucidate the criteria they choose for their comparison stan@2maisius et al., 2022)

When the primary motive is the pursuit of accurate-lsaetfiwledge (see seHlevaluation)

individuals tend to gravitate toward comparisons with similar others possessing comparable
characteristicsThis selection is driven by the understanding that only comparable standards
furnish adequat@é d i a g mformatioroc(Crusius et al., 2022, p. 7or evaluating oneself
(Festinger, @854). Bui | di ng o (954 ogntational easdnmg, the fundamental
assumption is that people choose comparison standards withinfithigical dimension

(Crusius et al., 2022; Festinger, 195%his choice is driven by the understanding that only
analogous comparison standards yield sufficient information foraseéssmen(-estinger,

1954) Opting for dissimilar standardsould only introduce ambiguitinto the comparison
process(Crusius et al., 2022; Festinger, 1954ater research on the hypothesis that the
comparison standard needsbi similar on the critical dimensiqfestinger, 1954; Wheeler,
1966)argues that similarity is much more important on related attributes (Goethals & Darley
1977), meaning that the selected diagnostic standasristo be morelosely aligned in related

attributes than in the critical dimension its@ioethals & Darley, 1987 Crusius et al(2022)

provide an example that illustrates the disparity at hand: If, for instance, one engages in an
athletic competition with a significantly older individual and surpasses them, it may not
necessarilyceetieonl oacebsetkc superiority as¢
could easily account for the respective performance disdarityc r i t i ¢ a.lHowkeveme nsi o
when onebés competitor would be of t Wwoaldsame

more explicitly undersc@the superior athletic abilite6 icr i t i ¢ a.l di mensi ono]
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Therefore, it becomes necessary to choose comparison standards that are alike in related
attributes.Otherwise, discrepancies in performance are apt to be attributed atioresiin
associated characteristics (such as age), rather than to differences in proficiency in the key area
(like athletic ability)(Crusius et al., @22) Consequently, the pursuit of precise -s&luation

may guide individuals toward opting for standards that are similar to themselves. There is ample
empirical evidence to support the proposition that similarity, both irctitieal dimension
(Crusius et al., 2022; Gruder, 1971; Wheeler, 1966l in theelakedattributegCrusius et al.,

2022; Miller, 1982; Suls et al., 1978; Wheeler et al., 1982; Zanna et al.,, 58@ftjicantly

influences the process of standard selection.

Conversely, in the pursuit of sehhancementresearch agrees thatdividuals opt for
comparisons with inferior othens order to maintain a positive view timemselve$Crusius et

al., 2022; Wills, 1981)This strategic choice is driven by the inherent positive bias resulting
from downward comparison, making the self appear more favof@hlsius et al., 2022As
downward comparisons could potentially serve as a protection of the view on oneself, the
motive for choosing inferior comparison starikais especially true for people that have an
endangered selfiew (Wills, 1981) Fo | | o wi nI®81)\owhwasdiéomparison theory,
threatened peopl@remore inclined towards comparing themselves with those worse off than
with those better off and by doing so, enrasgbjective welbeing (Suls et al., 2002)This

motive and selection process can frequently be observed in-gealtixts in which patients
seem to derive benefits from comparing themselves to others that are worse off. One example
can be found in thsetudythatwas @nducted by Wood, Taylor and Lichtmét985)in which

breast cancer patients appeared to derive benefits from purposeful downward comparisons.

Finally, when motivated by the desire for sefiprovement, individuals lean towards

comparisons with superior others. This selection is guided by the theliefpward comparison
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sets a motivating and instructive standéndt inspires and guidehe individual to better

oneself(Crusius et al., 2022)

Despite the above logic and notion that the search for comparison standards is purely defined
bythe moti vation of t he(20223)rdcent revibew af kocial @mpagsonu s et
research emphasizes that the archetypes of selecting comparison standards mentiofied above
selfevaluation, selenhancement and safhprovementi may not always be applicable to

explain the comparison standards. @&sinfinite amount of potential comparis@tandards

could betaken into accounand the assessment of it would include many different related
attributes, fApeopl e ar e (Crusidsetal.e2D22tpod@ndtakey e Cc 0 @
heuristic routes for selectio@ne example for these heuristics is the application of routines
(Corcoran et al., 201.1lin which peopleimply compare themselves with those standards which

they are using habitually.

2.1 Chnsequences of Soci al Comparison

Building upon the discussed aspects of the reasons and objectives underlying social comparison
processes, the third focal pointsocial comparison research revolves around elucidating the
outcomes of these comparisons and their impact on the Steiflies focusing on the
consequences of social comparison are manifold and take different apprd@achés. one

hand consequences artidied from a model perspective, intending to explain broader patterns

of comparison processasd their respective influences on the gelfissweiler, 2003; Tesser,

1988) On the other hand, other authors take a more affective and emotional perspective and
study specific affects or emotiomasising fromsocial comparisgnsuch as prid¢Dickens &

Robins, D22; Webster et al., 2003dmiration(Algoe & Haidt, 2009; van de Ven et al., 20,11)
shameg(Wiklander et al., 2003)schadenfreudé€sSmith et al., 1996, 2009)ealousy(Parrott &

Smith, 1993; Salovey & Rodin, 1984; Vecchio, 2QGf)envy(Smith & Kim, 2007) In the
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following | describe two centrally established models, explaining the peculiarities of social
comparison processes and further touch upon affective and emotional consequences
considering theoveraching topic of this dissertatioil envy as a affectiveconsequence of

social comparisan

Selective Accessibility Mod&xplaining Determinants of Assimilation and Contrast

While social comparison not only influences saraluation and the resulting behavior but also
influences affect and motivatiofMussweiler, 2003; Taylor et al., 1996; Wood, 1938h
essential question persiststhether the outcomesof social comparisonare primarily
assimilative (i.e.perceivingonesef as similar to the comparison targer contrastive (i.e.,

perceivingoneselfas different from the comparison tanget

According toMussweiler et al(2003)diverging consequences of social comparison, namely
either assimilation or contrast, cée explained by changes in accessible-lsatiwledge.
Fundamentally, the assessment of oneself following a comparison is guided by the implications
of the knowledge pertinent to the judgment that is accessible at the time the judgment is made
(Crusus et al., 2022; Higgins, 1996jence, the sekvaluation happening posbmparisons

affected by social comparisons as they influence the accessibility of available knowteclye

is subsequently used as a basis for the evalu@@iasius et al., 2022)

In their Selective Accessibility ModdkeeFigure 1), Mussweiler et al(2003) reasonthat

people need to first gather information about the self and the comparison target in order to
evaluate both persons relative to each of@eusius et al., 2022 his process dactivesearch
information collection is conducted following a hypotesesesting approacim which one

single hypothesis isvaluated by searching for relevant informatjdussweiler, 2003) all

guided by the efficiency principl@Corcoran & Mussweiler, 2009This means that in social

comparison, individuals begin by formulating hypotheses and selectively seek information that
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aligns with the formulated hypothesis, aiming for efficiency in information gath@Zioiggoran

& Mussweiler, 2009)

Specifically, the primary focus for collecting information will be guided by one of two

t heoretical propositions: t h e larfpyrtooapbenshmark on  t
standar d, or the alternative proposition th
benchmark standafussweiler, 2003)Choosing the suitable hypothesis involves performing

an initial evaluation of the similarity between themparisontarget and thecomparison

stardard, considering only a limited number of attribufes one of the hypotheses is selected,

the comparing person is likely to only selectively search for information that is consistent with

the selected hypothesis. This means that the astiaech for iformationis focused on finding

only hypothesis consistent eviden@rusius et al., 2022; Klayman & Ha, 1987; Snyder &

Swann, 1978; Trope & Liberman, 1998Yhen the hypothesis adopted is that one resembles

the standard, the indivihl engaged in comparison solely seeks information consistent with the
standard, suggesting that they are similar to the comparison benctnrakypothesis is that

one differs from the standard, the person making the comparison will only look fanation

that contradicts the standard, signifying that they are distinct from the comparison benchmark

(Crusius et al., 2022)

In consequence, whesevaluating oneself, the choice of skifowledge that is relevant to

making judgments has a significant impact on which aspects éirsalfledge are more readily

available during this selvaluation process. Specifically, when assessing for similarities
knowl edge that aligns with oneds standards
assessing for dissimilarities, knowledge tha

accessibléMussweiler, 2003)
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Similarity Testing

— Selective Accessibility

Test Hypothesis of StandareConsistent
Target = Standard

= Target Knowledge
Initial Assessment of Assimilation
TargetStandard [
Similarity
Dissimilarity Testing Contrast

L . Selective Accessibility
Test Hypothesis .
Target | & of Standardnconsistent
" Target Knowledge

Figure 1: The Selective Accessibility MechanisniSource: Mussweiler, 2003, p. 475)

Regarding selhssessment, it relies solely on tkelfawareness present at the time of
comparisonHence, grounding se#valuation in juxtapositions with knowledge consistent with
the standard leads to a process of assimilafiglissweiler, 2003) Opposingly, the
consequence for basing selfaluation on comparison with standamdonsistent knowledge

will be contras{Crusius et al., 2022; Suls et al., 2002)

While theSelectiveAccessibilityModel (Mussweiler, 2003ylescribeghe basic fumlamentals

of the social comparison process and its outcomes for the self, it is also widely accepted up until
today (Crusius et al., 2022)However one questions still remains and is still part of the
scientificdissensusoday, which outcome of comparisons is more dominagsimilation or
contrast. Several authors have argued that especially due to the diagn@sstityger, 1954;
Goethals & Darley, 198 feopleprefer similar targets and should therewith deamore likely

to be exposed to others in their social environnietaPherson et al., 20017Iso, cognitive
comparison theories argue that a basic requirement for comparison is to match pairs of
comparison objects with regard to alignable featy®@sentner & Markman, 1994)and

similarity comparisons might be more effici€@orcoran et al., 2011)
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However,only recent research using experimental designs has emphasized the contradicting
perspective, namely that contrast i® tdominating outcomégGerber et al., 2018)By
suggesting that contrastive comparisons megctally play a more important role than

initially derived in theory, the discussion remains unresolved until t(@iasius et al., 2022)

Self-Evaluation Maintenance Model Explaininghffective and Motivational Outcomes

While Mussweilets Selective Accessibility Model (2003) primarily concentrates on
elucidating the judgmental outcomes of social comparison, theE8alfiationMaintenance
model by Tesser(1988) (see Figure 2)focuses on explaining emotional and affective
consequences of social comparidaitially stemming from Tess€1988) the SeEvaluation
Maintenance model intends to explain the antecedents and consequences obsygaarison
that is upward and simultaneously threatening to the image of of€sedfius et al., 2022;
Gerber et al., 2018)it anticipates how individuals uphold their safsessment within the
interplay of three intergendent variables n epérfermance compared tioe performance of
one othero n ep8yshological proximity tmne otherand the importance of the comparison

dimension to their selfoncept(Gerber et al., 2018)

In Interaction —
~— with Relevance

\ 7

Performance

In Interaction In Interaction
with Closeness with Performance
Relevance

Figure 2: Systemic Nature of the SelEvaluation Maintenance Model(Source: Tesser, 1988, p. 48)
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The SelfEvaluation Maintenance model operates on the principle that individuals behave in
manners that either preserve or improve their-ggtfraisal. This model emphasizes the
substantial impact of interpersonal relatiopsbi o n  cavauatien. Is iecbrporates two

key dynamic processes that govern this interactiom reflection and the comparison process
(Tesser, 19880n the one hand, Tesg@©88)argues thatsek v al uati on can be r
extent that ar fcdronsse vieér]ly owehlelr opre sgaimmgsefict i vi t
evaluation is enhancdxy enjoying the positive attention or recognition that comes from being
associated with someone who has performed (Weltser, 1988)Tessel(1988)calls this the

reflection processConversely, selevaluation may suffer when one compares oneself
unfavorably with the exceptional accomplishments of someone close tq Tlesser, 1988)
TheSeli-Evaluation Maintenana@odel describes this phenomenon as the comparison process,
suggesting that the greater the performance of the other person and the closer the psychological
bond witht hem, the more signifi cantevaludiien(Tgsser ent i a

1988)

Thus, while the processes of reflection anahparison depend on the same pair of factors, they
produce opposing impacts on an individaadelfassessmentWhen an individual perceives

both significant proximity to and notable accomplishments by another person, the reflection
process can potentiallgnhance selévaluation(Tesser, 1988)However, concurrently, the
comparison process may pose a threat to redwsatigvaluation(Tesser, 1988)n the Self

Eval uati on Mai nt enance model , t he degree t
i nf | ue rscselfsonceph a@ei@rmines the respective significance of the reflection and
comparison processes in selfaluation (Tesser, 1988)Integraing the Self-Evaluation
Maintenance model with the core principles of social comparison tfleessinger, 1954the
performance of another per son beeatuatiomeifsit per t i

resonates with a dimension that is significant to thaviddal. Additionally, this relevance is
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contingent on the otherdés performance not b
extremes make comparisons diffic(ltesser, 1988)Consequentlythe comparison process

gains relative I mportance, if the otheros pe
to a diminished sele val uati on when compared wmande. a cl c
Converselythough t he refl ection process gains relat
is less relevant, offering the opportunity to increaseeselfa |l uati on by fAbaski ng

glory of a cl ose of(ldsen1®83, pb5O)t t er perf ormanceo

By introducing this way of conceptualization, Tegd)¥88)also argusthat even though self
evaluation maintenance cannot objectively be measured, the described processes are real and
mani f est t he mgobtiusivereasuras of thamme ie affeand arousal 6Q). .

He contends that a threat to sa#isessment should consequently induce negaffieet, while
improvements to selissessment are expected to generate poaffeet (Tesser, 1988More
specifically, the most negative affect is associated with the highest threatevalaktion, as
proposed by the model. For example, when one person helps the other, the perssrewes

the help is implicitly classified as inferior to the other. When the help further takes plages on
dimension that is highly relevant to the helge ¢ e i v-definitisn arsdehle help is received

by someone who ipsychologically very close, the greater the likelihood for a threat to self

evaluation and the greathe likelihood for negative affe¢Tesser, 1988)

SpecificEmotional andAffective Outcomes

While the Selective Accessibility Model (Mussweiler, 2003)and the Self-Evaluation
MaintenanceModel (Tesser, 1988are depicting a processual view on the consequences of
social comparison, another research avenue has been to study the consegueseasdh on
specific emotions that are elicited through the compari€ounsius et al., 2022)'he current
research landscape spans acrossrety of different emotions and affects where social

comparison is used as an explanatory mechamdhthese outcomes have in common that

27



they are resulting from different patterns of assimilative or contrastive upward and downward

comparison(Crusius et al., 2022; Fiske, 2010nfh, 2000) This research includes but is not

limited to the following(see Table 2)

Emotion/
Affect

Sample

Definition
Papers

Admiration

AAdmi ration is a feeling Algoe and
accomplishment or character of another person aajised Haidt (2009)
to have inspiration as its motivational outptan de Ven van de Ven el
et al., 2011, p. 784) al. (2011)

Contempt

fiContempt is the feeling ven one judges another person . Trnka et al.
an inferior human being, and is typically expressed throu (2011)

social exclusiom (Trnka et al., 2011, p. 77)

Envy

Al E] nvy is an unpl easant Smith and
characterized by inferiority, hostility, and resentment cau Kim (2007)
by a comparison with a person or group of persons who
possessa@nething we desire. This seems a reasonable

wor ki ng d@nfith &kKint, 2007np. 49)

Guilt

AGuilt is an emotion natu O6Keef
service of social influence, by virtue of its actiotivating (2000)
aspects and its ability to be aroused by relationally

significant o t(hOebrKse.edf e, 2000, p.

Hostility

A[N] egative attitude toward one or negpeople that is Smith and

reflected in a decidedly unfavorable judgment of the targ Kim (2007)

(Berkowitz, 1993, p. 21) Berkowitz
(1993)
Eckhardt et
al. (2004)

Jealousy

AJeal ousy [ é] i nvol ves ap Saloveyand
mistrust concerning the loss of a highly valued possessic Rodin(1984)
of aff ect i(Saloveya&Rddin| 1884,e. 1500)

Pride

APride 1 s a complex const Websteretal

positively (as a positive emotional reaction to a personal (2003)

28



Emotion/ Sample

Affect Definition Papers
success) and ather times defined negatively (as exhibitir Dickens and
arrogant or conceited feelings and beligféDickens & Robins
Robins, 2022, p. 1071) (2022)

Regret ARegret is a negative, co Baueretal
experience when realizing or imagining that our present (2008)
situation would have been better, had we detide Zeelenberg
differently.0 (Zeelenberg, 1999) (1999)

Resentment n [ R] esent ment i s an emot i Smithand
reaffirmation of oneds r a Kim(2007)
treatment, calling them i Murphyand
(Murphy & Hampton, 1988, pp. 580) Hampton

(1988)

Schaden APl easur e at gSmihehad,rl96, p. 458) Smith and

freude Kim (2007)

Shame A S h asmadysphoricaffectivestate wheretheindividuals  Wiklander et

experiencahemselvesssmall,inadequat® r u n wo r al. (2003)
(Wiklander et al., 2003, p. 293)

Table 2: Overview of Emotional and Affective Outcomes of Social Compariso(Own illustration)

2.1 Applicati €CQompfarscsoinalTheory

As detailed in earlier chapters, since its inception by Festinger in 1954, social comparison
theory has impacted numerous research areas and has become a fundamental element in
elucidating phenomena in applied contexts, spanpayghological functioning and everyday

life (Crusius et al., 2022)The magnitude of the evolved research body around social
comparisons, its implations and consequences as an explanatory phenomendestéssif
usefulness of its existence and simultaneouslyigaghat an overview of its application can

only beattemptedy highlighting exampleéCrusius et al., 2022)

In general, social comparison theory is not limited to the realm of psychology but extends to a

variety of different fields. However, it seems to be the case that espeb@lhhealth context
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(e.g., ReisBergan, 1997)the business and work contdetg., Fischer et al., 200@)nd the

social contexteg., Turner, 1975have established #ise major broad areas of application.

In the realm of work and business, social comparison thepfgriexampleused to unravel
the intricacies of information transmission dynamiEsscher et al., 2009)explaining the
guality of relaive leadermember exchangé€blu & Liden, 2013)and how idealized advertising
causes dissatisfaction with the g&ichins, 1991)Furthermore, isheds light on thdynamics

of undermining behavidn the workplacgDuffy et al., 2006)

Moreover, its applications extend into the health dor(@rnsius et al., 2022dffering insidits
into the peculiarities aburnout(Schaufeli, 1996)motivation for exercise and healthy dietary
behaviors(Yun & Silk, 2011) the recognitionof symptoms(Sheffer, 2015) perceptions of
health and illnesgReisBergan, 1997)stress dynamic§Ybema, 1997) and the realm of

comparisons among cancer patigmanderZee, 1997)

Within the socal realm social comparisontheory plays an importantrole in explainingthe
complexities of social identity formatidiurner, 1975)in explainingtherelationship between
media exposure and contemporary motherh@ithe, 2015)in elucidating itspositive and
negativerole in shaping selésteem(Blanton et al., 2000)and in contributing to the
understandingof subjective welbeing (Diener & Fujita, 1997) Beyond these, it proves
instrumental in studying body satisfacti@un et al., 2023)n analyzing the effects of nudging
strategieqAllcott & Kessler, 2019) andin unraveling its implications for caumer buying

behavior(Gao et al., 2023)

While the abovenentioned areaand exampleare onlya selectiorasan attempt of classifying
and illustratingthe wide variety of different areas of application for social comparison theory,
| had toconsciously negleaither, seemingly smaller areas. For example, social comparison is

alsoemergimg to explainthe consequences and dynamics of social niefta example, the
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effects of social media on wellbei(@eer et al., 2019)r the role of socigilmedia)comparison

on social anxietyJiang & Ngien, 2020)

2. 1 LT mitatfi G i al Comparison Theory

Social comparison theory has established as an explarigtorgwork &ross a magnitude of
disciplines, applied context of psychological function and in daily lives. However, while being
considered a useful concept for theorizing on social dynamics, processes and outcomes, its

limitations are inherent.

