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Abstract 

 A sense of entitlement is defined as an expectation of special or preferential 

treatment and is considered a trait for some individuals (Campbell, Bonacci, Shelton, 

Exline, & Bushman, 2004). The construct of entitlement is currently garnering attention 

amongst researchers in disciplines such as psychology, marketing, academia, and 

management.  Arguably, the reasons for the increasing attention on this construct are 

widespread perceptions, albeit largely anecdotal, that a sense of entitlement is escalating 

in individuals across Western society.  Prior research has also found numerous negative 

characteristics and outcomes to be positively associated with entitlement, including 

aggression, hostility anti-sociality, and conflict.   

 To date, there is very limited research on entitlement in the workplace (Fisk, 

2010; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter, Summers, 

Thompson, Perrewé, & Ferris, 2010).  Despite some discipline-based definitions in law, 

marketing, and academia, entitlement has yet to be clearly and consistently 

conceptualised in management literature, which may provide some explanation for the 

lack of existing research. Understanding entitlement at work is important given the links 

to counterproductive attitudes and behaviours. Counterproductive work attitudes and 

behaviours are phenomena that cost organisations much in both human capital and 

financial losses.  

 Therefore, the first aim of my thesis is to extend the research into entitlement’s 

relationship with counterproductive workplace attitudes and behaviours.  The second 

aim of my thesis is to explore in greater depth the construct of entitlement in the 

workplace in order to ascertain whether the current conceptualisations and measures 

adequately capture this phenomenon in the workplace.  In order to achieve these aims, a 

sequential mixed methods approach was taken in my research program, which consists 

of three studies.   

 Study 1 uses a quasi-experimental design to examine the relationships amongst 

entitlement, vengeance attitudes, and organisational retaliatory behaviour within fair 

and unfair interpersonal and distributive justice conditions using established measures 

of entitlement which measures are trait-based and independent of context.  Study 1 is 

based on the theoretical frameworks of organisational justice (Greenberg, 1987) and the 

theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  Data were collected from 

undergraduate business students, with a total of 182 useable responses remaining after 

matching the Time 1 and 2 questionnaires.   At Time 1, participants completed 
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measures of entitlement and vengeance attitudes.  At Time 2, participants were 

randomly assigned to a hypothetical scenario designed to represent fair or unfair 

interpersonal or distributive justice conditions, and asked to complete a measure of 

organisational retaliatory behaviour.  The results indicate that vengeance attitudes may 

play a key role in the relationship between entitlement and organisational retaliatory 

behaviour, particularly in conditions deemed to reflect unfair interpersonal treatment.  

Nonetheless, the ambiguity of the results suggest the need for future research into the 

relationships amongst entitlement, vengeance, and retaliatory behaviour, and also give 

rise to concerns about the appropriateness of using “general” definitions and measures 

of entitlement to capture a context specific type of entitlement, that is, employee or 

workplace entitlement.   

 To address this concern, in Study 2, I use qualitative methods to gain an indepth 

understanding of how managers conceptualise entitlement in the workplace and to 

further explore the link between entitlement and counterproductive work behaviours.  In 

Study 2, I interviewed 20 currently employed managers.  The findings suggest that 

managers perceive employee entitlement to be a multi-factorial construct, influenced by 

personality, broad situational factors, and workplace specific factors.  My findings 

indicate that organisations, management, and human resource processes contribute to 

employee entitlement through policy mismanagement, poor management practice, 

organisational culture, and trigger events.  Managers also suggest entitlement can be 

evident in both low performing and high performing employees, which is contrary to 

previous research that focuses on low or non-performing entitled employees who do not 

consider their performance when making entitled demands.   

 Based on these data, managers identified three types of entitled employees 

whom I have labelled as Malignant Entitleds (non to low performance/high 

entitlement), General Entitleds (low to standard performance/high entitlement), and 

Achievement Entitleds (high performance/high entitlement).  The managers also note 

that entitled employees engage in overt or covert retaliatory behaviours when they do 

not receive special treatment or rewards.   Overall, the Study 2 findings result in a new 

definition of employee entitlement, namely:  “an excessive self-regard leading to a 

belief in the automatic right to privileged treatment at work without regard to all of the 

circumstances relevant to the workplace context”.  This new definition refers to context 

and, as such, and is not entirely trait-based as are current definitions. 

 Given this new operationalisation of employee entitlement, I develop and 

validate a self-report scale in Study 3 that captures entitlement within the workplace 
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context, the Measure of Employee Entitlement (MEE).  The MEE is an 18 item 

measure, consisting of three subscales: Reward as a Right (9 items); Self-focus (5 

items), and Excessive Self-regard (4 items).  External validation of the MEE shows a 

moderate relationship with psychological entitlement, indicating that while the 

constructs are related, they are not redundant.  The MEE is positively related to an 

external work locus of control, vengeance, and instigated incivility.  The MEE is 

negatively related to positive reciprocity. The MEE does not have a significant 

relationship with self-esteem.  The results suggest the MEE is a valid and reliable self-

report scale that captures entitlement in the workplace, which provides a significant 

practical and theoretical contribution to our understanding of entitlement at work. 

 Importantly, the new definition of employee entitlement and the MEE 

significantly contribute to the nomological framework of the entitlement construct, and 

will assist in developing a consistent and coherent body of research on employee 

entitlement.  This program of research is also one of the first to examine managerial 

perceptions of employee entitlement.  Significantly, managers identify context specific 

factors that may contribute to employee entitlement, as well as different types of entitled 

employees.  This research also extends existing research on entitlement’s relationship 

with counterproductive attitudes and behaviours.  The findings suggest that vengeance 

attitudes may be a critical link between entitlement and retaliatory behaviour.  The 

findings also suggest that when entitled employees perceive unfair treatment or 

experience unmet expectations, they may retaliate against the organisations through a 

variety of covert and overt behaviours.  In summary, this research extends our 

knowledge of sense of entitlement in the workplace, and provides a platform from 

which researchers and practitioners can continue to investigate and understand the 

phenomenon of employee entitlement, a relatively newly identified and potentially 

damaging construct for organisations and their employees. 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

 Recent research suggests that a sense of entitlement is increasing in employees 

and across organisations (Brouer, Wallace, & Harvey, 2011; Fisk, 2010; Harvey & 

Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009).  A sense of entitlement (also referred to in this 

thesis as “entitlement”, “employee entitlement”, and “workplace entitlement”) is 

considered to have conceptual links to self-esteem and narcissism and is defined as a 

personality trait that reflects a heightened or excessive belief that one is special or 

unique and, therefore, deserves preferential treatment or rewards (Campbell, Bonacci, 

Shelton, Exline, & Bushman, 2004; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Raskin & Terry, 1988).  