First, social compason theory states that peoptanstantly(Corcoran et al., 2011; Mussweiler,
2003) and automaticallyMussweiler et al., 2004end to compare themselves to othiers
evaluate the selfFestinger, 1954)However, comparing oneself may be very subjective and
people may selectively choose whom to compare themselves with and what meaning they give
to the information, influenced by their very subjective-gxesting beliefs and setfonceptions.

While the Sdlf-EvaluationMaintenanceModel (Tesser, 1988pr the Selective Accessibility

Model (Mussweiler, 2003)provide theoretical elucidation, ambiguity in the process still

remains.

Second, in the same veimdividuals vary in their propensities to participate in social
comparisonFestinger, 1954)Some might be morergne to compare themselves to upward
standards, while others may engage more in downward social comp@assequently, some
individuals may be more prone to comparing themselves with those they view as better off,
while others might more frequently coame themselves to those, they consider less
advantagedWhile social comparison theory partially addresses these individual differences by
introducing the role of individual personality traits, such asesem(Yu et al., 2018)the

theory does however not fully account for these individual differences.
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Third, social comparison theory offers propasits on general dynamics in social contexts.
However, it might not be universally applicable across different cultures as those might place
varying importance on individualism, collectivis(rlofstede, 2011)and ultimately social
comparisonTherefore, the applicability of these concepts to varied cultural contexts represents
a key limitation that must be thoughtfully considered when applying the principles of social

comparison theory.

Finally, having its origins in 1954, social comparison tiyeis based on societal norms of
several decades aghlthough it has undergone evolution and adjustments over time, shifts in
societal norms, communication patterns, and the emergence of social media have transformed
the opportunities for both upward adownward social comparisons. Consequently, the effects

of these comparisons on individuals may significantly diverge from the original theories, a

divergence not yet fully encapsulated in the primary theoretical frameworks.

2.2 Envy
Envy is a complex and powerful Atendency to
behavior directed at | evel i ng (tahge, Blatg, Etfaler enc e

2018, p. 425) Researchers concur that envy stems from-redfvant, upward social
comparisongCrusius et al., 202@nd is furthermore a predictor for distinct motivational and
behavioral dynamicf_ange & Crusius, 2015Given its complexity, this chapter delves into

the underlying theoretical fundamentals of envy. It highlights the connection between envy and
social comparison theory, explores variamceptualizationsand definitions of envyand
examines its specifiantecedentsnd consequence®Building on these sights, Iderive a

definition and conceptualization for envy in the context of my dissertation.
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2. 2.Ehvy Saai€amp ar Thseoonr y

Scholarsagree that envy is a consequencedfustration ofan upward social comparison

(Lange & Crusius, 2015; Smith & Kim, 200@nhdis thereforewidely considered a negative

reaction to the superiority of another individ@iaange & Crusius, 20154 central element in
experiencing envy is usually sleibed as the elicitation of the motivation to level the
differences between the compared target and thglsaiige, Blatz, et al., 2018Based on

research findings, this can manifest as eithe desire to attain the same advantage enjoyed by

the other individual or as the wish for the other person to lose that advéPéauget & Smith,

1993) Dorothy Sayer$1943) an English essayist wrote tha
cannot | evel things/(vanpeVen etal., 109, p.1Intdeedyaedordingh e m d «
to Smith and Kim(2007) envy is a result of the coming together of similarity, high-self

relevance, and low control:

Similarity

The presence of commonalities between the person who envies and the one being envied is
crucial. In the absence of these similarities, social comparisons might apgesant leading

to reactions that arendifferent and detache@mith & Kim, 2007) In line with social
comparison theorgFestinger, 1954 pne criterion for envy to manifest is, that the envier seeks

out and is affected by social comparisons with people whe slanparisofrelated attributes
(Goethals & Darley, 1987; Suls et al., 1978)ch as gender, age, and sociass(Goethals &

Darley, 1987) This implies that individuals experience envy only upon observing a benefit
possessed by another person or group, who are alike in almost everyexsegttfor the

specific advantage in questi@mith & Kim, 2007)
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Self-Relevance

Moreover, for envy to manifest, the comparative domain where the other individdaldm
advantage must be of significance to the person experiencing(®alyvey & Rodin, 1984;

Silver & Sabini, 1978; Tesser, 199This means that the dimension on which the comparison
takes place happens on a dimension that is important to the envying and comparing person. This
goes hand in hand with similarity as otherwise the reactions may be indifferent and detached

(Smith & Kim, 2007)

Low Control

On top ofthe similariy andselfrelevanceresearch on envy agrees that the outcomes of this
comparison process do further depend on the leyem@eived controlSpecifically, there is a
consensus that perceived control, or the extent to which individuals believe they can acquire

the desired attribute, is a crucial factor influencing gi8mith & Kim, 2007; Vecchio, 2007)

Smith and Kim(2007) argue that the role of perceived control in the dynamics of envy is,
however, multifacetedn the one hand, perceived control is closely connected to the pdrceive
similarity. Emotions tend to be stronger when people can easily imagine different outcomes in
a situation that stirs up these feelir{@snith & Kim, 2007) Specificdly for envy, this means

being able to think up a realistic scenario where one acquires what they envy in someone else
(Elster, 2003)Nonetheless, the perception of this particular possibility is more theoretical than
tangible and is seen as an unfulfilled longing. In this scengoenvious individual is more

inclined to thinkfit could have been naeénstead ofit will be med (Elster, 2003)

On the other hand, perceived control can be explained by research on relative deprivation
(Smith & Kim, 2007) A fundamental condition for experiencing relative deprivation is the
belief that the other pers@advantage is unmerited. As a result, envyeigdently intertwined

with sentiments of unfairnegSmith & Kim, 2007) However, research on relative deprivation
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and perceived control is inconsistent regarding the degree of feagbitity Crosby, 1976;
Folger, 1987)Smith and Kim(2007)conclude that envy arises under conditions where there is
a low sense of control, yet the desired outcome is conceivable, and judgments of deservingness

are more subjective than objective.

2. 2CdbnceptualBnzygti ons of

Traditiorally, envy has mostly been considered to motivate hostile and rather negative reactions
on a cognitivepehavioraland emotional levelThis encompasses actions that may harm the
envied person or the coveted resource, among other possible bef@mdrs& Kim, 2007)
Conversely, a growing segment within the envy research community acknowledges that envy
can also lead to more positive, Roostile responses, like héigned efforts towards self
improvemen{Crusius et al., 2020Y his duality in reactions, positive and negatesocially
desirable and socially undesiraphas led to a wider discussion regarding the origin in either
one(e.g., CoherCharash & Larson, 2017; Smith & Kim, 20039 in differenttypes of envy

(e.g., CoherCharash & Larson, 2017; Crusius et al., 2020hile the aroused debate around

the origin of envy does still exist and despite some unifying efforts no consensus has been found
yet, literature is also in discord about the forms of envy. While some researchers suggest that
envy is a rather stable disgtionalpersonalitytrait (e.g., Gold, 1996; Lange, Blatz, et al., 2018;
Smith et al., 1999; Smith & Kim, 2007)thers claim that envy rather occurs in specific
situations orepisodically(e.g., CoherCharash, 2009; Duffy et al., 2021; van de Ven et al.,

2009) respectively.

Unitary vs. DualApproach

Unitary Approach.Historically, envy is consideretly applyinga unitary approaclte.g.,
CohenCharash & Larson, 2017; Crusius et al., 2020; Miceli & Castelfranchi, 2007; Silver &

Sabini, 1978)initially inspired from its characterization as a deadly(sig., Veselka et al.,
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2014) Most of thetraditionaland initial research on envy is based on thrstary way of
characterization and interpretatiirange, Blatz, et al., 2018; Smith & Kim, 200YYith this
perspective, envy involvdthi p ai n and H cdldsigriecto dlaemepéopletgtheir
relatively inferior position and to motivate behaviors designed to eliminaténferiority and

t he pai n(Crusiusetah,t2@20, p. 8)6guing that pain and hostile feelings are central
to the experience of en{astelfranchi & Miceli, 2009; Crusius et al., 2020; Takahashi et al.,
2009) authors suggest thaxperiencing thesychological paistemdrom a varigy of reasons
First,theresource that idesiredrom the other persoand therewith highly relevant to oneself,
is lacking(Parrott & Smith, 1993; Tesser, 1988gcondthe feeling of perceiving oneself being
inferior to the envied persoon that particuladoman hur t s occoredpigParote & f
Smith, 1993; Smith et al., 1994; Tai et al., 20)d lastly,the perceived reality differs from

the expected realitgnd is therewith perceived as a thi€usius et al., 2020; Tai et al., 2012)

The reasorhowever for experiencingiot only pain but alshostile feelingsstems fronother
varioussourcesOne trigger for envy might be the sen
relative advantage or (Smihel®%)Aadwin tgermadilwed liim
own inferiority to the existence of the eed person, or desiring the elimination of the disparity

in status with thenfCastelfranchi & Miceli, 2009)can provoke hostile emotions, which are a

core aspect of envyAccording to Crusius et a(2020) envy is therefore
unpl eas ant(p. 4 tnattincladessbot is not limited to ang@.g., Leach, 2008)
depressiofe.g., Xiang et al., 2020Jlisapprovale.g., Smith & Kim, 2007)guilt (e.g., Polman

& Ruttan, 2012)inferiority (e.g., Leach, 2008Yyesentmen{e.g., Caze, 2001 shame(e.qg.,

Berke, 1986)or unhappines¢e.g., Hamman, 2015)

While these hostile feelings towards the envied maydneeivedthe experiencef envydoes
not necessarily imply a malicious motivation and action tend@mnt¢lye unitary perspective

According to CoherCharash and Gonzalé2rusius et al., 2020hostile reactions do not depict
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an inherent outcome of envy because envious individuals can reduce the pain aradecthmei
inferiority gap in several different waySmith & Kim, 2007) While several of these reactions
might be norhostile (such as increased motivatighazarus, 1994; Leach, 2008)his
represents a significant distinction between the unitary and dual approaches to conceptualizing

envy(Crusius et al., 2020)

Dual Approach.While many authors have alsoezwsince acknowledged that upward social
comparison can result in two distinct forms of e(Rgrrott & Smith, 1993)empirical research

arownd the dual conceptualization has only begun a few yegrd ange & Crusius, 2015)

In general, the dual approach of conceptualizing envy is based on the main proposition that
envy consists ofwo distinct different forms, including partly independent elemg(hisnge,
Weidman, et al., 20183and involving different thoughts, feelings, motivations and action
tendenciegLange & Crusius, 2015)Even further, the dual approach perspective clearly
contradicts the perspective of a unit@gnceptualizationespecially by taking twoesearch
insights into accountFirst, authors of the dual approdcdtused ordistinct words that reflect

the abovementioneddifferentiation between benign and malicious envy. Tested in several
languagegCrusius & Lange, 2014; van de Ven et al., 260&dies revealed thathen asked

to recall situations of benign and malicious episodesgds of benign mvy rather involved

5t

hi gher appraisals of control, more positiwv
upward act i (@msius e al.d2020,qi.3)er@as malicious envy involved rather
Al ower appr ai sal s gness ant hastile ahougtes; f2edingsd and @ationi n

t e nd e (Cusius stal., 2020, p..5)

2 Crusius and Langf014)used the Germanwordsb e nei deno and fAmi ssg°®nnenodo as
While they used fimissg®nnendo to elicit malicious enyv
etal.(2009)di d t he same f or Duttcc hf owo rndasl,i cniaomed ye mivayf gaumnds f b e
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Secondresearchers argue for two different forms of envy by feanatyzing responses to envy
measuregCrusius et al., 20205tudies have proven that systematciation in the relation

between envy components exists and therewith confirms the assumption that envy comprises
distinct construct¢e . g . , ¢céerpan & ¥zdojru, 2017; Kwi at |
2016)andthat benign and malicious envy are largeistinct andndependenfe.g., Lange &

Crusius, 2015; van de Ven et al., 2011)

In essencethese findings have led to the development afous theoretical frameworks

(Lange, Weidman, et al., 201.8ne of te most prominent one is tHeain-driven Dual Envy

Theoryby Lange et al(2018)(seeFigure3). In summary, the concept of envy is described as
encompassing two distinct form®8enign envy encompasses the motivation for -self
enhancement and the aspiration to emulate the envied individual in order to enhé@osvaone
standing(Lange, Weidman, et al., 2018ppposimgly, malicious envy is characterized by
hostility with the i nt e(hangeoWeidrdan,ratiain 2048Bothn g t h e
typesof envyexhibit a negative correlatidihange, Weidman, et al., 2018nd share a central

component of experiencing distressing feelings of inferig@ysius et al., 2020)
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Benign Envy
Desire for Envy Object
Improvement Motivation

Emulation of Envied Person Goal:

Leveling the Self Up

|

High High .
i Pain of En
SelfRelevant, Deservingness Control n feriorityvy
Upward Social Low Low Preoccupation with
Comparison ) -
P Deservingness Control Situation

Goal:
Leveling Superior
Others Down

|

Malicious Envy
Communication about Envied Persgn
DirectedAggression
Nondirected Aggressio

Figure 3: Pain-driven Dual Envy Theory by Lange et al. (2018)Source: Crusius et al., 2020, p. 6)

The dual conceptualization does therewith contradict the unitary conceptualization by stating
that envy entails multiple elements that aven partly independgi@rusius et al., 2020yVhile

both benign and malicious envy involve similar appraisals and a sense of painful inferiority,
they differ in their associated emotions, motivations, thoughts, and beh@vrassus et al.,

2020)

It can be seen that the discourse betweertwo approaches continues, as some authors still
criticize the dual approach. For example, authors of the unitary approach argue that
conceptualizing envy in a dual approdelg., Lange, Weidman, et al., 208 @A er r oneou
(Crusius et al., 2020, p.,53s it misseto provide the complexity of the construct and inherent
interdependency between emotiofesg., CoherCharash & Larson, 2017; Foster, 1972)
cognitions(e.g., De Vries, 1992and behaviorge.g., Yang & Tang, 2021; Yu et al., 2018)
CohenCharash and Gonzales argue that the dual approach, which analyzes the components

separately, offers an incomplete and inaccurate portrayaivwgyf(Crusius et al 2020)
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Dispositional vs Situational (Episodic)Envy

The classification of envy into two approaches, single and dual, like described above, is one
way of pointing out the major differences relsearctperspectives on envy. Another way of
classifying the concept of envy joins the discussmhether envy is rather trait or state
Although the conceptualization, characteristics, and consequences of envy are subjects of
intense debate, there is no consensus regarding whether envy constitutes a ptailio iz
personality traiind is experienceiddependently from situations and circumstar(&msith &

Kim, 2007) or if it is more situationalvan de Ven et al., 2009r episodiqCohenCharash,
2009)and primarily arises due to particular situations and circumstaDodfy. et al. (2012)
summarize current envy research by citthgtenvy can be conceptualized in three related
ways: (1)as dispositiongle.g., Smith et al., 1999) as situationale.g., Duffy & Shaw, 2000)

and (3)asepisodic(e.g., CoherCharash, 2009)

Dispositional EnvyFirst,one streams of literature argues gty is a stable dispositional trait

and refers to a general tendency to experience envy across various situations and contexts
(Duffy et al., 2012; Gold, 1996; Smith et al., 1999 cause of this,gople high in dispositional

envy are likely to experience it regardless of the circumstgd&eceth et al., 1999Moreover,

the envious personality is often characterized by enduring feelings of inadg@iatsn

Charash, 2009)persistent resentment towards those who are more fortandteongoing

di ssatisfaction wi t(Gold,d996 dhss typewfrenvyg is also thaughttea n c e s
be influenced by further underlying personality factors, such as loveselém, narcissism, or

a general disposition toward negative emotions and affeatgye, Blatz, et al., 2018)

Situational EnvySecondanother stream of literature argubkat envy is rather situational and
refers to a temporary, situati@pecific envy(van de Ven et al., 2009hat often occursn
environments such as work or team conté¢kusffy & Shaw, 2000) Authors dorefer tothis

type ofenvwaa n fAemoti onal r e ac (Duffp et al.t 2012,ap. Gl5aelc i f i ¢C
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underscore the notion that gnarises in reaction to particular events or situati@shen
Charash, 2009)This body of literature suggests that even individuals not ajlgiprone to

envy can experience it under certain circumstances, such as external triggers like social
comparisons, which can provoke feelings of ef@phenCharash, 2009)in the situational
domain researchers discuss that envy can manifest either in response to individual comparators
T often termed episodic enyZohenCharash, 2009) or in response to multiple comparators
(Dineen et al., 2017; Duffy et.a2012) involving more than oneeference poin(Duffy et al.,

2021)

SituationalEpisodic EnvyThe third stream of literature depicts envy as the experience that
involves a pecific individual(Duffy et al., 2012pr event as a refere(@ohenCharash, 2009)

According to this stream of literature whichpart ofthe situational view, envy is also even
experienced by peopleh o ar e not predi sposed to experien
comparison in which t he(yohtn€mnamshp2a09,lpy212B8)e had& i v e
domai n cent rcad n ct@pheohardsts & Muellerf 2007, p. 666)his stream

is suggesting envy to be rather sttan trait and occurs temporaand situation-specific
(CohenCharash, 2009) Table 3 summarizes the main perspectives on envy and its

conceptualization or definition:

Author Definition Uni/Dual® Disp/Sit*
Bedeian il E]nvy is an emotion that occurs when a persc
(1995)

begrudges another for having or receiving

something that he or she does not have and U S
perceives with disple

or adv éedeiang 1©950p. 50)

Cohen i E]pisodic envy includes both the negative

Charash feeling itself and the social comparison

(2009) _ _ . U S
component that can cause this feeling. Envy is

consideed an emotional reaction to a specific
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Author

Definition

Uni/Dual® Disp/Sit*

event triggered by upward social comparison. |i
this comparison, the envious person feels inferi
to the envied person due to not having what the
envi ed p ¢urdagaet ah,2620, p.
1251)

Duffy et al.
(2012)