In the workplace, harmful consequences such as aggression, supervisor conflict, co-

worker abuse, and depression in colleagues, have been associated with employees who 

have a sense of entitlement (see Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey 

& Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter, Meurs, Perrewé, Royle, & Matherly, 2007; Hochwarter, 

Summers, Thompson, Perrewé, & Ferris, 2010).   However, to date, management 

research on workplace entitlement has been minimal, and the limited research that exists 

has been impacted negatively by the use of inconsistent construct definitions and 

measures, which I argue has slowed this research.   

 Therefore, the purpose of this program of research is twofold:  to further 

examine the relationship between entitlement and counterproductive workplace attitudes 

and behaviours, and to explore how entitlement is conceptualised in the workplace.  

More particularly, I examine whether the current conceptualisations and scales used to 

measure workplace or employee entitlement are adequate or comprehensive enough for 

the workplace context, whether the organisation or workplace contexts contribute to 

employee entitlement, how managers perceive employee entitlement, and whether 

entitlement predicts vengeance attitudes and retaliatory behaviour.   Within the two 

primary research aims identified above, this program of research responds to three 
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specific Research Questions which are stated on page 8 of this Chapter and are followed 

by an outline of the research paradigm, including ontology, epistemology, and method; 

identification of the contributions to theory and practice; and an outline of the overall 

Research Program.  Prior to identifying the Research Questions, I briefly discuss the 

background to the construct of entitlement and its relationship to the workplace. 

Background to the Construct of Entitlement  

 In 2009, Twenge and Campbell, researchers in the area of narcissism, published 

a book entitled The Narcissism Epidemic:  Living in the Age of Entitlement.  Although 

written for a general audience, this book is also based on empirical research undertaken 

by the authors and others to investigate societal perceptions of rising levels of 

narcissism and related behaviours, particularly in Western society.  The lay definition of 

narcissism is “excessive interest in or admiration of oneself and one’s physical 

appearance” (Stevenson & Waite, 2011).  The term is derived from the Greek myth of 

Narcissus who fell in love with himself, wasted away, and transformed into a flower, 

but the term has now been adapted within the domain of psychology, and used as a label 

that refers to a constellation of self-focused personality traits which can lead to a 

diagnosis of clinical or sub-clinical narcissism in individuals (Pincus & Lukowitsky, 

2010).  This constellation of narcissistic behaviours includes a sense of entitlement 

which, although it has close ties to narcissism, is a construct in its own right.   

 This sense of entitlement, or excessive belief that one is unique and deserves 

special treatment, is often anecdotally associated with Generation Y - those born 

between the early 1980s and early 1990s.  However, it is interesting to note that this 

sense of entitlement does not appear to be a new phenomenon.  The journalist Thomas 

Wolfe referred to the 1970s as “The Me Decade”, which he coined in response to 

perceptions of a shift in focus from societal well-being to individual well-being 

(Pendergast & Pendergast, 2002).  Similarly, in 1979, Christopher Lasch wrote The 
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Culture of Narcissism: American Life in an Age of Diminishing Expectations, which 

also considered this perception of increasing levels of selfishness or narcissism within 

society.  Despite these earlier insights into the phenomenon of narcissism, researchers 

have only recently investigated the validity of these assertions of increasing narcissistic 

type behaviours, such as a sense of entitlement, using relevant data. 

 Twenge and Campbell (2008) conducted a cross-temporal meta-analysis of a 

database that included 1.4 million people who had completed “personality, attitude, or 

behaviour scales between the 1930s and the present” (p. 863).  Because most of these 

studies had been conducted with college students using similar questionnaires, Twenge 

and Campbell (2008) argued that their method could allow an analysis of generational 

changes.  Although the exact effect sizes are not reported, Twenge and Campbell (2008) 

note that generational differences are evident.  They found that trait changes (and 

associated workplace evidence) include decreased need for social approval (casual 

dress, less formality); increased self-esteem and narcissism (higher expectations, e.g. for 

fulfilment); more external locus of control (less likely to take responsibility for success 

or failures); increased anxiety and depression (raised stress levels); and women more 

agentic and assertive (more women in positions of authority).  Twenge and Campbell 

(2008) expand on issues around self-esteem and narcissism, with increasing self-esteem 

linked with higher expectations, less openness to criticism and less likeability, and 

narcissism associated with lack of empathy, difficulty getting along with others, and 

seeing oneself in a superior light.   

 Twenge and Campbell’s (2008) findings appear to have caught the attention of 

researchers in disciplines such as marketing and academia where research on 

entitlement has gained momentum in recent years (see Butori, 2010; Chowning & 

Campbell, 2009; Fisk & Neville, 2011; Greenberger, Lessard, Chen, & Farruggia, 2008; 

Kopp, Zinn, Finney,  & Jurich, 2011; Lessard, Greenberger, Chen, & Farruggia, 2011).   
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In particular, the literature on academic entitlement (which focuses on a sense of 

entitlement amongst students) has proliferated with researchers focusing on defining 

and measuring the construct (see Chowning & Campbell, 2009; Greenberger et al., 

2008; Kopp et al., 2011; Lessard et al., 2011).  Clearly, the academic entitlement 

literature overlaps with the workplace as individuals may hold roles as both student and 

employee.   

  Indeed, recent research by Westerman, Bergman, Bergman, and Daly (2012) 

considered differences in narcissism levels (including entitlement levels) between 

business students and psychology students.  They found that business students had 

higher levels of narcissism than psychology students and, those students who were 

deemed to be narcissistic or entitled, expected to find a job more easily than their 

counterparts, and also had greater expectations relating to salary and promotional 

opportunities.  These entitled students may bring their self-focus and excessive or 

unrealistic expectations of career advancement and salary expectations to their place of 

employment.   Similarly, Smola and Sutton (2002) examined longitudinal findings 

(from 1974 and 1999) and found that newer employees (Gen X-ers) tend to be more 

“me-oriented”, less loyal to their organisations than older people (Baby Boomers) (p. 