ARThe experience of en
in three related ways: agigtionali that is, as a
general envy of others in an environment,
typically a work context or team, involving
multiple referents or comparators (e.g., Duffy &
Shaw, 2000; ); as dispositional (e.g., Smith,
Parrott, Diener, Hoyle, & Kim, 1999); and as
spedfic and episodic, involving a specific
individual as a referent (e.g., Coh€harash,

2 0 0 qDuffyet al., 2012, p. 645)

Kim and
Glomb (2014)

A E]nvy 1 an affective manifestation of
unfavorable upward comparisorthat underlies
the relationship between task performance and
vi ct i mi(Kina& Glomin, 2044, p. 620)

Lange and
Crusius
(2015)

AEnvy is defined as a
to another personds s
or possession, in which the envier either desire
the advantage or wishes that the envied persor
l acks it. [€é] I n summ
comparienbased emotional trait that leads to
frustration when people are confronted with an
upwar d s(taage & @rusdis, 2015, p.
284)

Lange, Blatz,
et al.(2018)

ADi spositional envy d
tendency to respond to upward status comparis

with behavior directed at leveling the difference
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Author Definition Uni/Dual® Disp/Sit*
toward t hese (Langg Blatz, at r

al., 2018, p. 425)

Parrot and AEnvy | s emdtie thataan actuowher
Smith(1993) people |l ack anotherds
achievement, or possession, eliciting a desire t
also obtain the advantage or a wish that the otr v S
|l oses it (Par r quange, Blatzd
et al., 2018, p. 424)
Smith and i E]nvy is an unpleasant and often painful blent
Kim (2007) of feelings characterized by inferiority, hostility,
and resentment caused by a comparison with & U S
person or groupf persons who possess
somet hi ng (Smih &Kens2007,q. 46)
Tai et al. i E]nvy as a homeostatic emotion characterizet
(2012) by pain at anotheros
threat and challeng®riented action tendenage U S
we address the implic
(Tai et al., 202, p. 110)
VandeVeneilAiEnvy is the painful
al. (2009) f ortune (eahded/énretal, 2009 p. U S
419)
Vecchio AEnvy can be defined
(2000) thoughts, emotions, and behaviors that results
from an empl o-gseairs | o
U S

respmse to a referent o
outcomes that o(Veche,tr
2000, p. 162)

Table 3: Overview of Selected Envy ConceptualizationOwn illustration);® U = unitary approachD = dual
approach? D = dispositional envyS = situational or episodic envy
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2.2 Mxasures of Envy

As described in the previous chaptemyy has been assessed and defined through various
lenses. On the one hand, envy is considered through the lens of a stable dispositional tendenc
(e.g., Lange, Blatz, et al., 2018; Rentzsch & Gross, 2015; Smith & Kim, .2803ther stream

of literature defines envy as situational, occurring situation@llg., CoherCharash, 2009;

Duffy et al., 2021; Schaubroeck & Lam, 2004; Vecchio, 20B0)h streams of literater have
developed individual scales to measure efsee Table 4 for the most prominent sca(ssg

also Casu, 2015)

DispositionalEnvy Scales

Dispositional envy is predominantly measured using scales that adopt a retrospective
perspective, requiring respondents to-seftiluate their feelings of envy and related emotions
towards others in a range of diverse situatigBsiith et al., 1999)The most cited and
frequently used s c a/(1296)20item Ybrk Engiousnesg Scalej Smathr e Go
et @999)&ist em Di spositional E n (20i4)1®-dtemnlVieesand d Ve s
Virtues Scale(Lange & Crusius, 2015)All of these sales measure envy as a trait and
conceptualize envy as a single dimension, focusingenvy as a personality trait, by
emphasizing ill will, resentment, inferiority or perceptions of injuffi@age & Crusius, 2015)

For instance, Smith and Ki(@007)evaluate the trait of envy by focusing on the frequency and
intensity of envi ouFeelifgeocdnvyconsantly teiménhiei atinedmsi | i
feelenvy everyday. They al so icwensadggecttsh eo Tdd Hittefcer i or
truth is that | generally feel inferiorto othets) , al on g s i d eltisfso frusratingat i o n
to see some people succeed so eas)ly, and el ements of resent me
(e.lgsomehfiow doesndt seem fair thato)s.omzo mwerpd e
Gold (1996) defines envy as a collection of cognitive processes characterized by feelings of

dissatish ct i on (weo.ud .d,n6it want to00) ) apgealitppihsae®g. wi fi |
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think of the success of my friemy |, h o st il dislikeyseeifige athgrs gnjoyiing
themselves ) , | o n glithimlga laot @&ougwhat otlfiers haveat | would likeo ) anger
( e . Ideel angy when otherssucce®d , and r e dtenakesmme feel goodeo. ragn. , i
on s o me o ne)dmlagihg Vesetkaet al2014)designedhe Vices and Virtues scale

to measure the individuals dispositional tendency to commit deadly sins, while in the envy
subscal e f ocusi ngWhenmsomeme excels ateanask thhave @gways

wanted to master, | cannot help but feel a sense of resentment toward hema nd annoya

( e . lam annayed when | see people who buy things that | cannabhfivasu, 2015)

In the dispositional regard, Crusius and La2@l15)introduced a new kind of scale to the

envy | iterature, conceptuali zingndeniivnyalascia u
forms. They include items f oculéeelilgiltowardt he me
peoplelenvy ,Sefei ng ot her peopl eds acd)i ease nveenltls amsa
focusing on t he b eBnvyngothgrsamotivates ime te aceogmpligheny g .

goalso,I fstrive to reach otheo) peopleds superio

Situational Envy Scales

Another stream of literature has developed scales to measure envy situationally. For example,
Schaubroeck and Larf2004) and Vecchio(1995) measure envy as occurrence in specific

contexxt s , particul arl y (M%)5emsale assessgssthe cogretivecahdi o 6 s
affective component of enMfCasu, 2015) f ocusi ng on t he Mostnfse of
my ceworkers have it better than | dp) hel pl ds drmedd (i enag.i ,nei | 61
j ob as good as .09o0mensitloat dthsésongwehatgmeywng th see

others have all the luck in getting the bestassignments S c ha u b r(2&adaptedn d L ar
the Smith and Kim(1999)envy scale to the workplace setting and assess theefregof

experi enci nlgeelirga of envy censtgntly, tornfient.mé , the intensit
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t owar ds o tderenlly fedl iaferigr.to, his/fiesuccesd6) and al so r esent

fiFrankly, his/her success makes me resent hin/H&asu, 2015)

Another substream of authors arguing for situational envy propose that envy can also be
characterized as fAepisodico, only occurring
comparison situatioCohenCharash, 20090ne example for a scale from this categorization

is CoherC h a r §2909)aGitem episodic envy scale. To provoke episodic envy, participants

are prompted to remember a previous experience of envy in the workplace. They are given
precise instructions that include a definition of envy. The scaléresgparticipants to evaluate
a6item component that de dared bandro f e gdiid)n §asn d f
asoad tem component cent er e dreebng lackimgcsonee lof the o mp a r

thingsXha® ) and d & desie te hayeavhag X has ) f.
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# Work  Cita- Categori- Table No.

Scale Author ltems specific tions® Alpha Sample Papers Using Measure Zation Appendix
Benign and .

< Lange and .841 Braun et al(2018) Brooks et al. , "
Malicious Envy Crusius(2015) 10 no 447 90 (2019) Dispositional Table &
Scale
Benign and .
Malicious Envy Vlanzggslen e 8 no 839 ;g Braun et al(2018) Lin et al.(2018) Situational  Table46
Scale al.( ) '

. . : . Dineen et al(2017) Kim and Glomb
Dispositional (Slrggg)et A8 o s 3 (2014) Lee and Duffy2019) Dispositional Table 4
vy ) Schaubroeck andam (2004)
DomainSpecific Rentzsch and : .
Envy Scale Gross(2015) 15 no 65 .92 Erz and Rentzsc{2022) Dispositional Table 8
Schaubroeck : "
Envy Scale and Lam(2004) 4 no 409 .88 Cheng et al(2023) Dispositional Table 4
Envy Scale Parr otand 18 no 1098 nl/a Anaya(2016) Parks et al(2002) Situational Table ®
Smith (1993)
L Khan et al(2014) Shu and Lazatkhan
ggggdlc Envy é%r(lgr)aCharash 9 no 358 .81 (2017) Tariq et al(2021) Thiel etal. ~ Situational Table &
(2021) Yu et al.(2018)

gig?gOOK Envy Tandoc(2015) 8 no 905 .78 Yuen et al(2019) Dispositional Table 2
Materialism Scale Belk (1984) 8 no 1533 .64 Ger and BelK1996) Dispositional Table53
Vices and Virtues Veselka et al. 10 yes 147 .85 Brud and Cieciucli2020) Dispositional Table54

Scale (2014)

Demirtas et al(2017) Duffy and Shaw
(2000) Eissa and Wylan(2016)
Koopman et al(2019) NavarreCarillo
et al.(2018) Ogunfowora et a2021);

Gold (1996) 20 no 125 91 Neufeld and Johnsqj2016) Dispositional Table 56

Workplace Envy

Scale Vecchio(1995) 5 yes 470 .75

Dispositional Table 55

York Enviousness
Scale

Table 4: Overview of Envy Scale§Own illustration);® number of citations are based on Google Schtatus as of July 2022see Appendix for full scales.
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2. 2.Chbnsequuamdc @O tockovme s

Envy can increase the motivatiaa mitigate the pain and to eradicate the inferieciyising

gap with the envie@Crusius et al., 20D. In order to achieve this ultimate, higher goal, myriad
strategies are applied that motivate behaviasalvell assmotional outcomegCrusius et al.,

2020) The consequences of envy however are discussed by researchers across several contexts

and no overarching classiftionor categorizatiomloes exist.

Behavioral Outcomes

Social comparison theory suggests that the outcomes of comparisons can lead to either
assimilation or contrast effec{®ussweiler et al., 2004; Smith, 200@&lthough researchers

have examined the behavioral consequences of envy through various lenses, the prevailing view
is that envy entails either efforts to enhance onesed, (assimilation through self
improvement) or efforts to diminish trenvied party i(e., contrast through levelindown),

aiming to mitigate the perceived disparit{€usius et al., 2020; Smith & Kim, 2007)

While numerougdifferent consequences of envy have been explored and analyzed across
literature(Crusius et al., 2020; Smith & Kim, 20Q0There aralsoseveral different reasonings

for envy having behavioral consequencésnge et al.(2018) argue that behavioral
consequences of envy are usually attributed to the fact that status evolvethdrsocial

consensus that prestige and dominance leaddial influenceTherefore, envy is regarded as

mani festing in observable behaviors that are

as either successful or intimidating, depending on the cofiterge, Blatz, et al., 2018)

Duffy and Shaw(2000)as well as Salovey and Rodit®84)alsoargue that social status plays
a bigger role for the behavioral consequences of emd/ complement thisepspective by

stating that repairing damaged sediteem is another further reasbrdeed,envy can drive a
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range of responses, which some scholars categorize as either constructive and déstguctive

Tai et al., 2012pr as hostile and nenostile(e.g., Parrott & Smith, 1993)espectively.

On the one handhe person experiencing envy may seek to elevate their own status to match
the level of the comparison refereixemplay behaviors in this context include seeking
assistance, engaging in learning activities, and pursuing other forms-imhgelzemenie.g.,

Yu et al., 2018)Also, increased work effo(Bterling et al., 2016working hardefe.g., Crusius

et al., 2020; Khan et al., 201@) reappraising the situatiq@rusius et al., 202®re further

examples fopositivebehavioral consequences of envy.

On the other hando diminish or counter the disparity with the comparison reference, the
envious individual might engage in negative behaviémsampks of negative behavioral
outcomeencompasdistancingoneself from the target andertaking harmfukctions tooffset
ongs own perceived inferiorityGreco et al., 2019r counterproductive work behavionsat
violate significant organizational nornBennett & Robinson, 2000Also, ostracisn{Ferris

et al., 2008) abusive supervisiofTepper, 200Q)social underminingDuffy et al., 2012)or
incivility behaviors (Blau & Andersson, 2005)are further behavioral examples for
consequences of envlable5 summarizes the most prominent examples of the envy literature

on behavioral outcomes.

Behavioral

Outcome Description SamplePapers
Abusive AThe theory we propose Yuetal(2018)
Supervision

supervision as a calculated strategy that is desigt
to accomplish the specific objective of redressing
envyinducedsele st eem t hr eat-s
down o ebodinates; Tepper, Duffy, &
BreauxSoignet, 2012) and that operates alongsic
alternative strategidésselti mpr o v dYoetn t
al., 2018, p. 2298)
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Behavioral

Outcome Description SamplePapers
Aggressive AWe named it striving YangandTang
Behavior : , . (2021)
tendency, théntention to improve oneself or
degrade otherg(Yang & Tang, 2021, p. 4)
Avoidance il A]voidance is a common emotion regulation ~ Tussing et al.

OrientedBehavior

strategy to evade pain (Berman, 2007; Kashdan « (2021)

al., 2006). In organizatnal life, avoidance
behaviors include skipping work; this initial,
temporary withdrawal often deteriorates such tha
avoidance eventually takes the form of turnover,
with employees permanently leaving their place ¢
employment (Grandey, 2000; Harrisoraét

2 0 0 @Tussing et al., 2021, p) 2

Counterproductive
Work Behavior

ff Clounterproductive work behavi¢CWB) Abdul Kader

represents o6voluntary Jilani et al.
'’ (2019) Braun

detrimental acts that hurt colleagues or et al.(2018)

organi zationsod (Specto
(Braun et al., 2018, p. 725)

Impression flmpressiormanagement ia process in which Abdul Kader

Management : . Jilani et al.
people try to control others to form an impression (2019)
themselves (Rosenfeld, 199%)Abdul Kader Jilani
et al., 2019, p. 709)

Incivility f{S]howing disregard and mistreatment for fellow Mao et al.

wor ker s, and i-ibtensitg dedaatf (2021)

behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the targe
invi ol ation of workplac
(Mao et al., 2021, p. 1267)

Job Egagement

fi Q]pposite of burnout and characterized via thre Erdil and
di mensi ons; vigor dedMUceIdiIi
’ ! (2014)

(Erdil & Miceldili, 2014, p. 449)

Moral
Disengagement

i ] oral disengagement mechanisms as a coher Mooreet al.

set of cognitive tendencies that influence the way (2012)
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Behavioral

o Description SamplePapers
utcome

individuals may approach decisions with ethical

i mp o(Mdaore et al., 2012, p. 6)
Motivation i N] otivational force that propels pdepo work Van de Ven et

harder to get whe\/andm\lennal'(mll)

et al., 2011, p. 419)

Organizational

AWhen empl oyees engage Kimetal.

Citizenship different OCBs in that OCandividual (OCBI) (2010)
Behavio
directly benefits organizational members and in tt
OCB-Organization (OCBO) directly benefits the
organi zation (Wil l i @&ims
et al., 2010, p. 531)
Risk-Taking A Pleople with a desire for advancement worry litt Kwon et al.

about the negative potentials of risk and are, thus (2017)

motivated to take any actions that would provide
gain. Therefore, they generally seek risky options
because these provide possibilities to advance fr(
the st atus guo (Kwwan etal., 2087t
p. 41)

SelfImprovement

AMlot i vati on t o (Kwonperab,v e Kwon et al.
2017, p. 39) (2017)

Social
Undermining

fi B]ehavior intended to hinder the ability of other: Duffy et al.
to establish and maintain positive interpersonal (2012)
relationships, workelated successes, and favorak

r e p ut abuifyenak, 2012, p. 643)

Striving Behavior

AWe named it striving YangandTang

tendency, the intention to improeaeself or (2021)

degrade otherg(Yang & Tang, 2021, p. 4)

Supervisory

fiBehavior]designed talevel updagainst envied  Yu et al.(2017)

L eaderSelf- .
Improvement subord(Yoetale2918,p. 2298)

UnethicalPro- A B]ehaviors conducted by employees to potentic Moore et al.
Organizational : , : (2012)
Behavior benefittheo r g a n i @Wephress gal., 2010, p.

769)
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Behavioral

o Description SamplePapers
utcome
Work Effort i B]ehave in a manner consistent with their positi Kim et al.
self-evaluationsuch as trying to improve their (2020)
s t a t(Kinset ab., 2020, p. 4)
Workplace f{Slocially painful experience abeing ignored or Mao et al.
Ostracism (2021)

excludedin the workplace (Mao et al., 2021, p.
1267)

Table 5: Summary of Behavioral Outcomes ofEnvy (Owniillustration)

Emotional Outcomes

Understanding the emotional dynamics of envy involves recognizing that due to its social
stigma(Duffy et al., 2012)individuals often conceal their envy from othé®slver & Sabini,

1978) and even from themselvgSmith & Kim, 2007) Consequently, individuals who
experience envy might mask it by displaying socially acceptable emotions, such as anger

towards or happiness for the other per&rusius et al., 20D.

Current research agrees that the outcomes of enthedeforenot only manifest ilehaviors,

but envy can also illicit emotional consequencBsor metaanalyses have shown that
emotional states may either be positive or negdtie@vard et al., 2020Q)and that positive
emotions decrease when an individual feeling envy faces unsettling differences between their

expectations and the reality they percBaunk & Ybema, 2008

Upward comparisons can elicit negative emotions in envious individuals because these
comparisons pose a threat to their desire for superiority when they see others surpassing them
(Crusius et al., 2020; Smith & Kim, 2007Mhereforecurrentresearch supports the notion that

envy can anticipate emotional reactions that are directed both inwardly and outwardly,

including the experience of schadenfreude at the misfortunieeoénvied individuale.g.,
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Smith et al., 2009)depressior(e.g., Salovey & Rodin, 1984)r anxiety (CohenCharash,

2009) Table6 summarizes prominent examplestoé envy literature on emotional outcomes.

Emotional o

Outcome Description SamplePapers

Anxiety i Al nxiety is considered to be one of unfocused = CohenCharash

. . : (2009) Li et al.

arousal, discomforting to the person involved, and (2022)
state t o (bobsormlO85 pd3d&) . o

Depression ADepression is an i ndi)Lietal(2022)

Xiang et al.

self, the world, and the future, as well as (2020)
uncontrollable and frequent negative thoughts,
characterized by pessimism, séénial, compliance,
and selaccusatior (Xiang et al., 2020, p. 547)

Group AGroup satisfacti on-itema ¢« Duffyand

Satisfaction Shaw(2000)

scale adapted from a scale developed by Cammatr
Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh (1983). A sample itel

is, O6AIlIl in all, | (Dafipn ¢
& Shaw, 2000)
Hostility AEnvious hostility ar i ¢«SmithandKim

withering implications of blameworthy inferiority. It (2007)

is shameful to be inferior especially if you are partl
to blame, it is shameful to feel hostile toward anott
person simply because of his or heratesd
advantage, and, finally, it is shameful to be a persc
suffused with shame. I 1
(Smith & Kim, 2007, p. 54)

Negative mood i N]egative mood that contain depression or sadnt CohenCharash

among their elements(Carlson & Miller, 1987, p. (2009)
93)

Resentment Al nvidi ous r e ®retetadgvantage is« Caze(2001)
painful but fair by such objective standatd$Smith (Szrgiég)and Kim

& Kim, 2007, p. 48)
Schadenfreude f[Tlhe pl easur e at .0danget h e Lange,

Weidman, et al., 2018, p. 573) é/glldSr;an, etal
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Emotional
Outcome
Shame ARShame may al so be di f 1Foster(1972)

Description SamplePapers

involves a moreonstant focus on a defective,
inferior aspect of the self (e.g., Lewis, 1971;
Tangney, 1995; Tangney & Dearing, 20025 mith
& Kim, 2007,p. 54)

Table 6: Summary of Emotional Outcomes ofEnvy (Ownillustration)

CognitiveOutcomes

In the context opotential outcomes of envgognitive outcomes refer to tipsychological and

mental effects that envy can have on an individdulought processes, perceptions, and beliefs.
Current research has found several cognitive dimensions being impacted bipervsies,

1992) The cognitive consequences of envy can manifest in various ways, such as reassessing
the coveted resource as unimportant or viewing the envied individual as incomparable to
oneself(De Vries, 1992) forming implicit attitudes towards the envied perd@han &
Sengupta, 2013pr paying more attention to information that aids adaptgtitith & Buss,

2006) for exampleTable7 summarizes the most prominent examples of the envy literature on

cognitive outcomes.

Cognitive

Outcome Description SamplePapers
Attention AAlt tention to [ é](HieaalarHiletal
2011, p. 653) (2011)

Devaluation APeopl e behaving i n t hibDeVries(1992)
vengefulness and bitterness but, at the same time.
may experience a sense of moral righteousness al
indignation as a way of disguising and justifying th
activitieso (De Vries, 1992, p. 52)

Idealization Al deal i zat i onyofnsanagisgs e n 1 De Vries(1992)

aggressive impulses. It is an effort to prevent a
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Cognitive

Outcome Description SamplePapers
Agoodo i ma gcentaminatedny b @i i
one, an attempt to retain some satisfying experien
as a sour ce qOeVies h982; p. 50)

Implicit iCoindser ati ons of the f | Chanand

Attitudes a more positive judgment; however, the initial (Szeonl%l;pta
negative reaction stay:

(Chan & Sengupta, 2013, p. 740)

Impulsivity fiWe propose that social comparisons with bettér Crusius and
others trigger an impulsivenvious response that (I\ggisz\;veiler
entails a behavioral tendency to strive for their
superior gooah (Crusius & Mussweiler, 2013, 142)

Memory A{M]emory for advantaged target¢Hill et al., 2011, Hill et al.

0. 653) (2011)

Self-Esteem fA sense of inferiority has obvious implications for Smith et al.

; (1999) Morse
andGergen
research on the links between social comparisons (1970)

per sonods -estimaionaas the nsukitude o

self-evaluation confirms (e.g., Festinger, 1954; Sul
& Miller, 1977; Suls & Wills, 1991; Woodl991).

[ é fhe dispositionally envious should tend to have
low selfesteem because at least one source of sel
assessment, upward social comparisons, can oftel
diminish the selb (Smith et al., 1999, p. 1012)

Sel-Regulatory

i1l ndividuals are less able or willing to dedicate  Hill et al.

Depletion cognitive effort toward persevering on other, (2011)
unrelated taské (Hill et al., 2011, p. 653)
Withdrawal AWi thdr awal becomes an DeVries(1992)

Such a way of acting leads to feelings of helplessr
and react i on gDedfies,d¥®] e BL

Table 7: Summary of Cognitive Outcomes ofEnvy (Ownillustration)
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2. 2.DBf i ni tCoonnc egpntdu aolf i ZEdstwaydorhiibs ssertati on

In my study and dissertatiohdecided touse the situational conceptualization of envy as a
unitary affective construc following the reasoning of established auth¢esy., Cohen
Charash, 2009; Cohe&bharash & Larson, 2017; Duffy et al., 2021; Vecchio, 2000y
decision is informed by sevenadain assumptiongee also Cohe@harash & Larson, 2017)

First, envy can be experienced by any person under certain conditions and in specific situations,
irrespective of their inherent dispositig@ohenCharash, 2009; Cohe&bharash & Larson,

2017; Vecchio, 2000Becond, situational envy differs from its dispositional conceptualization
(CohenCharash, 2009; Cohdbharash & Larson, 201,7in that more individuals experience
situational envy than those who are naturally predisposed (tdolterCharash & Larson,

2017) This suggests that the experience of envy, along with its behavioral, emotional, and
cognitive consequences, is more significant when viewed as a situational response rather than
simply as a characteristic of persbtya (CohenCharash & Larson, 2017Finally, the
examinaton of benignandmaliciousenvy entails the complication of conflating envy with its
respective outcomg€&€ohenCharash & Larson, 2017This would notonly cause confusion
butwould alsoimpair the understanding of envy, according to authors of the unitary approach

(CohenCharash & Larson, 2017)

Hence, | follow thdine of argumentatiothatthefi d i s t i n ¢ tdemigmanti@alicioe® n
envy i s u(CohanChassht&e dreon, 2017, p. 17dhd therewith conceptualize

envy asaunitary, affectiveconstruc{CohenCharash & Larson, 2017; Vecchio, 20@@t can

result in a broad spectrum of outcomes, some of which may be socially desirable and others

undesirabl¢CohenCharash & Larson, 2017)
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2. 3 Envy Vemd ure Performance

In the following section of my dissertation, | introduce the construct of percemetlire
performance as an important indicator of venture success. After that, | elucidate why I

hypothesize a negative impact of envy on percewsdureperformance.

Venture Performance

In the entrepreneurial domain, achieving success does not only seem to be a personal aspiration
(Lukes & Laguna, 201Q)ut also serves as a marker of social successgrati(Angel et al.,

2018) However, gauging entrepreneurial performance and therewith evaluating the success as
a founder is not straightforwaiid as historical venture information is limited and objective
venture performance data is not readily accesg®tash & Vanderwerf, 1992)While the

success of more established firms can often be measured and cobgsaddon objective
financial data(Carton & Hofer, 2006; Chenhall & Langfiel®mith, 2007; Tangen, 2004)

such as saldd/urphy et al., 1996)market sharéChenhall & LangfieldSmith, 2007)or return

on investment(Murphy et al., 1996)i using objective performance metrics proves less

meaningful for new venturgdurphy et al., 1996)

For example, one of the main objective performance indicators used in research is venture
survival( e. g . , Amezcua et al ., 2013; Mudambi &
Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002)The extent of its use in entrepreneurgigipearch{e.g., Boden &

Nucci, 2000; Bruno et al., 1992; Hyytinen et al., 24&®vidence for the difficulty in obtaining
objective measures within the entrepreneurial realm, reflecting the lack of accurate and
objective measures to compare performance and success across stages and (DeuSkeies

& Sapienza2006) While the concept of survival can be seen as an absolute, objective metric
of performancebased on a ventuigcapacity to sustain its operations independ€Btiysh &

Vandke r wer f 1992, S o t ,@and Slespite arguments from adveral schdlar 0 )

57



that venture survival is a valid measure of performddasefy et al., 2017; Mudambi & Zahra,
2007; Sot o Si mtdacks @nuanted scdle.for as$sidgthe success of a venture.
Essentially, it provides only a final, binary measure of performance: success or(iagdsaseX

Robinson, 1984)

Hence, in order to measure entrepreneurial success, an alternative indicator has been deemed
appropriate: perceivegentureperformancde.g., De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006; Hai Yap Teoh

& See Liang Foo, 1997; Hsu et al., 2016je individual satisfaction with the performance of

the venture in the dinmsions of sales, market share, return on investment and market
developmen{De Clercq & Sapienza, 2005, 2008}is is in line with existing research, where
measuring perceptional metrics has been a common practice since marfg.geade Clercq

& Sapienza, 2006; Hsu et al., 2016; Prieto & Revilla, 20G6) example, return on investment
(Ellinger et al., 2002)ime to marke(Ellinger et al., 2002)market sharéllinger et al., 2002)
profitability (Tippins & Sohi, 2003)sales growtliTippins & Sohi, 2003)or customer retention

(Tippins & Sohi, 2003)Perceivedventure)performance, in fact, has been linked to important
variables in the entrepreneurial process, such as satisféegonBurton et al., 2003)earning

(e.g., De Clercq & Sapienza, 20@%)capital commitmente.g., De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006)

While one might argue that the perception of performance only repseskeiaised view of the
venturebs objective per(1984) hhawe rfoure,thatDhe use ofand F
perceptional measures of performance are mostly consistent with objective mésesigdso

Prieto & Revilla, 2006)

Relation Between Envy andenture Performance

Social comparison theory indeed underscores that individuals tend to make comparisons in the
absence of objective standar(festinger, 1954; Lyubomirsky & Ross, 1997Mhus, the
entrepreneuriadphereseems to be especialbyonefor fostering social comparison dynamics.

Given thsr el evance, f ounder s G elkihsigpificantly influéengalr e f or e
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cognitive(e.g., increased attention towards the envied dthiret al., 2011) decreased self
esteemMorse & Gergen, 1970; Smitt al., 1999)as well as emotional consequen(es.,
discontent or resentmef@mith & Kim, 2007) anxiety(CohenCharash, 2009; Li et al., 2032)

impacting their ability to focus on their own priorities and goals.

| theorize that founders who exhibit high levels of envy are prone to actively participate in
social comparison, centering their attention on entrepreneurial peers and their achievemen
(Festinger 1954) Thiscognitivepreoccupation can divert their attention and resouiddiset

al., 2011; Vecchio, 2000impacting their capacity to focus on their venture and their respective
work (Roper & Juneja, 2008Jor example, distracted founders might not allocate sufficient
attention to sound decisiemaking(Speier et al., 1997§¢ffective communicatiofLammers &
Becker, 198Q)or feedback integratiofTreisman, 1964)thus potentially overlooking market

developments that would require respective adaptation.

In additionto the cognitive consequences for foundersvy can undermink o u n éedf-r s 0
confidence and increase sdtbubt(e.g, Morse & Gergen, 1970; Smith et al., 1999; Tesser,
1991)as the resulting higher dependence on comparison with others can reinforce the feeling
of being inferior to other founders and their ventures and thus not being as good as the preferred
compariso standardSmith & Kim, 2007) This diminished confidence could even further
hinderfoundersfrom taking respective actions to advance tbain entrepreneurial endear,

because of the awareness that the other founder enjoys a desired §8nbthte Kim, 2007)

that one is currently lacking.

Also, envy and the resulting highdependence on social comparison may also give rise to
variousemotional oraffective statessuch as discontent and resentm(@mith & Kim, 2007)
or anxiety(CohenCharash, 2009; Li et al., 202A8s a consequence, | theorize that founders

might havetrouble in sustaining the mental clarity requitedy., Angie et al., 2011; Blanchette
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& Richards, 2010; Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018a)valuate market trends, pinpoint growth
prospects, and adapt their business strategies when impacted by these powédubeoro

affective statesThis is likely to impede their entrepreneurial performance because it can divert
the founderodés focus away fr om -ssltingancledgmg ¢ pl a
effective opportunity evaluation and exploitati@richnik et al., 2010)As a result, | posit that

founders who experience heighteriedels of envy are inclined to perceive lower levels of

ventureperformance.

Hypothesisl (H1): The relationship between envy anehture performanceill be negative

2. 3. EhvyentReref oranmmachcENnNt repreneuri al Exper

Social comparison theory proposes that the engagement in comparison prdepsses on

i ndividual sd assess ment(Bestioger, 1193 mithe same veid e nt C i
suggest that substantial personal experience in a specific domain can diminish the intensity of
these social comparisorisy decreamgone ds rel i ance onforecafmpari s
evaluation within that domain.Specifically, | argue that through o n e @ntsepreneurial
experience the foundeas acquiredery individual lessonkarned whichhelp the founder to

calibrate hiscurrentperformancerather than using thexternalcomparison standard of the

current performance of otter

Indeed, entrepreneurial experience has been linked to gaimiaglprocedural knowledge of

the founding proceg®imov, 2010; Shepherd etal., 206N d t her ewi t h fAgui di
entrepreneur 0s ef f or t s(Dintoo REHO, ¢.s113¥)Eon instance, e mer
founders who havegatheredexpeaience with pastwenturefoundations regardless of their
outcomes,are found tohave gaired a deeper understanding of the necessary sequence of
actions offeringcrucial insights for choosing the most effective strategies to engage and attract

the appropate customers, suppliers, and various other stakeho{Beislerl et al., 1992)
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Because of this, | theorize that entrepreneurial experience provides an antithesis to the
concurrent availability of social comparis@tandardsin order to evaluae oowa 0 S
entrepreneurial performant@nabling founders tderivetheirself-evaluation from integrating

and calibratingheir current performance intand withtheir set of entrepreneurial experiences

ratherthan from comparisowith others.

Hence,| posit that prior entrepreneurial experience can assist founders in forming expectations
for their current venture based on own previous experienedacing the need to compare
themselves to their peeend therewith turning the comparison inwaily shfting from
external comparisons to cultivating a practice of-sethparison, foundeiget used tgauging

their current accomplishments against those of their previous ventures. This shift in focus,

centered on personal advancement, diminishes the aegatéssant external comparisons.

Conversely, founders who have limited prior entrepreneurial experience lack a foundation upon
which to assess their performance. As a result, they are more inclined to rely on comparisons
with others, as there are fealternative benchmarks availablEhis heightened reliance on
comparing themselves to their peers can intensify feelings of envy, causing them to become
more preoccupied with their peerso6 achi evem
from the pus u i t of their ventureds objectives. Ca
greater entrepreneurial experience are less susceptible to being distracted -bydecey
comparisons with others and are, therefore, less likely to hinder the performatiegr of

ventures. Consequently, | hypothesize that higher levels of experience diminish the potency of

envyO06s adyv eventue parfonpaacet o n

Hypothesis2 (H2): The relationship between envy amdnture performance will be less
negative for higher leals of entrepreneurial experience compared to lower levels of

entrepreneurial experience.
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2. 3. Ehvyent ur e Peand rEBmavnicreon ment al Dynami s

Social comparison theory highlights that in the absence of clear, obj@aasiresndividuals
areinclined to make comparisongith others(e.g., Festinger, 1954; Lyubomirsky & Ross,

1997) Hence, heimportanceof the venturé environmentor the effect ofenvy onventure
performanceand, simultaneously for the intensity ofthe subsequensocial comparison
processess inherent While clear measures might beoreavailable in stable environments,
characterized by high certainty, mintachnologicalchanges and high predictability, those
objectivemeasures might far less be available in environments that are chardcdbgrizigh
dynamismi namelydefinedby high uncertaintytechnological leaps, and market turbulence
(Jansen et al., 2006kFor example,in low dynamism venture environmentgchnological
innovation cycles, sales figurestbe number oproduct launches might be more predictable

and hence objectively measurabtel interpretablas they have naignificantlychanged over

the course of @ertainperiod of time(Dess & Beard, 1984)Conversely, in high dynamism
venture environments, these exact measures are less predictable and hence less objectively
comparableand interpretableas themeasuregtself, their relevanceand interpretatiorare
constantly changindJansen et al., 2006%pecifically, in such a dynamic environment,
traditional objective measuresf success, like stable yeaveryear revenue growth or
consistent mar ket share, may not <capture the
including the fast pace of technological changes, constantly shifting market needs, importance

of reeearch and development, or market valuation based on potential.

Because of the lack of objective measures in high dynamic environments and consistent with
social comparison theorfFestinger, 1954; Lyubomirsky & Ross, 199V}heorize thathe
reliance on comparisowith other founders for evaluating the owanture performances
intensified when environmental dynamism is hig@orcoran et al.,, 2011; Gerard, 1963)

Specifically, | positthatin dynamic landscapdsunders tend to rathese others as references
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to assess their performance @aograsp how weltheyperform in the respective environment
heighteningheir preoccupation and distracti@@onsequentlyfounders high in envy are likely
to be more profoundly impacted by the repercussionenely and the respective social
comparisonsAs a result, lexpectthe negativeconnection between envy and theenture

performanceto become stroreg, through diveihg their focus away from their own

performance.

Conversely, in less dynamic settings with stable norms and lower technological disruptions
(Dess & Beard, 1984; Jansen et al., 208 desire for social comparisons rece(&srard,

1963) Consequently, they are less prone to fixate intensely on commgphemselves to others
(Gerard, 1963as they can use established and objelgtaeailable and interpretable measures
instead In such stable environments, the reduced significance of soamdarisons can enable
founders to direct their attention toward advancing their ventures, ultimately weakening the
negativerelationbetween evy and thevzenture performanc&onsequently, | postulate that the
entrepreneurial environment plays a pivotal role in the relationship between envgrdnc:

performance

Hypothesis3 (H3): The relationship between envy amdnture performancwill be more
negative for higher levels of environmental dynamism compared to lower levels of

environmental dynamism.

2. 3.S3immary of HypotAhwesnetsu rfeo rP eMofdoerimanc e

Drawing on Festinger 0s slopoopoad a seriesnop lypothesesn  t h
concerning the interaction between entrepreneurial envyamidre performance postulate

a direct, negative relationship between entrepreneurial envyentdre erformance(H1).

Building upon this, | also suggest that the strength of this negative relationship is contingent

upon the level of entrepreneurial experience exhibited by the individual foun@r (H
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Specifically, I hypothesize that heightened levelsfepreneurial experience serve to mitigate

the adverse impact of envy ganture performance

Finally, | positthat the negative influence of envy venture performancis accentuated by
the contextual
dynamic the environmental conditions surrounding the venture, the more pronasiticed

detrimental direct effect of envy owenture performancéH3). Figure 4 visualizes the

hypothesized relationship

factor of t h & suggesmnthat thee ndose

Entrepr Environ
Exper.i Dy nami

H2: H3: 71
H1: 1

Envy

Figure 4: Visualization of Model A (Own illustration)

2.4 Envy Vemd Go |

Progress

Ventur
Perforr

envi

In thesubsequengection of my dissertation, | introduce the construct of venture goal progress

as an importantadditional indicator of entrepreneurial success, complementirenture

performancéChapter2.3). After that, | elucidate why | hypothesize a negative impaenay

on venture goal progress.

Venture Goal Progress

Evaluatng entrepreneuriakuccess solely based on the performance of traditionally used

metrics that are also used for established organizategiscts an important aspeEspecially
for early-stage ventures, the respective measures carabgng significantly(Beaton, 201Q)
depending orfactors such atheir stage and maturityDe Clercq & Sapienza, 2006; Hofer,

1975) industry(De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006; Robinson, 1998pductcomplexity (Tech,
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2018; Wessendorf et al., 2019unding sourcegTech, 2018) perceivedrisk (Forlani &
Mullins, 2000) labor or capital intensitiBalasubramanian, 201d)y generalpursuedstrategy
(see also Porter, 198@ven further, founders and their ventures may prioritize gfbak and
objectivegatherthanmaximizingthetraditional and establishedetrics, especially in the early
phasesSpecifically, founders might prioritize building a functioning and hjggrforming team
(Forster & Jansen, 2010; Klotz et al., 2088)this is a dimension highly valued by venture
capital firms(Hall & Hofer, 1993; Macmillan et al., 1985; Monika & Sharma, 20I&her
founders might prioritize the goaf meeting their selfmposeddevelopment mileston€Block

& MacMillan, 1985) And even furtherothers might be focused dmeir goal of finding pilot
customergKaulio, 2003; Wouters et al., 2018)ing a patentHaeussler et al., 2014; Kaulio,
2003; Mann & Sager, 2007)evelojng a functioning prtotype(Block & MacMillan, 1985)

or estabishing partnerships and collaboratiqistekhari & Bogers, 2015)For example, deep
tech ventures that emerge from scientific revelations nigghts moreon the goal offiling a
patent for their technology the early phasesyhereas other ventures with a background in
online marketing might benorefocused orthe goal ofgenerating first revenues with initial

customers.