378), and less likely to attach personal value to the amount of hard work performed.  

Together, these findings appear to have conceptual links to sense of entitlement.  

 However, as the above research considers trait changes over a span of more than 

30 years, it also seems to indicate that entitlement behaviour may not be restricted to 

Generation Y, but may be cross-generational.  In today’s team-based organisations 

which require high levels of interpersonal skills (Westerman et al., 2012), employees 

from different generations are increasingly working together and, as such, entitlement 

behaviour has implications for most organisations.  In particular, should these greater 

expectations relating to career, salary, and promotions remain unmet, the entitled 
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employee could perceive that they are being treated unfairly or in an unjust manner.  

Importantly, perceptions of unfair treatment have been linked to counterproductive 

workplace attitudes and behaviour (Jones, 2010; Martinko, Gundlach, & Douglas, 2002; 

Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).  

 Co-workers of entitled employees may also perceive the entitled employee as 

failing to provide sufficient reciprocity in terms of contribution to the employment 

relationship, which may give rise to conflict amongst employees when the entitled 

employee asserts their demands for special treatment or rewards.  In fact, prior research 

has linked entitlement to workplace misunderstandings and conflict (Fisk, 2010; Harvey 

& Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010).  Despite 

these apparently increasing levels of entitlement and its association with 

counterproductive attitudes and outcomes, there is very little empirical research into 

entitlement in the workplace (Brouer et al., 2011; Fisk, 2010; Harvey & Harris, 2010; 

Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Naumann, Minsky, & Sturman, 2002).    

 Arguably, one of reasons for the paucity of research so far is due to a lack of 

consensus on a nomological framework that clearly represents the elements and 

interrelationships of entitlement in the workplace (Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Naumann 

et al., 2002).  A common approach in recent research on workplace entitlement 

predominantly draws on the psychological definitions of entitlement as a global 

personality trait encompassing a belief that one deserves more and is entitled to more 

than others (Campbell et al., 2004, p. 31).   As researchers have worked towards 

operationalising a definition of entitlement in the workplace, this definition of 

generalised entitlement has been altered slightly to “an expectation for preferential 

treatment or rewards” and extended to include “without regard to performance” 

(Harvey & Martinko, 2009, p. 461).   
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 As this trait-based conceptualisation suggests, employees deemed as entitled 

would exhibit this expectation for special treatment and rewards across all aspects of 

their life and not just the workplace.  This definition also suggests employees do not 

necessarily consider their own work performance when making demands for special 

treatment or rewards (Harvey & Marinko, 2009; Naumann et al., 2002).  Harvey and 

Martinko (2009, p. 461) specifically state that “individuals with strong entitlement 

perceptions expect organisational rewards and compensation without a perceived need 

to reciprocate by achieving high levels of performance”.     

 Furthermore, research on entitlement within the field of psychology has focused 

almost entirely on its negative traits and outcomes, which accords with increasing 

interest in the importance of understanding negative or counterproductive behaviours at 

work (Penney & Spector, 2008).  Prior research indicates that entitlement is negatively 

associated with agreeableness and emotional stability (Campbell et al., 2004) and self-

control and tolerance (Emmons, 1987), but positively associated with hostility and 

power orientation (Raskin & Terry, 1988); dominance, anxiety, tenseness, and 

suspiciousness (Emmons, 1984); and emotional intensity and proneness to outbursts 

(Emmons, 1987).  Recent research on workplace entitlement has found positive 

associations with aggression (Campbell et al., 2004); supervisor conflict, turnover 

intentions and job dissatisfaction (Harvey & Martinko, 2009); and political behaviour 

and co-worker abuse (Harvey & Harris, 2010).  Co-worker perceptions of entitlement 

are also linked to job tension and depression (Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010).  

 Accordingly, when the current definitions of entitlement, which identify it as a 

stable personality trait, are paired with the research to date that focuses almost entirely 

on entitlement through a negative lens, the strong inference can be made that entitled 

employees are low or non-performing individuals who tend to generate, or at least be 

associated with, negative attitudes or counterproductive behaviours and therefore offer 
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few, if any, redeeming benefits to the organisation.  Given that entitlement is largely 

deemed to be a trait, the inference could also be made that particular organisational 

contexts are of little consequence and that organisations have no culpability in 

contributing to a sense of entitlement.  In addition, managers when faced with trait-

based behaviours, would seemingly have little ability to actually deal with or manage 

entitled employees.   

  In spite of these proposed implications of entitlement, I could find no prior 

research that exclusively considers how managers could potentially deal with entitled 

employees, nor research that examines entitlement’s relationship with organisational 

contexts, including organisational justice perceptions.  I could also find no prior 

research that considers entitlement’s relationship with vengeance attitudes (Stuckless & 

Goranson, 1992) and organisational retaliatory behaviours (also referred to as 

“retaliatory behaviours”, Skarlicki & Folger, 2007, 2004).  These particular variables 

are chosen as foci in this program of research because both vengeance attitudes and 

organisational retaliatory behaviour have theoretical underpinnings with organisational 

justice perceptions in that both constructs are predicated on reactive attitudes or 

behaviour as a result of perceptions of being treated unfairly in the workplace.   Prior 

research suggests that entitled employees may feel unfairly treated despite receiving 

rewards that are proportionate with their performance (Harvey & Martinko, 2009).  On 

this basis, understanding the links between an employee’s sense of entitlement and 

attitudinal (i.e. desire for vengeance) or behavioural response (i.e. retaliatory behaviour) 

when they do not receive the special treatment or rewards they believe they deserve is 

clearly important for organisations and, particularly, managers, who are expected to 

assist with managing performance, as well as distribution of rewards, compensation, 

and benefits.   Hence, given the evidence of rising levels of entitlement, its links to 

negative attitudes and outcomes, questions discussed above over the relevance of 



8 

 

adapting the general definition and measure of psychological entitlement to investigate 

entitlement in the context of the workplace, and the paucity of evidence from a 

management perspective about the phenomenon in the workplace, including its links to 

contextual factors such as organisational justice, I argue it is critical to gain more in 

depth understanding of entitlement at work.  This research aims to contribute to the 

theoretical and practical body of knowledge relating to employee entitlement with the 

primary purpose of exploring entitlement in the workplace, including its relationship 

with counterproductive workplace attitudes and behaviours.   