Thereforethe success amkerformancen entrepreneurial settingsspecially during the early
stagescan be defined in mmuchbroader sensthan by simply considering the perception of
financial metricsventure goal progregsachievingthe individually definedjoals and making
progress towards these goffsshbach & Dhar, 2005not limited toonly the dimensions of
sales, market she, return on investment or market developni(seeventure performange
Indeed perceived progress refersiitihe selfevaluation or appraisal of an individGabuccess
in pursuing a particular go@Brunstein, 1993; Karoly, 1998 Uy et al., 2015, p. 3)or more
specificallydefined as venture goal progrefise fiongoing sense of how one is doing in the

pursuit of onésv e nt u r (By egab,2019, p. 1)
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Relation Between Envgnd Venture Goal Progress

Assessing oneo0s iavelves deteraminiggdham effeptivety gisuaderhas

made strides in advancing or propelling the business venture fofevgrdGielnik et al., 2014;

Uy et al., 2017) Indeed, goal progress is an important antecedent for subjectivbeirg
(Brunstein, 1993; Pomaki et al., 2008ifort intensity(Uy et al., 2015)and subjective success

in the work domain(Wiese & Freund, 2005 n assessing their vent
founders are likely to include their peers into their considerations. This is consistent with social
comparison theorysuggesting that people are particularly likely to compare takes to

others in the absence of objective stand@réstinger, 1954; Lyubomirsky & Ross, 1997)

While thisassessment arambmparison is likely to happeronstantly(Corcoran et al., 2011;
Mussweiler, 2003and automaticallyMussweiler et al., 2004) theorize tlat founders high in
envy are likely to be impacted by the detrimental consequences of their envioumatfect
comparisonSpecifically,| propose that founders who possess high levels of envy frequently
and obsessivelyengage in comparisons with thepeers, their ventures, antheir
accomplishmentg¢Festinger, 1954; Menon & Thompson, 201i0theorize hat his behavior
adversely impast the attainment of their personal objectivasd goals Such constant
comparisons not only divert founders from focusing on their own @bidiset al., 2011) but

also affect the quality of their decisioasdthe quality of theijudgments related to the success

of their own venturege.g., Speier et al., 1997)

For example, theorize that compulsive comparison can lead to obsessive monitoring of other
founders, closely following theevery move, which diverts o u n doeus fiosn their own
business strate@nd venture goaldill et al., 2011) Instead of innovating and improving their
productor servicetheypotentially spend excessive time and resources tryirtpgely monitor

their competitor(Hill et al., 2011; Menon & Thompson, 201 Qijtimatelyto the detriment of

theirown v e n t Uongdedns goals.Even further, envy and the resulting comparison can
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distract founders from staying true to thegire n t wareevadlges and mission. They may
compromise on their principles or make decisions that adintréheir original visionand
venture goaglall in an attempt toninimize the perceived inferiority betweémemselves and
theenvied othe(Smith & Kim, 2007; van de Ven et al., 2009his can for examplealienate
first loyal customers and harmthe ventures competitive advantaigstead(Porter, 1980)

ulti mately hindering founders to make progre

Lastly, the decision and judgement quality of fders high in envy may be diminish@rusius

& Mussweiler, 2012)For examplel theorize thaenvy can lead founders to make impulsive
decisionsabout resource allocations in several dimensi@rsisius & Mussweiler, 2012;

Wiklund et al., 2018)For instance, if a founder becomes envious oframot v ent ur e 6 s
office space or expensive marketing campaigns, they might divert funds from critical areas like
product development or hiring skilled employees to match those superficial agmects

ultimately reduce the perceived inferiority beem oneself and the enviédhn de Ven et al.,

2009) This misallocation can harm the overal/l
businessEven further envious founders may rush to imitate successful compef@ousius

& Mussweiler, 2012without a thorough understanding of whether these strategies align with
their own business model or tar geihg,faatucks, enc e.
or marketing tactics without considering whether it makes sense for their unique sjtotfon

to minimize the perceived inferiority between themself and the envied fotlneder(van de

Ven et al., 2009)As a result, | hypothesize thitunders who are high in envy are likely to

show lower levels of venture goal progress.

Hypothesis 4 (H4) The relationship between envy and venture goal progress will be negative.
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2. 4 Ehvyenture GoahdPEagrepseneuri al Exper

Several intrapersonal factors (e.g., ®sfeem, regulatory strategies, personality), social
identity factors (e.g., race, gender , - age,
construal (i.e., the extent of viavg oneself as interdependent or connected with othexs)

been found tanfluence the intensity afocialcomparisonglLockwood & Matthews, 2007)n

a similar vein) propose that substantial personal experience in a particular domain can decrease
the ntensity of these social comparisons and reduce the respective reliance on social
comparison processes in the same domain. Specifitatiytend that personal entrepreneurial

experienceauses a shift in the perspective of comparison, turning it inward.

This is especially true as entrepreneurial experience dtiaralersessential skills to ensure
the success of tireongoing entrepreneuriaventures(Dimov, 2010; Shepherd & Patzelt,
2018d) Indeed, scholars fourtiat entrepreneurial experience hasucial beneficiaimpact
on various aspects of new ventures. This incladessitive relationship witthe initial size of
the venture(Colombo et al., 2004venturegrowth (Briderl et al., 1992; Colombo & Grilli,
2005) external funding(Chatterji, 2009)or profitability (Bosma et al., 2004Moreover,
entrepreneurial experiengefound to endoviounders withcrucial skills, such asn increased
tolerance for uncertainty in decisiomaking (Dimov, 2010) This is because, through their
business ventures, these founders learn how to operate effeaixatywhen they have limited

informaion or feedbackDimov, 2010; murath et al., 2020)

Because of thisl, theorize that gecifically in the context of founders, prior entrepreneurial
experience can help to evaluate theim progress based on their own experienceducing
the need to compare themselves to theergandrather integrating their current progress into
their set ofexperiences madea the past{Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018dBy shifting the focus
from external benchmarking to internal setfimparison, founders may cultivate a habit of

comparing their present achievements with their past enteymahachievementas well as
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failures of their prior venturds). This shift in perspective diminishes the distraction and
prominence otheirenvy, reducing the preoccupation with the achievements of other founders.
Hence, founders high in entrepreneuria e x peri ence are | ess 1i kel
achievements and they ar®relikely to evaluate their goal progresstheir current venture

based on their experiences from previous ventures. Thigedefential approach tgoal
progressassessmd is likely to mitigate the concern about ppergressthereby reducing the

f ounder s 6steinmingsranr eaviamdmareasing theicapacity to work towards their

ownventur® goals.

In contrast, founders with little prior entrepreneurial exgrare cannot build on their own prior
experience to evaluate their progress. Thus, they are more likely to rely on the comparison with
others since alternative benchmarks are sc@cp, Festinger, 1954; Lyubomirsky & Ross,
1997) This will increase the intensity of experiemgienvy through an increased focus on the
achievements of their peers, ultimately increasing their distraction from working towards their
ownventurebds goal argue Ba rios undees rhigh iry entrepreneurial
experience, envy is less liketg distract their focus towards comparison with others and, in

turn, is |l ess |likely to Iimpede their progres

Hypothesis5 (H5): The relationship between envy and venture goal progress will be less
negative for higher levels of entrepreneurial experience compared to lower levels of

entrepreneurial experience.

2. 4 EAhyyenture GoahdRPviogoement al Dynami sm

Environmental dynaism is an essential measure in my study amdkey measurein
entrepreneurshi(Deng et al., 2021; Ensley et al., 2006; Huang & Wang, 2BE8Yocuses on
how prelictablethe competitos bBehavios are the stability of industry players over time, the

predictabilityof product demanendcustomer needs, and the overall steadiness of the industry
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(Green et al., 2008ppecifically, dynamic venture environments are rigdi through quickly
evolving technologiessignificant shifts in consumer preferences, ahigh variations in
demand or supplgdansen et al., 2006)argue that due to thew stability and high dynamism,
measures of objective success are scartieeasrelevance, importance and validity is subject

to change on a frequent basis. For examplie case afuickly evolving technologie@ansen

et al., 2006; Sgrensen & Stuart, 2QGfhjective measuraright not alwayseuniversallyand
objectivelyagreed upon: While one day revenue figures represémipeeneurial success, the
otherdaythe number of product users or website visits is more important and rel(évagel

et al., 2018)In line with social comparison theo(izyubomirsky & Ross, 1997) argue that

the lack of objective measures likely intensifies the relevance of social comparisons in the envy

venture goal progress relationship.

Even more, theorizet hat t he dynamism of the ventureods
urgency forfounders,that causes them to feel pressure to act and act qyitkhgen et al.,

2005) The reason for this is that todaymeasures of success may no longer be relevant
tomorrow and therefore the pressure drploit today®s business while exploring new
opportunities is intensifie@ansen et al., 2006, 2005; Shepherd & Patzelt, 20%1) this, |

posit thatthe impact of envy owenture goal progredsecomes mor@ronouncedBecause
founders try to constantly monitor other founders and their ventures for potential signposts for
new opportunities to exploré¢he comparison with others gets more prominent and therewith

intensifiesthe significance of envy

Hence, in dynamic environments founders high in envy may be more affected by the
consequences of social comparison duedceasedeliance and focus on the actions of other
founders to evaluate their own entrepreneurial actems succesge.g., Festiger, 1954;
Lyubomirsky & Ross, 1997)comparedo low dynamic environments'hese processes are

likely to increase their preoccupation and distraction based on the comparison with their peers.
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Thus, the relationship between envy and venture goajress is likely to become more

negative.

Il n contrast, in a ventureds enviandoespedcively t hat
minorand predictabl e shifts (Dess&Bead I984rJanden ete x t e |
al., 2009) individuals high in envy may experience less need for social compa(Serard,

1963)than in highly dynamic environmentadeed, individuals with a clearer more predictable
understanding of the rules and standards of their@amwment(Dess & Beard, 1984yre less

likely to feel a sense of urgency and are less likely to intensely focus on comparing themselves

to othergGerard, 1963)This reduceghrominenceof social comparisons can help founders to

focus on advancinghe goals oftheir own ventures deceasing the negative relationship

between envy and their venture goal progress.

Hypothesis6 (H6): The relationship between envy and venture goal progress will be more
negative for higher levels of environmental dynamism compared to lower levels of

environmental dynamism.

2. 4. S3immarHy poft heSBedB.IVemnt Goraflr ogr es s

Based on social comparison thedRestinger, 954), | positthat there is a negative direct
relationship betweemnvy andventure goal progres@H4). Further, | postulate that this
relationship is weaker contingent on the entrepreneurial experience of the individual founder.
Specifically, | hypothsize that higher levels of entrepreneurial experience weaken the negative
effect of envy orventure goal progreg$i5). Finally, | hypothesize that the negative effect of

envy onventure goal progresss stronger contingent ecdicallyt he ve
| hypothesize that the higher the environmental dynamism of the venturstrahger the

negative direct effect of envy owmenture goal progresgH6). Figure 5 visualizes the

hypothesized relationship.

71



Entrepr Environ
Experi Dy nami

H5: HG6: T

HA&T o v , Ve ntQorae

Envy Progr e

Figure 5: Visualization of Model B (Own illustration)



3 Met hodol ogy

In the upcoming section of my dissertation, | present a detailed breakdown of the research
method employed in my analysis. This begins with a thorough explanation of the overall
researchdesign Chapter3.1), where | discissthe chosen research approact datail the
constructs integrated into my survey. Subsequently, | describe the process of selecting
participants for my study and elaborate on the methodologies used for gathering data.
Proceeding to data collecti@pecifics Chapter3.2), | provide acomprehensive depiction of

the demographics, categorizing them into demographics at the venture level and at the
individual founderlevel. Additionally, | offer an overview of the metrics used for the main
constructs of mygtudy(Chapter 3.3)which includeenvy, venture performan¢erenture goal
progress, entrepreneurial experience, environmental dynamism, and various control variables.
Following this, | encapsulate ngataanalysis Chapter3.4), focusingon the Ordinary Least
SquareqOLS) regression methth the process of mean centering, and strategies to mitigate

potentialbiases.

3.1 Resedeshgn

The research design of my study is informed by the overarching research question outlined
Chapterl.1 of this dissertatiorand represents the general plan on how this research project

goes about answering(ffaunders et al2019) This study intends to answer to what extent a
founder 6s envy shapes their entrepreneuri al
relationship. In this chapter, | outline what research approach | have agptiaptér3.1.1),

how the recruitrant of the survey participants looked likéh@pter3.1.2) and how data was

collected Chapter3.1.3).
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3.1 Rese@pphoach

As my overarching objectivevasto understand the role of envy in the entrepreneurial process,
| decidedfor a crosssectional sequential design, conducting quantitative onlineurveys

with approximately600 founders of a university incubator in Germany with a time lag of
approximagly three months in between both questionnairedecided forthis particular
research design w@low control over the baseline level of the dependent variable at the point

of measuring the independent varial{lese also Duffy et al., 2012)

The decisionfor an online surveyis based orseveralmain criteria Online surveys are
recognized for their effectiveness in data collection across various academic disciplines,
including the field of entrepreneurship.g., Mitchelmore & Rowley, 2013; Stephens et al.,
2022; Tacke et al., 2022; Waddingham et 2023) Additionally, online surveys offer the
advantage of easily accessing a large volume of resp@saght, 2005; Wu et al., 2022)

Even further, online surveys arather timeand costfficient (Wu et al., 2022xompared to

other ways of collecting survey data, suctpaper surveysAnd lastly, thetime required for
implementation is shorter, there are fewer transcription errors and the data at hand is easier to

analyze(Andrews et al., 2003; Saleh & Bista, 2017)

After delineating the constructs derived fromIde& like psychology, (organizational)
management, and entrepreneurship, | conducted thorough research to identify appropriate
scales for assessing these constructs in my study. Multiple criteria were used to ascertain the
most suitable scales for quantiigi my constructsFirst, it wasimperative that the content of

the scale in use aligd with the research question under consideration. Some scales are not
universally applicable across scientific domains, and some may be grounded in varying
interpretatios of the constructFor example,some scales measure envy with questions
regardi ng r oma itbothers nreavhen othens san tfaee.ewery romdntic partner

that they want (Rentzsch & Gross, 2015, p. 535)hile other scales focus on questions in the

74



workplace € . gMost of iny ceworkers have it better than | do(Vecchio, 1995, p. 169)

Second, it is essential that the saabes notexcessively long, as this could burden participants

with a lengthy completion proceésee also Gogol et al., 2014; Moore et al., 2002)ensure
compliance with thg criterion, | chose to incorporate only those scales with a maximuf of 1
items. Finally, the scales integrated into the study should be firmly grounded in academia,
having a wellestablished and validated history. To evaluate this aspedndideredthe

number of citations they haverecenmdGo o gl e Schol ar and their hi

values, with a minimum threshold set at .7 or higlrtina, 1993; Hair et al., 2010)

The chosen constructs and scales encompass various levels of analysis (as outline®)n Table
| incorporated constructs and scales pertaininfpamder team, venture, and environmental
levels. Whenever possible, | opted for-paint Likert scale as #hresponse formagspecially

due to its demonstrated reliability compared to scales with fewer response cat@yestm

& Colman, 2000) In instances where established measures were unavailable fdicspec

constructs, | either devised the items myself or made adaptations to existing scales.

Specifically, | measured the dependent variable for Mod&kAtUre performangeand Model

B (venturegoal progress) in both questionnaires to be able contrah#ichange between T1

and T2. All independent variables for both models were measured in the first questionnaire:
envy, entrepreneurial experiencenvironmental dynamismncluding all control variables
(industry gender,age, social desirability, numberof co-foundersnumber ofemployeesfield

of education, highestdegree ofuniversity, equity ownership, entrepreneurialself-efficacy,
ventureage). Even more, | includednstigatedworkplaceincivility, entrepreneurialeffort
intensity exhaustionand stress in both questionnaires as instruments for testing potential
endogeneity (see Chapten.3. For the same purpose, | includaanitiveflexibility , passion
resilience, risk propensity, andsatisfaction withlife in the first roundof my survey

Furthermore, I measured meaningfulness atwork, collective ownership, individual
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psychologicabwnership andpsychologicakafetyaspotentialmarker variables both rounds,

in order to be able to test for potential Common Metfladance(see Chapte8.4.3. Also, |
includedseveral variables for demographical reasons, suparame founderyears ofwork
experienceyears ofwork experience inndustry,years ofwork experience inventurespart of
TUM Venture Labssalary, novelty, teamage,andmain source offinancingin the first round

of my survey Also, | includedbenign andmalicious envy in the first questionnairas an
alternative scale to my selected primemyy scaleFor sampling purposes and potential sample
splits, | also includedsffort (both rounds)and change inteam (second round)Lastly, |

measured several variables in order to get a better understdodingy sample and the

respective environmengnvironmentalhostility in the first roundteamsatisfaction,thriving,

venturesatisfactionwork engagement, amngork satisfaction in botliounds andunethicalpro-

organizationabehaviorin the secondound

Level Construct ﬁeor;s Format Tl T2 Purpose Source
Environr  Environmental . Green et al.
ment Dynamism S Likert 17 x A B (2008)
Environr  Environmental . Green et al.
ment  Hostility 6 Lkertl7 x nfo (2008)
Benign and , ) Alterna  Lange and
Founder Malicious Envy 10 Likert 1-7 x tive Crusius(2015)
Cognitive . Martin and
Founder Flexibility 12 Likert 1-7 x Endog Rubin (1995)
Collective . Gray et al.
Founder Ownership 4 Likert1-7 x X Cmv (2020)
Founder Effort 1 Number x X Sample  Own wording
Entrepreneurial Uy etal,
Founder P ) 4 Likert1-7 x X Endog (2015)and
Effort Intensity .
Own wording
Entrepreneurial . Cardon et al.
Founder Passion 13 Likert 1-7 x Endog (2013)
Entrepreneurial . Zhao et al.
Founder SeltEfficacy 4 Likert 1-7 x X A B (2005)
Founder Exhaustion 3 Likert 1-7 X X Endog Murnieks et al.

(2020)
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# of

Level Construct ltems Format T1 T2 Purpose Source
Founder Field Of. 1 List X A B Own wording
Education
Founder Gender 1 List X A B Own wording
Founder Highest De_gree List X A B Own wording
of Graduation
Individual Grav et al
Founder Psychological 3 Likert1-7 x X CMV y '
. (2020)
Ownership
Instigated Cortina et al
Founder Workplace 7 Likert -7 x X Endog '
L (2001)
Incivility
Meaningfulness . ] Stephan et al.
Founder at Work 2 Likert -7 x  x CMV (2020)
Founder Entrepreneurlal 1 Number  x A B Dimov (2010)
Experience
Founder Parttime 1 Yes/No X Demo Own wording
Founder
Psychological . ) Edmondson
Founder Safety 7 Likert1-7 x X CMvV (1999)
Connor and
Founder Resilience 10 Likert 1-7 x Endog Davidson
(2003)
: . . Meertens and
Founder Risk Propensity 7 Likert 1-7 x Endog Lion (2008)
Satisfaction with . Diener et al.
Founder Life 5 Likert 1-7 x Endog (1985)
Founder Share/equity 1 Percentage x x A, B Own wording
Stake
Social . Strahan and
Founder  nogiabilty Likert -7 x AB  Gerbasi1972)
. Hessels et al.
Founder Stres 2 Likert1-7 x X Endog (2017)
Team . Jehn et al.
Founder Satisfaction 3 Likert1-7 x X Info (2010)
. . Portath et al.
Founder Thriving 10 Likert -7 x  x Info (2012)
Unethical Pre Umphress et
Founder organizational 6 Likert 1-7 X Info b
: al. (2010)
Behavior
Founder Venture 1 Likert -7 x  x Info Own wording
Satisfaction
Work . Schaufeli et al.
Founder Engagement 9 Likert1-7 x X Info (2011)
Work . Fritsch et al.
Founder Satisfaction 1 Likert 1-7 x X Info (2019)
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# of

Level Construct ltems Format T1 T2 Purpose Source
, Vecchio
Founder Envy 11 Likert1-7 x x A/B (1995)
Founder Year of Birth 1 Number  x A B Own wording
Founder Years_of Work Number  x Demo Own wording
Experience
Years of Work
Founder Experiencein 1 Number  x Demo Own wording
Industry
Years of Work
Founder Experiencein 1 Number  x Demo Own wording
Ventures
Team Change in Team 1 Number X Sample  Own wording
Team Number of Co 1 Number  x A B Own wording
Founders
Team Number of 1 Number  x A B Own wording
Employees
Team Team Age 1 Date X Demo Own wording
Venture Industry 1 List X X AB Own wording
Venture I\/!am S_ource of 6 List X Demo Own wording
Financing
. Amason et al.
Venture Novelty 7 Likert 1-7 x Demo (2006)
Part of TUM .
Venture Venture Lab 1 Yes/No X Demo Own wording
De Clercq and
Venture . Sapienza
Venture Performance 8 Likert 1-7 x X A (2006); Singh
et al(2022)
Venture Salary 1 Yes/No X Demo Own wording
Venture Venture Age 1 Date X X AB Own wording
Brunstein
Venture \Fffgurjéigoal 4 Likert1-7 x X B (1993) Uy et
9 al. (2015)

Table 8: Overview of Constructs Used inQuestionnaires(Own illustration); T1 = first-round questionnaird 2

= secondround questionnairesomescales are used in both rounds of questionnaires but with slightly adjusted
phrasing contingent on time frame (el5.1: A si nce st ar tioovery otulhre veceonuwrusree 0gf Tt
mo n t);hAs=0Model A; B = Model B; CMV = CommonMethodVariance Endog= endogeneity Demo =
demographicsSample= samplereduction orsamplesplit; Info = information orgeneralunderstanding® As |

included ventures fronthe broader TUM Venture Labs ecosystdmelied on the sharedmail lists by the

Managing Directors and programeaddo decide for inclusion of participants and disregarded this variable.
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The entire questionnaire was administered in English in order to maintain uniform
comprehension of constructlated terms (such ashe word HAenvyo), con:¢
working language of my selected samgléormulated the survey with close adherence to
Baat &01&8)kecsommendations, specifically aimed at addressing accessibility concerns and
mitigating common survey design and implementation issues. For this piepos@f the two
guestionnaires commenced with a welcoming page, presenting essential information to the
participants, including the expected time commitment, confidentiality assurances, and the
guidance to respond intuitively. Additionally, |1 encouragedtip@ants to complete the
guestionnaire accurately and provided my contact information for any questions or comments.
Both questionnaires were easily accessible, allowing respondents to utilize desktop and mobile
devices without the need for specific sadte. The questionnaifellowed a clear structure and
offered a progress bar on each page to assist participants in tracking their progress. Both

guestionnaires concluded with a final page expressing my gratitude to the participants.

3.1 R2cruitment

My studyob6s goal was to secure the participat
incubator setting and to maintain their involvement across both rounaly stirvey This

chapter details the strategies employed for identifyingureg, and retaining this sample

group, effectively achieving the stuyobjectives. The initial phase involved the establishment

of precise eligibility criteria that founders needed to meet for inclusiomynstudy.
Subsequently, in the second stepddveloped tailored interventions to maximize both
completion rates and participation. In the final step, | executed the active recruitment process

and managed subsequent follow activities.
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Selection ofl ncubator Setting

Against the backdrop ofny overall research goal to understand the role of envy in
entrepreneurship,built upon the foundational definition of envy to especially occur vdmen
compares himself to similar othgiGoethals & Darley, 1987; Suls et al., 19718t are sef
relevant(e.g., Salovey & Rodin, 1984, Silver & Sabini, 1978; Tesser, 1681 domain that

is important tmneself (Smth & Kim, 2007) Hence| considered an incubator to be the optimal
setting to conductny study. | selected the TUM Venture Labs incubator at the Technical
University of Munich as the optimal context to condongt study. The reasons for this choice

are manifold:

PhysicalProximity ofVentures Against the backdrop of the theoretical definition of ek,
incubator setting in Munich constitutes a suitable settimgsggectiverenturesare not only part
of the samegrogramand are therewith competing for similar and-selévant resources (e.g.,
attention of Managing Director, working infrastructusppnsorship) but are also working very

closely besides each other, some even physically sharing office and workshop space.

Diversity. At the time of data collectionthe selected incubatolTUM Venture Labs,
encompassed 11 entities, each one called Ventall (seeTable9 for description of every
VentureLab) spanning across several indust@esl disciplinescontainng ventures across
different sectors, maturity stages and sizbs.this way, | ensured the validity and

generalizability of my results across industries.

" Description of TUM Venture Labs$iA network of Deep Tech & Life Science Incubators to nurture Innovation
in emergingdomains. We support you to turn your deep tech or life science idea into enttgeimpact
across the entire early lfgycle from idea generation to seeapital for business launch. To do that we combine
deep domain expertise with entrepreneurial experience and a large ecosystem. We are a joint initiative by TUM,
the toprankedt e c hni c al university in the EU, and Unter nehme
Explore your core domains of interest and the opportunities our-ftresgonal support provides for your tech
and life sciences stadp 0 (Retrieved from httg://www.tumventurelabs.de on December 4, 2023)
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Accessibility Ventures and contact details of the respective foundeneavailable and were
possibleto be used for research purposésth this, thelikelihood of high participation was

ensured.

Sizeof Incubator With an overarchinggumberof approximatelyg00 members (founders), the
i ncubator ds si z e likelyarsachimy aydrarcling sesearch goab of 150
participants inrmy study, consideringhe challenge ofisually low rates of responsisonline

survey researcfWu et al., 2022)

Definition of SelectionCriteria

In the initial step ofmy recruitment process, defined specific criteria that founders had to
fulfill in order to participate inmy study. One part dhe criteria catalogue regarded the venture

of the founder. Thether part of the criteria catalogue regarded the founder and defined personal
characteistics and criteriaFor the purpose ofy study, | outlined the following criteria

regarding the venture

Member ofTUM Venture LabsncubatorEcosystem stipulated that all ofny ventures should
be part ofone singleincubatorecosystemn order to ensure potential similaribpetween
founders and venture teamusdto ensurehe respective relevance of other ventures on domains
that wereselfrelevar to the individual founders, as these are the identified factors increasing
the likelihoal for social comparison and engg.g., Festinger, 1954; Smith & Kim, 200Fpr
affiliation, | relied on the list ofoundersprovidedby the respective Managing Direcs@nd

program heads.

Venture Ageln line with established entrepreneurship research, | determined that the ventures
included in my study should not be older than 6 years for the mogtApasison et al., 2006;
Brush & Vanderwerf, 1992; Robinson & McDougall, 20018xpanded the criteria iaclude

both older ventures an@ntures that were in the proactive stages of incorpordtamnnstance,
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certain venture teams may delay their formal incorporation to qualify for geagts EXIST
Business Staityp Grant) or to gainassistance from incubation programs, such as the TUM

Venture Labs incubator

VentureLocation My study mainly included ventures that had their main operational base in
Munich, Germany. This approach was taken to mitigate biases arising from-spgidic
effects, including culturalCacciotti & Hayton, 2017)regulatory(Ardagna & Lusardi, 2008)

institutional(SimonMoya et al., 2014pr economica{SimonMoya et al., 2014Ylifferences.

| followed the definition oBygrave and Hofe(1992)defininga foundera s fa per son
perceives an opportunity and cr @oaseqentlyan or g
defined two specific criteria concerning founder characteristics on an individual level that had

to be fulfilled:

Founder Corsistent with a broad range of entrepreneurship literdeige, Debrulle et al.,
2023; Hellmann & Wasserman, 2017; Hsu, 20Q7)estricted participation in mytsdy
exclusively to(co-)founders of ventures. This was done to guarantee findings that are specific

to entrepreneurship.

FoundingTeamMember | also stipulated that the included founders needed to be part of a
founding team instead bking a single fowterto ensure comparability as most of trentures

in the incubator were teams rather than individual foun@esigst & Preller, 2020; Shepherd

et al., 2023)I followed the majority of entrepreneurship literat@iPatzelt, Preller, et al., 2021;
Preller et al., 2020; Shepherd et al., 2023; Uclaasat al., 2003)defining founding team as

At wo or more individuals who pursue a new ¢

SAThe EXI ST BRipGranhseppats sButlemts, graduates and scientists from universities and research
institutes who want to turn their business idea into a business plan. Thepstadjects sbuld be innovative
technology or knowledge based projects with significant unique features and good commercial prospects of
success. 0 (Retrieved from https: / /-uundirgiBuswmdss de/ EXI ST
Startup-Grant/EXISTBusinessStart-up-Grant.html on December 4, 2023)
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managemet(Lazar et al., 2020, p. 2However, | consciously excludequity ownership in
my definition, in order toesure participation of founders of eagtage ventures that have not

yet officially been incorporated.

Preparation ofSurveylnvitation

For the purpose aénsuring a sufficiently high participation ratencluded a communication

of eachVentureLa b 6 s Ma n a g and grogrm heaictite cespectiveentureteams
prepared a standardized email, announcing the upcoming study and its respective objectives.
asked every Managing Directand program hedto send it to theiventureteamsshortly

before sending out the official invitation (incl., personal URL for participat@sking them to
participate inmy study. Table9 contains an overview of invitations and participatidipsth

surveysperVentuelLab, including the description of each Venture bad affiliated program

Venture
Lab

Additive AWe are fostering grou 2 2 100.00
Manu
facturing

Description Inv Part Rate

disruptive materials, shapes and production %
processes, unlocking the full potential of Additive

Manufacturing (AM) and empowering the AM

experts and entreprene

Aerospace A" The goal of the Aeros 17 8 47.06%

promote and increase innovative and hagiality

startup activities in the fields of Aerospace and
Geodesy as well as higdpeed transportation
systems within the TUN

Built fWe focus on innovati v 59 16 27.12%
Environ
ment

scalable deep tech stanps in the fields of civil and
environmental engineering, architecture and des
with societal impact and a special focus on Al in
Built World. o
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Venture
Lab

Description

Inv

Part

Rate

Chem
SPACE

AWe aim to become the
Innovation center for business ideas in Drug
Design, Protein Assembly, Catalysis, and Energ)
We support interdisciplinary innovation in
chemistry, biochemistry, and material science, a:

wellasadvances in anal yt.i

22

6

27.27%

Food/Agro/
Biotech

AJoin our dynamic ecos
breakthroughs in agriculture, food tech, and
biotech. We offer comprehensive support to start
ups, researchers and students. Align with us to
redefine food production, amplify sustainability,

and shape a brighter f

45

16

35.56%

Healthcare

AThe TUM Venture Lab-F
offs in the fields of biomedicine, medical
technology and digital applications ealthcare to

i mprove medical care f

81

22

27.16%

LegalTech

AAt Legal Tech Col ab,
that completely rethinks legal services. Our
communities of successful entrepreneurs offer y«
exactly the environment amdentoring your idea

needs. 0

33.33%

Quantum

AWe support aspiring e
students on their journey from idea to the creatio
of successful deep tech businesses. Whether yo
work with quantum technologies, photonics,
semiconductors or on the next REJorocessoi

we helpyou o bring your i de

21

13

61.90%

Robotics/Al

i We ar e-staga incebatorlbased in Munich
Germany, that fosters deg¢gch innovation and

i ncubates new startups

63

26

41.27%

Software/Al

nWe gi ve s odtartupatheeescunced

they need to build amas

71

25

35.21%
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Venture

Lab Description Inv Part Rate
Sustaina AWe enable the entrepr 2 1 50.00%
b|_||ty/ and startups for sustainable environmental impax
Circular

We boost the translation of deep teekearch into

scalabl e, circular bus
Interdis Interdisciplinaryproject offer ventureshe 36 4 11.11%
ciplinary :
Project8 opportunity to solve current challenges together

with students, including the development oftge
market strategies, use case exploration and
competitoranalyses.
XPLORE® fiWe help founders succ 128 24 18.75%

business fothe incubation phase. Whether you a

entrepreneurial individuals or a stagt team, this is
where you get your business ready for the next
stage of your journey.

XPRE AXPRENEURS is a Municibased tech stattp 14 4 28.57%
NEURS?

incubator byUnternehmerTUM. The program
accompanies staups from Germany and beyond
from the initial idea to the market¢ady business
model within three monthg'!
Total 570 170 29.82%

Table 9: Overview of TUM Venture Labs Context and RespectiveSampling (Own illustration); description

of respective Venture Lab wastrievedfrom https://www.tumventurelabs.defon Septembed 6, 2023;Inv =
invited; Part= participated; Rate= participation ratemapping of Venture Lab affiliation is based on provided
member email list by Managing Director and program heddgerdisciplinary projectaremainly located in the
workspace®f the TUM Venture Labs ecosystefiXPLOREXPRENEURS argrograns in which earlystage
venturessharpen their idea and value proposititthrey serve as an entignd arepart of theTUM Venture Labs
ecosystem*translated from German to English
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Figure 6: Participant Distribution across TUM Venture Labs Incubator Ecosystem(Own illustration);
absolute number in parentheses

Recruitment ofParticipants

| conducted research that requimeek to send two personalized survey invitations to the
founders of eaclventure To gather the necessary email addredsestially relied on the
contact lists provided by the Managing Directors of each Venture Lab. However, these lists
usually contained dy one main point of contact for eaganture To ensuré had the complete

list of participants] supplemented the contacts by gathering additional founding team email
addressed.accomplished this by conducting LinkedIn research, researcardarewebsites,

and personally reaching out to the individuahtureteams.
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570 , 570 356 T
‘ 37.54%

214 214
T T

Original Sample  T1: Invited T1: Not T1: Participated T2: Invited T2: Not T2: Participated
Participated Participated

Figure 7: Overview of Sample (Own illustration); T1 = first-round questionnaire, T2= secondround
guestionnaire; number ioval shape indicates participation rate

In the first round, | sent personal invitation emails to all the contacts mentioned previously,
resulting in a total of 570 founders being contacted. The participation rate for the first round
was 37.54%, which mea that214 of the 570 contacted founders participated in the survey.
For the second round, | only reached out to2bhéfounders who had participated in the first
round. The participation rate for the second round wa#4%8. which means thdit70 of the
214founders who were contacted in the second round participated in the survey. Considering
both rounds together, the overarching participation rate was calculated to be 29.82%,

consideringhe initially contacted 570 founders and the 170 secouadd paticipants.

3.1 D2atCall ecti on

To assess the independent variable, moderators, and control variables separately from the
dependent variable and to account for changes in the dependent variable between T1 and T2, |
employed a crossectional sequential surveyesign, conducting a twmund survey data
collection. For this purposel designed two questionnaires and administered those to the

participants with a time lag of three months in betw@eeFigure8).
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2022 2023
Activity Aug. Sept. Okt. Nov. Dez. Jan. Febr.

Recruitment

Round 1 Round 1
\
Invitation BriefingO® Invitation

Reminder AN A AN A

Round 2 Round 2

Invitation * *
Invitation (1/2) Invitation 2/2)
Reminder AN A A A A

Time lag (3month3 O &f ................. .0

Figure 8: Overview of Data Collection (Own illustration)

Shortly after the briefing of the respective Managing Direatat program head sent out the
personalized invitations to the participants via email. Onaeakly rhythm,| followed up

with a formal reminder email while simultaneousbntacting the participants via LinkedIn or
persondy interacting with themThe first round of data collection started in September 2022
and ended at the end of November 20ZRe questionnaire of the first round lasted
approximately 30 minutes and could be completed in more than one sitting. If the questionnaire
had been starig but not been progressed for more than a wiaakjvidually followed up with

the participants and reminded them personally.

For the second round,split the sample group of the first round into two groups in order to
ensure a time lag afpproximatelythree months based on their participation date in the first
round. Therewith| sent out the first batch invitation at the beginning of December 2022 and
the second batch invitation at the beginning of January 2023. Like in the first foegdlarly
followed-up with a formal reminder email while simultaneously contacting the participants via

LinkedIn or personal interactioifhe secondround questionnaire was much shorter than the
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guestionnaire of the first round and could be completed in approxinidgetynutes. Alspin
this secondround| followed-up with the participants if the questionnalral not been edited
for more than a weeki'he second round of data collection ended in the middle of February

2023 andwith thatcompleted the data collectiohgse of my study.

3.2 SampDescription

In thesubsequent sectiphdescribemy sample, including the main demographical data. First,
| describemy sample on the venture levahcluding all 118 ventures that the participating
founders stemmed from. Second, | describe the sample ofouineer level, taking all
participating founders into accouiithe first survey, conducted at Time 1 (T1), collected data
on the independent variable (envy), the dm@tor variableseftrepreneurial experience,
environmental dynamism), and the control variabiesluding the dependent variabées
control variableto measure the baseline level of the dependent variable measuneadei 2
(T2). The second survey, camcted atT2, measured the dependent variab{eenture
performanceventure goal progresd-rom the 214 participantisexcluded 44 participants who
only completed the first survey fromy analysis.Even more] excluded the response b2
founders as they were single founders without a founding téaafso excludedanother
participantwho reported that they had not invested any time at all in the venture in the time
span of three months becausanly wanted tanclude founders who are actively working on
their venture For Model A, | had to exclud&é6 more participants, because they had not
provided answers faevery relevant variable. For Model B, | only had to exclude one further

participant for the same reas This results in a final dataset of 14%6]'? founders for Model

2n the following, | describe the sample for both models. Model A will be describsipwhile all
corresponding metrics for Model B will be reported i
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A [Model B]. Specifically, in terms of the 570 founders | initially contacted, my overall

response rate was thus 24.74% [27.37%)].