Research Questions 

 Based on the above, the Research Questions that inform my program of research 

are: 

1.  Is there a link between employee entitlement and vengeance attitudes and 

retaliatory behaviour?   

2.  How is a sense of entitlement amongst employees (i.e. “employee 

entitlement”) conceptualised in the workplace?  

3.  What are the underlying dimensions of employee entitlement in the 

workplace?   

 In order to explore these Research Questions, a particular research design and 

methodology that can address these questions was developed, which is discussed next. 

Research Design and Methodology 

  As the purpose of my program of research is to broaden our understanding of 

employee entitlement, and enable a better understanding of the relationships amongst 

the variables of interest (Creswell, 2003), my research design was based on a pragmatist 

paradigm as it allows for the use of mixed methods (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).  The 

combination of quantitative and qualitative data or mixed-method inquiry can “generate 
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deeper and broader insights, and develop important knowledge claims that respect a 

wider range of interests and perspectives” (Greene & Caracelli, 1997, p. 7).  Sarantakos 

(2005) states research encompasses the foundations of paradigms, ontology, 

epistemology, method, designs, and instruments.  In the following sections, I outline the 

overall research paradigm, ontology, and epistemology, as well as the particular method 

and design for my program of research. 

Research Paradigm 

 A research paradigm is a “basic set of beliefs that guides action” (Guba, 1990, p. 

17).  Guba (1990) implies that positivism is the dominant paradigm although three other 

paradigms challenge it, namely postpositivism, critical theory, and constructivism (also 

known as constructionism, naturalistic, or ethnographic approaches) (Lincoln, 1990).  

Two of these paradigms, positivism and constructivism, have application to this 

research.  Positivism is said to be based on an external and objective reality (Easterby-

Smith, Thorpe, & Lowe, 2002).  Positivism explores, explains, evaluates, predicts, and 

develops or tests theories (Sarantakos, 2005).  Constructivism is based on the belief that 

there is no objective reality or truth but, rather, people interpret events and 

surroundings, thereby “constructing” reality based on their interpretations (Sarantakos, 

2005).  The focus in social constructionism then is on what people think and feel and 

how they communicate with each other (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002).   

 Traditionally, these paradigms are associated with either quantitative 

(positivism) or qualitative (constructivism) methods to the exclusion of the other (Guba 

& Lincoln, 1994).  Studies 1 and 3 in my research program take a positivist approach in 

that they are concerned with hypotheses and generalisability through statistical 

probability (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002).  On the other hand, Study 2 pursues a social 

constructivist approach in that it aims to gather rich data through stakeholder 

perspectives (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002).    
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 However, rather than treat the two methods as separate and distinct, it is argued 

that management researchers can benefit from a  mixed methods approach because it 

can give both broader and deeper perspectives on the phenomena being examined 

(Fielding & Fielding, 1986).  Conversely, mixed methods research can also lead to 

contradictions as the reality of the phenomenon being examined may be more 

complicated than singular use of these data collection methods allows for (Easterby-

Smith et al., 2002).  In any event, a pragmatist paradigm is argued to be more 

appropriate as it allows for the use of mixed methods in social and behavioural research 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).   

 The pragmatist paradigm seeks to use “whatever philosophical or 

methodological approach is determined to be most effective” for the research problem 

in question (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, p. 5).  This research program is developed on 

a pragmatist paradigm as it seeks to rely on both a positivist and constructivist paradigm 

to explore, explain, predict and test theories, as well as interpret events relating to the 

concept of entitlement in the workplace.  The ontology, epistemology, and methods 

associated with the pragmatist paradigm are briefly discussed in the following 

paragraphs. 

 Ontology 

 Ontology is defined by Blaikie (2007) as a branch of philosophy concerned with 

the nature of what exists.  In relation to ontology, Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) state 

that a positivist paradigm relates to realism whereas a constructivist paradigm relates to 

relativism.  Realism suggests that reality is external and objective (Easterby-Smith et 

al., 2002).  On the other hand, rather than being objective and external, relativism 

suggests that reality is determined by people and may change as people change 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2002; Guba & Lincoln, 1994).  Accordingly, the ontology 

associated with the pragmatic paradigm consists of singular and multiple realities and, 
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as such, researchers test hypotheses and provide multiple perspectives (Creswell & 

Plano Clark, 2007).  By basing my research on the ontology of the pragmatic paradigm, 

my research program will result in a broader understanding of “realities”, and also the 

ability to test hypotheses, which will ultimately enable a deeper understanding of 

employee entitlement due to multiple perspectives.   

Epistemology   

 Epistemology is defined by Babbie (2007, p. 4) as the “science of knowing.”   

Easterby-Smith et al. (2002) state that the epistemology associated with positivism 

includes the “aim of discovery, commencing with hypotheses, and using experimental 

designs that are measured in order to verify or falsify the hypotheses and establish 

causality” (p. 34).  By contrast, the epistemology associated with constructivism aims to 

understand through sense-making of conversations, as based on current meanings 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2002).   

 Madill, Jordan, and Shirley (2000) suggest that realist approaches to 

interviewing are a particular epistemological dimension.  Realist approaches assume 

that the participants’ accounts have a direct relationship to their “real” experiences in 

the world beyond the interview situation (Madill et al., 2002).  Madill et al. (2000) also 

posit that realist approaches necessitate a concern with accuracy of accounts. Therefore, 

research may triangulate to compare results, for example, with quantitative data survey.   

In relation to Study 2 which uses qualitative methods in the form of interviews, a realist 

approach in terms of epistemology was used.   

 In order to capture both the epistemology associated with positivist and 

constructivist paradigms, the epistemology linked with the pragmatic paradigm is 

referred to as “practicality” by Creswell and Plano Clark (2007).  Basically, researchers 

consider a range of appropriate approaches, and make the best workable choices they 

can in order to collect data and answer research questions through points of view judged 
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as objective and subjective (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).   This epistemological 

practicality will add value to my program of research by allowing several data 

collection methods, resulting in objective and subjective viewpoints of the workplace 

entitlement construct. 

Method 

 According to Neuman (2006), the terms methodology and method are often 

incorrectly used interchangeably.  Neuman (2006, p. 2) states that methodology actually 

envelops methods, which he defines as “sets of specific techniques for measuring, 

gathering, analysing, and reporting data”.  As previously stated, quantitative methods 

were associated with positivism while qualitative methods were associated with 

constructivism.  The pragmatist paradigm, however, allows for a combination of both 

methods which enables a more comprehensive approach to studying research problems 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007) as it provides answers to questions that quantitative or 

qualitative methods cannot do alone.   Brewer and Hunter (1989) also assert that most 

social and behavioural research are well advised to use mixed methods as standard 

practice.   

 Therefore, mixed methods and, specifically, a sequential mixed methods 

approach is deemed most appropriate for this study program (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 

1998).  A sequential mixed methods approach uses quantitative and qualitative methods 

in chronological order where questions or procedures from one study emerge from, or 

are dependent upon, the previous study (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, pp. 26-27).  The 

three phases in my research program are as follows:  Study 1 (quantitative); Study 2 

(qualitative); and Study 3 (quantitative). 

 My aim in Study 1 is to utilise existing measures of entitlement (i.e. context-

independent measures) to extend the existing research on entitlement, which focuses on 

the link between entitlement and counterproductive behaviour.  Specifically, I 
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investigate entitlement as an antecedent to organisational retaliatory behaviour within 

both fair and unfair interpersonal and distributive justice conditions.  I examine whether 

vengeance attitudes mediate the relationship between entitlement and organisational 

retaliatory behaviour in unfair interpersonal and distributive justice conditions.   In 

order to examine the relationships amongst entitlement, vengeance, and organisational 

retaliatory behaviour, I use a quasi-experimental design.  Neuman (2006) suggests that 

quasi-experimental designs are useful when researchers want to test for a causal 

relationship but consider achieving a classical design to be difficult.  Given difficulties 

associated with accessing and testing the relationship amongst the variables in an actual 

employee sample, a quasi-experimental design using business undergraduate students 

was deemed most appropriate for Study 1.     

 Study 1 focuses solely on Research Question 1.  It is a split administration study 

with surveys administered and data collected at two different time periods.  At Time 1, 

participants completed measures relating to the independent and mediator variables. At 

Time 2, participants were randomly assigned to hypothetical scenarios relating to unfair 

and fair interpersonal and distributive justice in a workplace context.  After being 

prompted with the hypothetical scenario, participants were asked to complete a measure 

relating to retaliatory behaviour.  Questionnaires from Time 1 and Time 2 were 

subsequently matched using unique identifier numbers.   

 Given the dearth of information on employee entitlement from a managerial 

perspective, the aim of Study 2 is to explore managers’ perceptions of employee 

entitlement.  I also seek to understand if organisations cause or contribute to employee 

entitlement , and how entitled employees react when the organisation does not respond 

positively to their expectations in regard to preferential treatment or rewards.  As such, 

Study 2 applies a qualitative method using interviews with a sample of 20 currently 

employed managers in order to respond to Research Questions 1, 2, and 3. 
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 Easterby-Smith et al. (2002) state that interviews are the “most fundamental of 

all qualitative methods” (p. 85) and the “best method of gathering information” (p. 86) 

in terms of the resulting quality of information.  Easterby-Smith et al. (2002) also state 

that interviewing is a flexible method that is suited to examining topics in which 

different levels of meaning need to be explored, which is difficult to do in quantitative 

methods.  On the other hand, several disadvantages of interviews are noted including 

their time-consuming nature, and the possibility of data overload, and interview bias 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2002).  Interview bias is concerned with the researcher imposing 

their own reference frame on the interviewees (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002).   This was 

an important consideration in my study given my adoption of a realist approach.    

 Realist interviews tend to be more structured because of the need to ensure that 

different participant’s accounts and various types of data can be systematically captured 

(Madill et al., 2000).  As one of the purposes of Study 2 was to investigate whether 

managers’ conceptualisations of employee entitlement accorded with the current 

management research conceptualisations of employee entitlement, provision was made 

in the interview guideline to give all participants the current definition of entitlement 

(i.e. “an expectation of preferential treatment or rewards without regard to 

performance”, Harvey & Martinko, 2009, p. 461) at the commencement of the 

interview.  While providing this definition has potential to contribute to interview bias, 

it was deemed that providing a clear definition to participants was necessary in order for 

a consistent framework, particularly in light of potential confusion between “legal 

entitlements” and “sense of entitlement”.  In order to reduce the impacts of this potential 

bias in the interview process, it was emphasised to participants that one of the purposes 

of the interviews was to find out if their perceptions of workplace entitlement aligned 

with the research definition.  The Study 2 findings led to a new conceptualisation of 

employee entitlement by the researcher, namely: “an excessive self-regard leading to a 
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belief in the automatic right to privileged treatment at work without regard to all of the 

circumstances relevant to the workplace context”. 

 In light of this new definition, my purpose in Study 3 is to develop and validate 

a scale, which I named the Measure of Employee Entitlement (MEE), a measure that 

captures the underlying dimensions of this new conceptualisation.  Classical Test 

Theory was used as the theoretical framework for the development of the MEE (Novick, 

1966).  Classical Test Theory “assumes that individual items are comparable indicators 

of the underlying construct” (DeVellis, 2011, p. 17).  I also followed DeVellis’ (2011) 

eight step scale development approach which includes evaluating the factor structure, 

reliability, and validity of the scale.   

 A Principal Components Analysis (PCA) using varimax rotation was used to 

assess the factor structure of the MEE.  Internal reliability was assessed with 

Cronbach’s alpha and, as well, test-retest reliability was undertaken.  In relation to 

external validity, I examined the convergent and predictive validity of the MEE.  

Convergent validity was tested against the Psychological Entitlement Scale (Campbell 

et al., 2004), Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965, 1989), the Work Locus of Control 

Scale (Spector, 1988), and the Positive Reciprocity Scale (Perugini, Gallucci, Presaghi, 

& Ercolani, 2003).   The Vengeance Scale (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992), and the 

Instigated Incivility Scale (Blau & Andersson, 2005) were used to assess the predictive 

validity of the MEE.  Study 3 responds to Research Questions 1, 2, and 3.   

 Contributions to Theory and Practice 

 Importantly, my research provides original contribution to the literature by 

providing an expanded and more detailed construct definition for employee entitlement 

which will assist in expanding the nomological framework of workplace entitlement.  