214 Model A
44
1 ‘ 16 ‘ 141
T1 Overall T1 Only T2 Overall No Team No Effort Incomplete Model A
214 Model B
44
156
% ‘ ' ' %
T1 Overall T1 Only T2 Overall No Team No Effort Incomplete Model B

Figure 9: Overview of Sample ReductionOwn illustration)

3.2Venture

Level

On average,thpar t i ci p a tventuges wed.® 2443 snonthsold (SD =22.39

[21.65) at the start ofmy data collection and consisted $50 [3.38] employees on average

(SD = 384[3.70]), rangingfrom 0 to 28[0 to 28] members. Concerning industries and sectors,

the ventures were diversely distributed, vB8#59% [37.82%%] operating in computer hardware

and software3759% [37.18%] operating in science$6.31% [16.03%] operating in services

and8.51% [8.9®4] operating inconsumer products. Figudd provides a visual overview of

the represented industries.
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Model A Model B

Consumer Products Computer  Consumer Products Computer
(12), 8.51% Hardware & (14), 8.97% Hardware &
W— Software R Software
Services (53); Services -* DO (59);
(23),16.31% 37.59%  (25),16.03% é L\ 37.82%
PR

R

s , (

37.59% 37.18%

Figure 10: Industries of Ventures (Ownillustration); @solute number in parentheses

The total number of ctounders per venture team ranged from tweight [two to eight]co-
founders, where 270% [23.72%)] of the participants were part of a-dounder team of two,
46.10% [46.79%] of a team of three, 173% [17.31%)] of a team ofour, 9.93% [8.97™%] of a
team offive, 2.84% [2.56%] of a team okix and 71% [.64%)] of a teamof eightco-founders.

Figurell provides a visual overview of the respective founding team size.

Model A
46.10%
22.70% 17.73% 0,035,
. 0
2.84% 0
— 0.71%
2 (32) 3 (65) 4 (25) 5 (14) 6 (4) 8 (1)
Model B
46.79%
0,
23.72% 17.31% 6 970,
. 0
2.56% 0
— 0.64%
2 (37) 3 (73) 4 (27) 5 (14) 6 (4) 8 (1)

Figure 11: Founding Team Size of VenturegOwn illustration); absolute number in parentheses
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3.2.Fdbunder Level

The average ag#f the founders in my sample wa825[30.13 years old (SD = 88[5.94),

and24.11% [23.08%] were femalgseeFigure 12)

Model A Model B

Female Female
(34), (36);
24.11% -~ -] 23.08%

Figure 12 Gender of Founders(Ownillustration); @solute number in parentheses

The educationabackgroundof my participantshas been diverset4.68% [44.23%] had a
background in engineering7.66% [28.21%] in business or economick/.73% [18.5%%] in
natural sciences or mathematicl2%6 [1.28%] in medicine,.71% [.64%] in social sciences,
.71% [64%] in law and7.09% [6.41%] in other fieldsFigure13 provides a visual overview of

the distribution of the educational backgrounds.

Model A Model B
Medicine (2) Law (1), Medici Law (1),
" Social Sciences edicine (2) : .
1.42% 071% ™ 1)0.71% Other (10) 1.28% 0.64%  Social
Other (10) T 6.41% Sciences
7.09% (2);
0.64%
Natural Natural
Sciences/ “N\  Enai Sciences/ N\ Enai
gineer A gineer
Math (25) 2\ ing (63) Math (29) -\ ing (69)
17.73% 1 44.68% 18.59% =) 44.23%
Business/Economics Business/Economics
(39), 27.66% (44), 28.21%

Figure 13: Educational Background of Founders (Own illustration); absolutenumber in parentheses
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The participants in my study were predominaritighly educatedwith 95.74% [96.15%]
holding an academic degr@ee.,a b a c ldegesor lighgrRegarding their highest level

of education3.55% [3.21%] held a high school diploma/1% [.64%] held an apprenticeship

(German Ausbildung), 2199% [22.44% h el d a bach ed30[5706%%) kkelgr e e,

masterds degr ee ( diploma § ui Ya/&8kd@6DB% hekl @ addctora s

degreeFigurel4 presents a visual representation of the educational backgrounds.

Model A

48.94%
21.99% 17.73%
3.55% 0 ’—‘ 7.09%
0.71%
High School (5) Apprenticeship Bachelor (31) Diploma (10) Master (69) Doctorate (25)
1)

Model B

51.28%

22.44% 6 4100 16.03%
3.21% 0 . 0
0.64% |—|

High School (5) Apprenticeship Bachelor (35) Diploma (10) Master (80)  Doctorate (25)
)

Figure 14: Highest Educational L evel of Founders (Ownillustration); dsolute number in parentheses

While 4113% [42.31% were paritime foundersand worked on their venture only pérhe
while having another job, another venture, or actively pursuedRhdl, the experience level
was also diversely distributed. The average veogerience, including internships or waorgi
student activitieswas at 713[6.98 years (SD 5.21[509) . The founder 0s
in their respective industry was a63[3.49 years (SD = 42[4.36]) years ranging from O to

27 [0 to 27 years. On average, the participants have fourtig®i[0.32] (SD = .8 [.62))
ventures beforgheir current ventureFigure 15 represents a visual representation of the

experience levels.
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Model A
17.74%

12.77% 12.06%
9.22% 9.93% 7.80% 8.51%

o, 6.38%
- 5.67% 6 H H H 567/0 2550
. 0
7% [ [] M

<1(1) 1(8) 2(9 3(18) 4(13) 5(14) 6(17) 7(11) 8(8) 9(5) 10 (12)>10 (25)

Model B

16.01%
12.82% 10.90% 12.18%

7.69% 8.33% 7.69% 8. 97%
0.64% i ﬂ H H H 577/0 385%
[

<1(1) 1(8) 2(12) 3(20) 4(13) 5(17) 6 (19) 7(12) 8(9) 9(6) 10 (14)>1o (25)

Figure 15: Work Experience of Founders (Own illustration);experience in yearsbsolute number in
parentheses

3.3 Measur es

For each variablediligently selected an appropriate scaléescribe theelected measure and
its respective reasoning the following. First, | beginwith the independent variable envy,
followed by the dependent variablemnture performancgodel A) and venture goal progress
(Model B). Subsequently, | describe the moderators entrepreneurial experience and

environmental dynamism as well as the contesiables.

3. 3. Ehvy

Building uponmy research questioand my reasoning for studying the situational, affective
conceptualization of envy (s&ghapter2.2), | selected aradjustedversion of thev e c c hi 06 s
(1995)5-item workplace envy scale (s€ablel0) to gauge envy. The reasoning flois choice

is based on manifold argumenErst, following my research purpose to understand envy in

the entrepreneurial context, | selected the respective scale as it focuses on envy in workplace
settings With only minor adjustments it was possibleattjust the scale to the entrepreneurial

context especially to the described context of measuring envy towards other ventures in the
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incubator settingseeChapterl2). Second | i n c | u (L@98)scalecas itfdtuseddnsre

on the cognitive and affective componenegperiencingervy. Thi r d, {1898)schle 0 0 s
demonstrated a high Cr on(Wemahib, 805)t@ .r'o(\feechio, r an g i
2000) and was even higher in other studies., .83 in Duffy et al., 2012; .89 in Kim et al.,

2010)

Item # Original Items by Vecchio(1995)

1 Most of my ceworkers have it better than | do.

2 My supervisor values the efforts of others more than shvallnes my efforts.
3 | dondét imagine 106l ever have a
4 I dondot know why, but | wuswuvally

It is somewhat annoying to see others have all the luck in getting the bes

5 .
assignments

Table 10: Workplace Envy Scale by Veccho (1995)(Source: Vecchio, 2000)

| adjusted the original scale from Vecclii®95)to even better fit the entrepreneurial venture

cont ext. Firosmorklersepwatcedd iveomt ureso in orc
comparison. Second, I replaced Asupervisoro
more fran usual corporate settings to the entrepreneurial sphere. Thisleows the final

wording of the scale used iy study.

Item # Adjusted Items by Vecchio(1995)

1 Most of the other ventures have it better than | do.

5 Important others value the efforts of other ventures more than they vayue
efforts.

3 | dondét imagine 106l ever have a

4 |l dondt know why, but | usual ly

5 It is somewhatnnoying to see other ventures have all the luck in getting

best support.

Table 11: Entrepreneurship Adjusted Workplace Envy Scale by Vecchid1995) (Adapted fromVecchio,
2000)
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Il n my study I o0 b s er vid.mO]fa end/rsmmhang bigh defiabildylob h a o f
the scale(Hair et al., 2010)while surpassing the threshold of (Tortina, 1993) As |
conceptualized envy as a situational affect in my study, | calculated the temporal reliability of

the scale to measure tembility of envy over time. Therefore, | computed the Coefficient of
Equivalence and Stability (CES), following the methodology outlined by Schmidt, Le, and llies
(2003; see also Tacke, 202The CES evaluates three types of error: random response errors,
transient errors, and specific factor errors, with its value being diminished by these error sources
(Coyne et al., 2005; Schmidt et al., 200Bandom response errors, stemming from variations

in attention or distraction, tend to impact shorter scales more than longgSchesdt et al.,

2003) Transienterrorsarisefom t he respondentsdé temporary m
variations and thus a discrepancy between the measured and true values of a (Salsimintt

et al., 2003)Finally, specific factor errors pertain to inaccuracies at the item and scalé'levels

errors specificd an item can be minimized by using more items, while errors specific to a scale

can be reduced by employing multiple scales for the same con&lunidt et al., 2003;

Tacke, 2021)

For calculating the CES (s&guation (1) and (2)), | split the emggale of T1 and T2 into two
halves (i.e., 2 items and 3 items) and calculated theshalé equivalence coefficient (ce) by
calculating tle average of the coefficient alphas for the isakles (se&quation(5) and(6)).
Subsequently, | derived the halfale coefficients of equivalence and stability (ces) from the
correlations between the corresponding-satles administered at T1 and(§2eEquation(3)

and(4)) (Schmidt et al., 2003)
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e, COQI

OY——+. 1
0 e 1)
Wi wQi
T _ c
6 OY——=15—0 (2)
P c
OQi 7 pdgd (3)
OQi " pd® (4)
0Q 7 pdhhod (5)
0Q 7 pohg® (6)
Symbol Meaning
00"Y Coefficient of Equivalence and Stability f@onstructEnvy
T Coefficient of Equivalence and Stability f@onstructeEnvy,
wQl .
Measured in T1
®Q Coefficient of Equivalenceyleasured in T1
” Correlation
PwW FirstHalf () of Envy Scale,Measured in T1 (1)
Cw FirstHalf (&) of Envy Scale,Measured in T2 (2)
pPwW SecondHalf (&0 ) of Envy Scale,Measured in T1 (1)
0] FirstHalf (&) of Envy Scale,Measured in T2 (2)

Table 12: Notation Explanation of Symbols Used in CES CalculatiofOwn illustration)
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For the calculation of the CES, | administered and measured envy in both questionnaires, at T1
and T2. My calculation yields a final CES ofL..662], indicating a nomegligible impact of

the above error sources. Following the logic of Cor{it23)r egar di ng Cr onbach
only values of .70 indicate a high reliability. Since the CES values for dispositional personality
traits, |ike the Big Five, (2003)st @edly f rtolme . 8v ¥y
of .61 [.62] does not waant a trait classification and therefore supports my approach of
studying envy as a situational affect. This also suggests that the stability of the construct over
time is affected by the three sources of error mentioned, indicating aatidfotive, suational

componenfor envy.

3.3 VantRerf or mance

Ventureperformances thedependent variable that | measured inandT2. For this purpose,

| have used the wellstablishedberceived performancecale from De Clercq and Sapienza

(2005) The scale measures two dimensions, first it omegsthe satisfaction withthee nt ur e 0 s
performance on a Notsatsfied at &ii; k &erysatsfed ) er 4 t1i =g Ak
perfor mance &aebtManet 8hare u dibturros Investmemt. And secon
it measures thsatisfaction with the ventures performance through agreemgnmstatements

(e.g,iSo far, | would rate this ventuieperformance as very paor; Marnfket conditions aside,

the value of our investment in this venture has greatly incregsétie Cronbae 6 s al pha f
venture performands .8 in T2and.81in T1, indicatinga high level of reliability for the scale

(Hair et al., 201Q)

| measured this variable in both rounds of the survey, where the first round served as control
variable(see Table 13) instructed the participants to consider the development over the last
three months when answering in {s&e Table 14e . gConsidefing the last three months,

please indicate how satisfied you are with the vedypeogress over the last three mondh}.
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Item # Adjusted Items by De Clercq and Sapienz&005)

1.1 Sales

1.2 Market Share

1.3 Return on investment

1.4 Market development

2.1 We are very satisfied with the progress of this venture

2.2 So far, [ would rate this

23 Considering this ventureos
' very well

54 Market conditions aside, the value of our investment in thi

venture has greatly increased

Table 13: Adjusted Venture Performance Scalein T1 (Adapted fom De Clercq & Sapienza, 2005, p. 535)
measuredh first-round questionnaire (T1)

ltem # Adjusted Items by De Clercq and Sapienz&£005)

1.1 Sales

1.2 Market Share

1.3 Return on investment

1.4 Market development

2.1 We are very satisfied witthe progress of this venture

2.2 So far, I would rate this

23 Considering this ventureos
' very well

54 Market conditions aside, the value of our investment in thi

venture hagreatly increased

Table 14: Adjusted Venture Performance Scalein T2 (Adapted fromDe Clercq & Sapienza, 2005, p. 535)
measuredn seconeround questionnaire (T2)

3.3.V3:nture

Goal Progress

| captured venture goal progress with the five@m scale by Brunsteif1993; see also Uy et al.,

2015) Although the scale assesses pesg through two dimensions, advancement and
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outcome, | made slight adjustments to the scale to better align it with the entrepreneurial and
venture context | s pgea®i fbiye daveiituie gagd, A c o mp | éomewiloehd
founding teard and addd the time dimensiom T2 by appendingiover the last 3 months t o
account for the change between T1 and T2.
stat ement Stromglp disagredd) (tidGtrongly dgreeé ) L-typle esqale. The

Cr o n b a@phaf@venturegoal progress is @8n T2and .74in T1, indicating high reliability

of the scaléHair et al., 201Q)l measured this variable in both rounds of the survey, where the
first round served asontrol variablgsee Table 15)n thesecondound,fisince the start of our

ventur@ was replaced witfiover the last 3 montlgsee Table 16)

ltem # Adjusted Items by Brunstein(1993)
Since our start, lI/our founding team have made a great deal of progress

1 concerning our venture goal

5 Since our start, I/our founding team have hardly madepeogress in the
attempt of advancing in our venture gdatversed)

3 Since our start, I/our founding team have had quite a lot of success in pu
our venture goal

4 Since our start, many of our efforts in carrying out our venture goal have

failed. (reversed)

Table 15: Adjusted Goal Progress Scalén T1 (Adapted fromBrunstein, 1993, p. 1063neasuredh first-round
questionnaire (T1)

Item # Adjusted Items by Brunstein(1993)

Over the last 3 months, I/our founding team have made a great deal of

1 progressoncerning our venture goal.
Over the last 3 months, I/our founding team have hardly made any progr
2 o
the attempt of advancing in our venture g@aversed)
3 Over the last 3 months, I/our founding team have had quite a lot of succe
pursuing our venture goal.
4 Over the last 3 months, many of our efforts in carrying out our venture gc

have failed(reversed)

Table 16: Adjusted Goal Progress Scalén T2 (Adapted fromBrunstein, 1993, p. 1063neasured irsecond
round questionnaire ).
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3.3 Ehtrepr&xperiahce

| measured entrepreneurial experieasea moderating variable in the first questionnbire
asking t he Hgwamanyiotbar pugsimsses hdve you founded before the current
v e nt uWitd this question am following Dimov (2010) howeverusing aslightly other
wording that only allowgases in which the individual was tfeunder and pricipal of the
businesgsee also Kim & Longest, 2014)argue that only being fully involved in the founding
processe®ffers experience that has the potential to moderate thesemoegss relationship.
The participants were able t@spond by selecting a dropdown menu containing integer

numbers, beginning with O ventures, which we coded as 1

3.3 Emvironment al Dynami sm

For the moderating variable a@nvironmental dynamismi relied on the fivatem scale by
Green, Covin, and Slevif2008) | capturedp a r t | cgreement wsthbthéve statements
o n aStrdngly(diagre@ ) t Strongly agrée ) L-tiyple scaldn the first questionnaire
(see Table17) The Cronbachos al pha f ¢.%3], segyesting® n me n t

high level of reliability for the scaléHair et al., 2010Q)

ltem # Items by Green, Covin, and Slevin(2008)

1 Actions of competitors are generally quite easy to pte@feversed)

The set of competitors in my industry has remained relatively constant o\

2 the last 3 yeargreversed)

3 Product demand is easy to forec@sversed)

4 Customer requirements / preferences are easy to forgeastrsed)

5 My industry is very stable with very little change resulting from major

economic, technological, social, or political forcgsversed)

Table 17: Environmental Dynamism Scale by Green, Covin and Slevin (2008pource: Green etl., 2008, p.
378), measured in firstound questionnaire (T1)
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3.3 CoOntMaali abl es

To reduce the possibility of confounding effects dugdtential bias of omitted variables
(Wilms et al., 2021)I incorporated various control variablegldferent levelsfounder team,

and venture. Tabl&8 offers a comprehensive summary of these variables, detailing the source
of measurement, ¢hnumber of items, and the specific level of measurenfdhtontrol
variables are part of both models, including the data modelwsittureperformanceas well
asventuregoal progresas a dependent variable, respectivBlgsides the following variables,

| also controlled for the dependent variable in T1 for both data mddeter venture

performancen Model A or venture goal progress in Model B)

Variable Source # of Items Level

Age Dimov (2010) 1 Founder
Business Education Own wording 1 Founder
Equity Ownership Own wording 1 Founder
Gender Dimov (2010) 1 Founder
Industry Own wording 1 Venture
Number of CeFounders Own wording 1 Team

Number of Employees  Own wording 1 Team

Self-Efficacy Zhao et al(2005) 4 Founder
SocialDesirability Strahan and Gerba&i972) 7 Founder
University Education Own wording 1 Founder
Venture Age Own wording (calculated from 1 Venture

founding date)

Table 18: Overview of Control Variables (Ownillustration); neasured in firstound questionnaire (T1)
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Age | controlled for participantsage because it is considered to be associated with venture
performance(Gielnik et al., 2012)and therewth likely to be associated witlverture

performancen Model Aand venture goal progressModel B.

Business Educationl controlled for business educatias ewvy may be influenced by social
comparisons, feelings of inadequacy, or competitive motivatidowever business education
equips individuals with knowledge, skills, and resources necessary for entreprenéBesfep

2011) For this purpose, | coded participants with business background as 1 and others as 0.