This new conceptualisation identifies three types of entitled employees, namely:  

Malignant Entitleds, General Entitleds, and Achievement Entitleds, who all exhibit 
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entitlement characteristics, but differ in relation to reciprocity to the organisation in 

terms of their work performance.  This new conceptualisation led to the development 

and validation of the MEE, a context specific measure of entitlement, that researchers, 

managers, and organisations will be able to use in order to capture entitlement in the 

workplace.  Notably, ongoing use of the MEE will result in a coherent body of research 

that, to date, I assert has been hindered by inconsistent construct definitions and 

measures.   

 My research also provides original contribution to the growing body of literature 

that examines employee entitlement’s relationship to counterproductive workplace 

attitudes and behaviours.   The findings in my research suggest that vengeance attitudes 

may be critical components in the relationship between entitlement and retaliatory 

behaviour.  The findings also illustrate that context specific conditions such as 

perceptions of unfair interpersonal and distributive justice may be linked to entitlement, 

vengeance attitudes, and retaliatory behaviour.  

 My research makes a practical contribution by expanding our knowledge of 

entitlement in the workplace and providing an indepth understanding of managers’ 

perceptions of employee entitlement, including canvassing potential contextual 

contributors to employee.  The findings from my studies indicate that organisations 

contribute to employee entitlement through poor and inconsistent policy implementation 

and management, poor management practice, organisational culture, and trigger events.  

By identifying their own contribution, organisations can take practical steps to alter this 

phenomenon, including ensuring policies are consistent and fair and reflective of 

expectations for reward and recognition, and importantly, developing managerial skills, 

particularly in relation to communication and conflict management.    
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Outline of Research Program 

 In this Chapter, I provided an overview of my program of research.  The 

following chapters will outline the program of research in greater detail.  In Chapter 2, I 

review the literature relating to entitlement and counterproductive workplace behaviour.  

In Chapter 3, I discuss Study 1, which examines the relationships amongst entitlement, 

vengeance attitudes, and organisational retaliatory behaviour in unfair interpersonal and 

distributive justice conditions, utilising general or trait-based measures of entitlement.  I 

outline Study 2 in Chapter 4, which focuses on managers’ perceptions of entitled 

employees as elicited using realist interviews and results in a new theoretical model of 

employee entitlement.  In Chapters 5 and 6, I discuss Study 3 which relates to the 

development and validation of the Measure of Employee Entitlement.  In Chapter 7, I 

integrate and discuss the primary findings from the three studies, examine the 

limitations to the program of research, consider future research directions, and provide 

concluding remarks on the important contributions of this research.   
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CHAPTER 2 – LITERATURE REVIEW 

Chapter Aims 

 Sense of entitlement has a long history as an individual trait in psychology due 

to its connection with narcissism (Campbell et al., 2004; Raskin & Terry, 1988).  The 

literature, however, also suggests that situational context is likely to influence 

entitlement behaviour (Feather, 1993; Lerner, 1987; Major, 1996).  Entitlement has 

been conceptualised and investigated in discipline specific contexts such as law (Super, 

2004), criminology (Beech et al., 2005, 2006; Marziano, Ward, Beech, & Pattison, 

2006; Polaschek & Gannon, 2004; Zitek, Jordan, Monin, & Leach, 2010), marketing 

(Boyd & Helms, 2005; Fisk & Neville, 2011), academia (Chowning & Campbell, 2009; 

Dubovsky, 1986; Greenberger et al., 2008; Kopp et al., 2011; Lessard et al., 2011), and 

most importantly to this research, management (Brouer et al., 2011; Derber, 1978; 

Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010; 

Naumann et al., 2002).  Further, similar to research in the above-noted disciplines, the 

little research that does exist on entitlement in the workplace links it with negative 

outcomes such as aggression, supervisor conflict, and co-worker abuse, all various types 

of counterproductive workplace behaviours, which highlight the importance of 

achieving greater understanding in this area (Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Harris, 

2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009).   

 The aim of this chapter is to review the literature on entitlement and 

counterproductive workplace attitudes and behaviour, as well as to identify the gaps in 

the management literature which were used to develop the research questions for my 

program of studies.  The literature review focuses on construct definitions and measures 

for entitlement, as well as entitlement’s relationship with individual differences and 

outcomes perceived as negative within the workplace.  Firstly, I review trait-based 
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entitlement.  Secondly, I review situational-based entitlement.  Thirdly, I briefly 

examine entitlement in the legal, criminology, and marketing disciplines as I assert that 

these context-specific typologies of entitlement can inform our conceptualisation of 

workplace entitlement.  This is followed by a more extensive discussion on academic 

entitlement, which I argue has particular relevance to workplace entitlement in terms of 

the research undertaken on conceptualisations and measures for academic entitlement.  

Fourthly, I discuss the limited research to date on workplace entitlement.  Finally, I 

examine counterproductive workplace attitudes and behaviour and their relationships 

with entitlement.    

Trait-based Entitlement 

 As stated above, the term entitlement has been conceptualised and measured 

differently across disciplines.   However, despite being discipline-specific, many of 

these conceptualisations of entitlement draw on psychological definitions of entitlement 

which treat it as an individual personality trait with roots in clinical and sub-clinical 

narcissism.  In the following sections, I provide an overview of entitlement’s connection 

to psychology and, specifically, clinical and sub-clinical narcissism.   

Entitlement in Psychology 

 Connection of entitlement with narcissism.  The lay definition of narcissism 

refers to an inflated interest in or appreciation of oneself and one’s appearance 

(Stevenson & Waite, 2011).  This focus on “self” within the conceptualisation of 

narcissism illustrates the critical relationship between self-esteem and narcissism 

(Sedikides, Rudish, Gregg, Kumashiro, & Rusbult, 2004).  Self-esteem as defined by 

Rosenberg (1965) is the value that one places on oneself.  Research has found a positive 

relationship between narcissism and self-esteem (see Campbell, Rudich, & Sedikides, 

2002; Emmons, 1984, 1987; Raskin & Terry, 1988), although Miller and Campbell 
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(2010) suggest that these associations are dependent on the measure used to capture 

self-esteem.  Hence, high levels of self-esteem alone do not necessarily indicate an 

individual is a narcissist. 

   It is proposed that everyone has narcissistic traits but these are categorised as 

normal or adaptive versus pathological or maladaptive (Pincus & Lukowitsky, 2010).  

Normal narcissism relates to positive self-image and psychological adjustment, whereas 

pathological narcissism reflects an unhealthy self-image that causes stress or 

psychological impairment (Pincus & Lukowitsky, 2010).  There is ongoing debate as to 

whether these normal versus pathological traits exist on a single continuum from 

healthy to disordered or whether they reflect two distinct dimensions (Pincus & 

Lukowitsky, 2010).   However, extreme pathological narcissism was first identified as a 

clinical personality disorder, Narcissistic Personality Disorder (NPD), in the third 

edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-III-R) 

(American Psychiatric Association, 1987).     

 Clinical narcissism - Narcissistic Personality Disorder.  NPD includes a 

component of entitlement which was defined as an “expectation of special favours 

without assuming reciprocal responsibilities” (American Psychiatric Association, 1987, 

as cited in Raskin & Terry, 1988). The DSM-IV-TR (American Psychiatric Association, 

2000, p. 717) further describes this sense of entitlement as an “unreasonable expectation 

of especially favourable treatment or automatic compliance with his/her expectations”.  

While entitlement is clearly associated with NPD, the prevalence of NPD is relatively 

low with estimates in the general population ranging from less than one percent (with 

50-75% being male) up to six percent (Stinson et al., 2008).  Thus, the term narcissist is 

also often used to describe “normal” individuals who exhibit “subclinical narcissism” 

(Sedikides et al., 2004).    
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 Subclinical narcissism.  Subclinical narcissism is ascribed to individuals who 

may not necessarily meet the clinical diagnosis of NPD but may still exhibit narcissistic 

traits (including entitlement).  The Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI) (Raskin & 

Terry, 1988) is the prominent scale used to measure subclinical narcissism (Pincus & 

Lukowitsky, 2010).  The NPI recognises entitlement as a key component of sub-clinical 

narcissism defining entitlement as “involving the expectation of special privileges over 

others and special exemptions from normal social demands” (Raskin & Terry, 1988, p. 

890).  Much of the research on entitlement to date has relied on the NPI for data.   

 Entitlement and the Narcissistic Personality Inventory.  In terms of progression 

of work in this area, the NPI has considered entitlement in three primary ways.  Firstly, 

research examined entitlement as one of the seven components of the NPI which also 

includes exploitiveness, authority, exhibitionism, superiority, vanity, and self-

sufficiency (see Raskin & Terry, 1998).  Secondly, based on factor analysis of the NPI, 

researchers have identified three and four factor solutions to the NPI.  In this case, the 

exploitiveness and entitlement components were merged together to form an 

exploitive/entitlement subscale (see Ackerman et al., 2011; Emmons, 1984, 1987; 

Kubarych, Deary, & Austin, 2004; Watson, Grisham, Trotter, & Biderman, 1984).  

Thirdly, researchers examined narcissistic entitlement as an independent dimension of 

the NPI (see Exline, Baumeister, Bushman, Campbell, & Finkel, 2004; Moeller, 

Crocker, & Bushman, 2009; Reidy, Zeichner, Foster, & Martinez, 2008).   Despite the 

significant contributions made by the above studies (particularly in relation to 

narcissism and entitlement’s associations with negative individual differences which are 

set out in further detail in this Chapter under the section Entitlement, Vengeance, and 

Organisational Retaliatory Behaviour), the NPI has been plagued by ongoing issues 

relating to its face validity, internal consistency, and the six item forced choice format 

factor structure (Miller, Price, & Campbell, 2012). 
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 Issues with the Narcissistic Personality Inventory.  As stated above, factor 

analysis has found seven (Raskin & Terry, 1988), four (Emmons, 1984, 1987; Watson 

et al., 1984), and three (Kubarych et al., 2004) factor solutions of the NPI, resulting in 

inconsistent use of the measure in data collection and analysis.  Research with the 

Narcissistic Entitlement subscale has consistently resulted in low Cronbach’s alphas 

adding to concerns about its reliability (Campbell et al., 2004; Moeller et al., 2009; 

Pryor, Miller, & Gaughan, 2008).  Additionally, it has been argued that the NPI captures 

a particularly maladaptive form of entitlement (Emmons, 1984, 1987; Watson et al., 

1984; Pryor et al., 2008).   

 Emmons (1984) actually suggested that the maladaptive nature of the 

entitlement sub-factor is the reason why it has shown no relationship with self-esteem, 

in contrast to narcissism.  Similarly, Ackerman et al. (2011) reported a significant 

negative relationship between self-esteem and the entitlement/exploitiveness subscale.  

Thus, there seems to be a clear difference between entitlement and narcissism’s 

relationship with self-esteem although, as will be illustrated in discussions of discipline 

specific constructs of entitlement, an inconsistent pattern exists between entitlement and 

self-esteem.   

 Similar to the argument raised about the differences between clinical and sub-

clinical narcissism, there may be different forms of entitlement ranging from adaptive 

through to maladaptive.   In response to this perception that the NPI may capture a more 

maladaptive form of entitlement, as well as the reliability and validity issues associated 

with the NPI, researchers have suggested that independent scales should be used to 

consider entitlement in the general population (Brown, Budzek, & Tamborski, 2009; 

Cain, Pincus, & Ansell, 2008; Campbell et al., 2004; Miller et al., 2012).  One scale that 

has recently been developed and validated as an alternative stand alone measure to 
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capture psychological entitlement within the general population is the Psychological 

Entitlement Scale (PES, Campbell et al., 2004). 

 Psychological entitlement.  Psychological entitlement is defined as a “stable 

and pervasive sense that one deserves more and is entitled to more than others” 

(Campbell et al., 2004, p. 31).   Campbell et al. (2004) differentiate narcissistic 

entitlement from their psychological entitlement construct by asserting that 

psychological entitlement is a more general, and less pathological, form of entitlement 

and does not necessarily link with the other six dimensions of narcissism.  Campbell et 

al. (2004) specifically state that psychological entitlement is a pervasive trait that 

crosses all life situations and does not necessarily result from a particular context such 

as an individual’s role as a student (academic entitlement) or consumer (consumer 

entitlement) or employee (workplace entitlement).  In order to measure psychological 

entitlement, Campbell and colleagues (2004) developed the PES.   