Equity Ownership | controlled for equity ownership because equity ownership has been found
to be connectito venture succegkeary & DeVaughn, 2009; Weissenbdck et al., 2024
founder t endency t gnificantty lhinge onwsetharahgy possess ownership
(either partial or full) of their venturgBreugst et al., 2015 quity ownership was coded as 1,

while the absence of equity ownership was coded as 0.

Gender: | controlled for participantsgender because it is considered to be associated with
venture performancgGielnik et al., 2012and therewith likgl to be associated withenture

performancen Model Aand venture goal progressModel B.

Industry: | controlled for venture industryrarticipants were requested to specify the primary
industry in which theirventures operated. | incorporated dummy variables for science
industries, service industries, and the computer hardware and software industries. For each of

these industries, a coding of 1 was assigned, while all other industries were coded as 0.

Number ofCo-Founders | incorporated the size of theundngt eam, as t he t eamb
and the respective founderbés experi fdinfkce i s
Dutta, 20B), venture succedsiowell et al., 2022pand hence potentially influencesenture

performancer venture goal progress.
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Number of Employeesl accounted for the size of the venture, quantified by the number of
employees. fie size of a venture can have an influence on the availability of resghNesEn
& Wiklund, 2018) which in turn can potentially affect the behavior of founders team members

(Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002)

EntrepreneurialSelf-Efficacy: | incorporated entrepreneurial sefficacy as a control variable

to consider the influence of sadfficacy on founde&@nclination to compare their achievements

with their peers, agpposed to depending on their own abilities to advance their veStuie

& Wheeler, 2012)I employed the 4tem scale by Zhao et dR005)( Cr onbach®s al ph

[.72]; see Tald 19).

Item # Original Items by Zhao et al. (2005)

1 | am confident that | can successfully identify new business opportunit
2 | am confident that | can successfully create new products.

3 | am confident that | can successfully thicrieatively.

4 | am confident that | can successfully commercialize an idea or new

development.

Table 19: Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Scale by Zhao et al(2005) (Source: Zhao et al., 2005, p. 1268);
measured in firstoundquestionnaire (T1)

Social Desirability. To account for the possibility of participants responding in a socially
desirable manner due to impressioanagement or seffresentation biases, especially when
answering questions about their propensity to egpee envy(Smith & Kim, 2007) |
employed the short form of the Marlov@owne Social Desirability Scaley Strahan and

Gerbasi(1972)( Cr o n b a c=h&1 $60]askeprabke 20

Item # Original Items by Strahan and Gerbasi (1972)
1 | like to gossip at timegreversed)
2 There have been occasions when | took advantage of sonfemesed)
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ltem # Original Items by Strahan and Gerbasi (1972)

3 |l 6m al ways willing to admit it

4 | sometimes try to get even rather than forgive fanget. (reversed)

5 At times | have really insisted on having things my own Weaaxersed)

6 | have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different fr
my own.

7 I have never deli berat el yfeebngsi d

Table 20: Social Desirability Scale by Strahan and Gerbasi (197Zpource: Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972, p. 192)
measured in firstound questionnaire (T1).

University Education | controlled for university degree by coding participants with a
bachel ords degree or hi gher as 1 and others
founderswho have a high level of general education are more likely to be successful than

founderswho have low levels of general educat{@tuart & Abetti, 1990; Unger et al., 2011)

Venture Age Additionally, | accounted for the age of the venture, which is determined by the
number of months since the t eanoubgergzentureswor ki I
may have not created as many learning opportun(fiefi-Kehler et al., 2014)therefore

increasing the need for social comparison and even enhanciegwgenture performance

or envy-venture goal progresslationship.

3.4 DatAaal ysi s

The subsequerthapterdetails the statistical analysis that | carried &irtst, | describehe
fundamentals of theOrdinary Least Square linear regression analysi€h@pter 3.4.1).
Consequently, | further elaborate on mean centef@imter3.4.2) and the reasons behind.
Lastly, | describe my procedure for controlling faotentialbiases, takig potential sources of

error into accountGhapter3.4.3).
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3.40rdinary Least Square Linear Regressi

My statistical analysis for hypotheses testing was condigtesingOLS linear regressions.

The method of least square regressions is one of the most popular methods of regression
anal ysis and has fisome v eGuwarata& Ronteg 2009, v 85) st at i
OLS regressions are based on thsuasption that there is a geneliakear relationship that is

valid for all possible observations fromdafinedpopulation(Verbeek, 2013)Herewith the

sum of squared residuals is minimized to predict the dependent variable for each observation in

the sampl€Verbeek, 2013)

Restricting the model tonly linear relationshipsirlear regressions areualy specified as

wherew andw are observable variables andis unobserved and referred to asearor or
disturbancéerm The elements ih are unknown population parametéverbeek, 2013)This
equation assunsea linear relationship between the dependent variable and the independent
variables(Verbeek, 2013)In order for to apply OLS correctly, several key assumptions have

to hold true calledGaus-Markov assumptiongVerbeek, 2013)
1. The expected value of the error term is zero fooladlervations.
O- mh Q phssD

2. The conditional variance of the error terris constantand has the same variance

(homoscedasticity)

G- R Q pheED
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3. There is zero correlatiobetween the error terms and the independent variables (no

autocorrelation)
0E Oh mh HQ pEEVAQ Q
4. xis uncorrelated wit the error termno endogeneity)
- B Oe @i O 08 Q0N Qe QQE o

Under these assumptions, the OLS estimiafor{ has several desirable propertest is the

best linear unbiased estimatorifom this cas€Verbeek, 2013)

Symbol Meaning

) Predictedvariableof “@h observation

- Error termor residual of@éh observation

Error or residual ariance

f Regression coefficient, intercept

I BhH Regression coefficient for explanatory variataéc 8 o
() Explanatory variable for th@& observation

Q Subscript for founder

ko) Subscript for other founder different th@h observatn

Table 21: Notation Explanation of Symbols Used in OLSModel (Own illustration)

For my calculationd usedthe software Stata SEB1Particularly, | calculated modelssing
robust standard errors in order to tgkeentialheteroscedasticityito accountThe usef such
standard errors has become a standard practice, because the resulting test statistics are

appropriate, no matter whether the errors have a constant vaivarbeek, 2013)
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3.4 M2alentering

Before creating the interaction terms, | meamtered all the independent variables, adhering

to the methodologwutlined by Aiken and Wegt1991) Meancenteringis a technique that
reducescollinearity beéween interaction terms and their components and also aids in making

the results more interpretable.g., Dalal & Zickar, 2012 Echambadi & Hess, 2007)
Particularlyin regression modetbat includenteraction terms, as is the case in both Model A

and Model Ba substantively meaningful zero point is crucial for meaningful interpretations of

the coefficientgDaal & Zickar, 2012) Current literature agrees that for accurate interpretation

of regression models, it is more appropriate to employ roeatered variables instead of
uncentered variablé®alal & Zickar, 2012)Only if a meaninful zerecp oi nt fAnat ur al |
and zero falls wit (Dalal & Zidkag, 2013 p. $=2)meah centdrimy d at a
would not bear significanbenefits (Dalal & Zickar, 2012) Subsequentlyl centered all
independent variables to eliminate the challenge tmndinal variables (e.g., Liketype

response formatjo not possess a meaningful zero pdatanton & Jaccard, 2006)

While the use of meacentered variables instead of uncentered ones in regression analysis does

not change the overall findings, it greatly impacts the interpretation of the coefficients,
particularly in models inaporating interaction effec{®alal & Zickar, 2012) In models that
applymearc ent ered variables, the coefficients sh
where the other var i ab (Eehambadr&Hess t2007,p.edd4B3d aver
contrast, coefficients from models using un

variable whentheotherar i ab |l e s dBEchambad & Hessp20Q7,r442)
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3.4 COntfrop¥lot eBi aglks

| controlled for several biases to address potential dstess including Multicollinearity,
CommonMethodVariance Nonrespons@ias, andEndogeneity In the following, | shortly

descrile each measurand respective remedies

Multicollinearity

Table22 contains summary statistics of my research variables and control varizioleguted
theVariancelnflation Factors (VIFs) for both modeModel A andModel B. The highest VIF
for the essential variables in the model that incluveesure performanosas recorded at 96.
The highest VIF for the central variables in the model incorporagnturegoal progress was
determined to be 839. Both values aresignificantly lower than the threshold value of 10,

suggesting that multicollinearity is not likely pose an issugHair et al., 201Q)

Variance Inflation Factors Variance Inflation Factors

Variable Model A Model B
Envy 1.47 1.4
Entrepreneurial Experience 1.15 116
Environmental Dynamism 1.15 1.13
Envy x Experience 1.20 1.18
Envy x Dynamism 1.16 1.18
Industry (Sciences) 391 3.56
Industry (Services) 3.23 267
Industry (Comp. HW & SW) 3.96 3.9
Gender 1.21 1.22
Social Desirability 1.15 1.17
Age 139 139
Co-Founders 1.26 1.25
Employees 1.28 1.27
Business Education 1.24 1.2
University Degree 1.2 1.2
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Variance Inflation Factors Variance Inflation Factors

Variable Model A Model B
Equity Ownership 1.13 1.19
Entrepreneurial SeEfficacy 146 1.30
Venture Age 131 1.30
VenturePerformance T1 165

Goal Progress T1 147

Table 22: Variance Inflation Factors (Own illustration), T1 = firstround questionnaire. Comp. HW & SW =
computer hardware and software.

On top of that, | assessed the correlation between the substantive variables of both models. In
both modelsall correlation coefficientare below the critical threshold value of(Hair et al.,
2010) Hence | do not expect multicollinearity to be a problem for my reqskg Table 23 for

Model A and Table 24 for Model B)

#  Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1 VenturePerformance T2 1

2  Envy - 22%*% 1

3 Entrepreneurial Experience -.04 .03 1

4 Environmental Dynamism -11 -.04 .02 1

5 VenturePerformance T1 o7 bl G A 10 -.14* 1

Table 23: Correlation Matrix for Main Constructs (Model A) (Ownillustration); T1 = firstround
guestionnaire; T2 = secofrdund questionnaire;
***p <.01,**p <.05,* p<.10.

#  Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1 Goal Progress T2 1

2 Envy -.15* 1

3 Entrepreneurial Experience A1 .03 1

4 Environmental Dynamism -.06 -.04 .06 1

5 Goal Progress T1 Sl N 7 e A2 -.13 1

Table 24: Correlation Matrix for Main Constructs (Model B) (Owniillustration); T1 =first-round
guestionnaire; T2 = secofrdund questionnaire;
***n<.01,**p<.05,*p<.10.
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Common Method Variance

Common Method Variance(CMV) is defined as he fAvariance that i s
measurement method rather than (Podsakofhetal..c onst 1
2003, p. 879pmnd is considered a potential problem in wétral researcli{Podsakoff et al.,

2003) In order to tackle the concern of CMV, | adhered to the guidelines suggested by

Podsakoff et al2003)in my study(see also Simmering et al., 2015)

First, | established a data collection process that involved attwath time lag between the
measurementsfahe independent variables, moderator variables and the dependent variable.
Additionally, | safeguarded the anonymity of respondents and lessened their evaluation
apprehension by reassuring them that their responses did not have right or wrong andwers, an
encouraging them to answer as honestly as pogBibtisakoff et al., 2003%pecifically, envy,
entrepreneurial experience, and environmental dynamism were measured in the first
guestionnaire, while venture performance or venture goal progress was asse$ised as

dependent varkde in the second questionna{fodsakoff et al., 2003)

Second, in accordanaeith the instructions provided by Williams, Hartman, and Cavazotte
(2010) I conductedConfirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using a marker variable. This
approach is ma effective means of controlling for the influence @MV within my model

(Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Malhotra et al., 2006; Simmering et al., 20Williams &
McGonagle, 2016)The marker variableselected was individual psychological ownership, as
measured by a threeem scale reported by Gray, Knight and B@820)( Cr onbachés al
.961[.96]). Individual psydologicalownership was chosen as the marker variable because it is
theoretically unrelated to the substantial variables, and the correlations between individual
psychological ownership and the substantial variables were negligible (e.g.7 {.69]0for

envy,r =.05 [n/a] for venture performanc@?2), r =.15 [n/a] for venture performanc@l),r

=n/a[.07] for venture goal progre432), r = n/a[.15] for venture goal progress (T1)z= .12
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[.14] for entrepreneuriakxperiencer = -.05 [-.03] for environmental dynamisjmand not
statistically significanfe.g., p =43[.28] for envy,p =.58[n/q] for venture performanc@ 2),
p =.58[n/a] for venture performand@ 1), p =.05[n/a] for venture goal progress =n/a[.15]
for venture goal mgress (T1)p = .14 [.09] for entrepreneuriaéxperiencep = 58 [.72] for
environmental dynamismFor the purpose of conducting a CFA, | haygplied four steps as

described by the marker approach by Williams ef28110)(see also Simmering et al., 2015)

In the first step, | hee created £FA Model encompasag all five substantive variables along

with the marker variabldn the second step, | have createBaaelineModelthat is identical

to theCFA Model but the marker is not allowed to correlate with the substavdinables and

are set to zero. Also, all marker item factor loadings and error items are set to the unstandardized
values obtained from théFA Model In the third step, | specify thdethodt Model and the

Method; Model While both are identical to the baseline model, they only include secondary
loadings between the substantive items and the marker construct. WhiléMattioet Model

these | oadings are set to equal one thenot her
Method; Model (Simmering et al., 2015; Williams et al., 201Bence, ifthe Method: Model

fits significantly better than the baseline, CMV islikto be present andMethod, Modelfits

better tharMethod Model t he i denti fi ed CMV(Simserihgietkale!| vy t o
2015, p. 493)being the same for all indicators. In the fourth step, | construdtlgibodk

Model based onMethod Model or Method; Model depending on which fits better. The

Methodk Model is identical to Method Model and Method; Model but constrains the
substantive factor correlations to their unstandardized estimates from the CFA @rayeif

theMethodk Modelfits statistically significantly different thaMethod: or Method, Model the

CFA analysis postulates that CMV(Sinmeriagees obs

al., 245, p. 493; see also Tacke, 2021)
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Model

Description

CFA The initial model encompasses all substantive variables along with the n
variable. All factors within the model are correlated, and their variances havt
standardized to.1

Baseline The model is derived from a CFA model, and it includes the item weight:
error variances of the marker variable, which have been fixed to the \
obtained from the CFA model 6s ou’
substantive variableend the marker variable to zero.

Method The fAconstrainedo model, an exten
from the marker variable to each of the items of the substantive variables, w
requirement that these paths are equal.

Methodd The Aunconstrai nedo mo dcenbdel, daes noeimpos
any constraints on the paths from the marker variable to the items «
substantive variables.

Methok The fArestrictedo model I S cconMethadu

model, depending on which one exhibits a better fit. After determining the r
with superior fit, the factor covariances are then fixed to the values obtainec

the Baseline model.

Table 25; Overview of CFA Models (Own illustration)

Common Method Variance Model A

Table26 depicts the results for tH&MV analysis for the model includingnture performancge

indicating that CMV is also unlikely to be a significant issumydata(see Figure 16 for initial

CFA mode] see Appendix for remaining modglEvident from the analysis is the absence of

significantenhancement in fit exhibited by tivethod modelas compared to the baseline

model( de 3.17, df = 1, p =07, compared tdBaseline) This result shows that theis not

enough evidence to support the idea that the indicators share a common s@QMté éfiso,

the results suggest that tMethod; modeldoes noffit significantly better than thélethod

model, which means that the amountGMV is the same for alhdicators. Lastly, the data
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does not show any major differences betweerMbthock andMethod: models, which means

that CMV is not sigificantly distortingthe relationships betweeny substantialzariables.

Model & (dfy CFlI TLI RMSEA (90% Cl) I(;zR of delta Model for

Comparison
CFA (73?30')76 810 788 .083(.074;.091)
Baseline (7417c())i)77 811  .795 .081 (.073;.090)
Method: ngdi’l 812 795 .081 (.072;.090) g'f’ogle’ Baseline
Method, (7;754?2 810 779 .084 (.075;.093) gé:Sp&:‘ﬁ; Methodk
Methodk fod?S 817  .806 .079 (.070;.088) boi’ldf:lo’ Methodt

Table 26: CFA Results with Psychological Ownership Marker Variable(Model A) (Own illustration); CF=
ComparativeFactorindex; TLI = TuckerLewis Index; df= Degrees ofreedom; LR= Likelihood Ratio Test;
RMSEA = Root MeanSquareError of Approximation; Cl= Confidencelnterval
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Figure 16: CFA Model (Model A) (Ownillustration); Stata export of SEM model of initial CFA model

Common Method Variance Model B

Following thesameprocedure outlined by Williams et §2010) my analysis for the model
includingventure goal progress indicatdtt CMV isalsounlikely to be a significant issue in
my data (see Figure 17 for initial CFA modekee Appendix for remaining modgls
Specifically, Method fitted statistically better than tig@aseline model and therewithdeed

indicated pr ed=428 df =d,fp =0@eomparguctdBaseline). However,
Method, does not fitsignificantlybetter than Methag ( ¢ds 19.02 df = 18, p = 39, compared

to Methoa), indicating that the presence®MV method effectss equal (i.e.noncongenerig
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for all indicators(Richardson et al., 2009Most importantly,as Method is not statistically
different than Method ( & .13, df =10, p = 1, compared to Methgy the CMV marker
analysis suggests that a bias of observed relationships due to CMV cannot be confirmed
(Richardson et al., 2009; Simmering et al., 20H&nce] concluce thatthe presence of CMV

does not distort the relationshijpsbetween the substantive variabledvodel B (Williams et

al., 20D). Table Z depicsthe findings.

RMSEA (90% Model for

2 2

Model G- (df) CFlI TLI cl) LR of <“de Comparison
275.67 . .

CFA (194) 946 935 .052 (.037; .066;

: 283.85 _ .

Baseline (205) 947 941  .050 (.035; .063
279.63 _ 422,df=1,p= ,

Method: (204) 9496 .943 .049(.034; .063) 04 Baseline
260.60 _ . 19.02,df =18, p

Methody (186) 9503 .938 .051 (.035;.065] _ 39 Method:
260.73 . \ _ -

Methodk (196) 957 949  .046 (.030; .060’ .13, df =10, p =1 Method,

Table 27: CFA Results with Psychological Ownership Marker Variable(Model B) (Ownillustration); CFI=
ComparativeFactorindex; TLI = TuckerLewis Index; df= Degrees ofreedom; LR= Likelihood Ratio Test;
RMSEA = Root MeanSquareError of Approximation; Cl= Confidencelnterval.
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Figure 17: CFA Model (Model B) (Own illustration); Stata export of SEM model of initial CFA model

For illustration purposes, all screenshots of the amosetioned models can be found in

Appendix D. Thesaveretaken after the model has been calculated in Stata.

Nonresponseasias

Nonresponse bias refers to fAthe mistake one
characteristic based on a sample of survey data in which, due to nonresponse, certain types of
survey respondents are undee p r e RBerm,t2608,@. 3)To address the critical issue of

potential nonresponse bias in my study, | followed the guidelines sugggstédrberet al.

(2007)and Rogelberg et a2003) According to the authors, there a®veralways to test for

nonesponse bias. A commonly employed method of analysis involves comparing
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