 Psychological Entitlement Scale.  In their development and validation studies of 

the PES, Campbell et al. (2004) found that psychological entitlement had a small but 

significant positive correlation with the Narcissistic Entitlement subscale of the NPI (r = 

.33, p < .0001).  In their nine validation studies, Campbell et al. (2004) also found that 

psychological entitlement was positively associated with adult participants taking more 

candy from children than their adult counterparts in an experimental design; higher 

deservingness of pay in a hypothetical employment setting; greater greed; more 

selfishness and competitive responses in a “commons dilemma”; more selfish 

approaches in romantic relationships; decreased accommodating behaviours; and lower 

empathy and perspective taking.  In a hypothetical situation where participants received 

negative feedback, participants with higher levels of psychological entitlement reported 

more aggression.  When the participants were not given negative feedback, Campbell 

and his colleagues found no difference in aggression levels between lower and higher 
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entitled individuals.  This finding indicates that individuals with higher levels of 

psychological entitlement may be more prone to respond aggressively when criticised 

by others.  In relation to self-esteem, Campbell et al. (2004) found a weak positive 

relationship between psychological entitlement and self-esteem.  Finally, psychological 

entitlement was also negatively related to the personality traits of agreeableness and 

stability (Campbell et al., 2004).  

    Comparison of the Psychological Entitlement Scale and the Narcissistic 

Personality Inventory. In continuing to examine the PES, Pryor et al. (2008) compared 

it with the Narcissistic Entitlement subscale of the NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988) in 

relation to general personality traits and personality disorders.  The two scales showed 

similar negative relationships with personality traits such as agreeableness, warmth, and 

positive emotions, although the relationships with the Narcissistic Entitlement subscale 

were stronger.  Both scales correlated positively with assertiveness although, again, the 

relationship with narcissistic entitlement was stronger.  The Narcissistic Entitlement 

subscale showed stronger positive correlations with schizoid and borderline personality 

disorders, although both scales positively correlated with other personality disorders 

including histrionic, paranoid, and antisocial conditions.  Thus, Pryor et al. (2008) 

concurred with Campbell et al. (2004) who stated that the Narcissistic Entitlement 

subscale may be more aligned with pathological conditions than the PES, although the 

authors also suggested that the scales may be used interchangeably.  Pryor et al. (2008) 

clarified this by stating that the PES may be a more useful standalone measure when 

examining general entitlement and personality traits or disorders, whereas the 

Narcissistic Entitlement scale may be more useful to clinicians or researchers who are 

particularly interested in pathological personalities.    

 Other researchers have considered the validity and reliability of the NPI.  Brown 

et al. (2009) examined the NPI and its subscales, and the PES.  Across three studies, 
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they report inconsistencies in the reliability and validity of the NPI and its subscales, 

particularly, the exploitive/entitlement subscale.  In contrast, they reported high face 

validity and consistent reliability with the PES, leading to the suggestion that the PES 

may be a better measure to capture entitlement.   In their 2009 study which considered 

the effects of entitlement and self-image goals on hostility and conflict, Moeller et al. 

(2009) included both the Narcissistic Entitlement subscale of the NPI and the PES as 

measures of entitlement.  Self-image goals were defined as constructing, maintaining, 

and defending a positive self-image.  Moeller et al. (2009) found that both scales had 

positive relationships with self image goals, conflict, and hostility, but a negative 

relationship with compassionate goals.  For the most part, the Narcissistic Entitlement 

subscale had slightly stronger associations with these variables (Moeller et al., 2009).    

 Integration of psychological entitlement.  In summary, the PES has shown 

good reliability and validity in the psychology literature to date (see Brown et al., 2009; 

Campbell et al., 2004; Moeller et al., 2009; Pryor et al., 2008).  It has also shown 

positive results in the academic and management literature when it has been used.  I 

discuss these results within the sections devoted to entitlement in academia and 

management, respectively.  Despite the statement that psychological entitlement 

captures a less maladaptive form of entitlement, the PES continues to show strong 

relationships with negative individual differences and behavioural outcomes, as does 

entitlement when measured in its various forms by the NPI (see discussion in 

Entitlement, Vengeance, and Organisational Retaliatory Behaviour section of this 

Chapter).  However, as Campbell et al. (2004, p. 31) specifically state, psychological 

entitlement is conceptualised as a general and stable personality trait that “does not 

necessarily result from a particular situation (e.g. ‘I deserve an ‘A’ because I performed 

well in class’)”.  On the other hand, as I discuss next, there is suggestion that situational 

differences may influence entitlement.   
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Situational-based Entitlement 

 In contrast to the focus on entitlement as a personality trait, entitlement is also 

said to be influenced by the situation (Lerner, 1987; Feather, 2003, Major, 1996).  For 

instance, Lerner (1987, p. 108) suggested that entitlement is associated with a social or 

conscious decision making process that can be influenced by individual experiences.  

These individual experiences are said to interface with particular cultural rules, values, 

and norms relating to societal, economic, political, or historical factors.  Lerner (1987) 

suggested that as individuals mature cognitively, they may develop self-perceptions of 

entitlement based on evaluative scripts and rules of association relative to the kinds of 

people, outcomes, and acts they experience.  In addition to this internal, cognitive 

development of entitlement, an individual’s sense of entitlement will be influenced by 

general and specific rules, values, and norms (including those relating to reciprocity, 

equity, fairness, and justice) in their particular culture or society (Lerner, 1987).   

Hence, entitlement judgements or expectations may be subject to change in relation to 

current societal rules, values, or norms.  

 Feather (2003) supported Lerner’s (1987) view that entitlement is influenced by 

malleable external factors such as societal laws, rights, and norms.  Feather (2003), 

however, makes a distinction between entitlement and “deservingness”. He posited that 

entitlement is associated with legal or quasi-legal rights based upon external frames of 

reference such as social principles, values, and norms.  On the other hand, 

deservingness relates to positive or negative outcomes that result from a person’s 

actions for which they are deemed to be responsible (e.g. a job done to a high standard). 

Although Feather (2003) appeared to make a clear distinction between entitlement and 

deservingness, there also seems to be an interrelationship between the two concepts 

with several researchers making no real distinction between the terms (Campbell et al., 

2004; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter et al., 2007; Naumann et al., 2002). 
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 Major (1996), similarly to Lerner (1987) and Feather (2003), argued that 

entitlement is influenced by social comparisons and attributions.  In effect, individuals 

engage in causal reasoning, and making comparisons (i.e. self/other; self/group; 

self/self) and attributions (e.g. self-serving attributions), in attempting to understand and 

interpret outcomes.  Major (1996) also noted that attending to distributive and 

procedural justice rules in given situations may be antecedents to entitlement.  

Accordingly, as argued by Major (1996), individuals may not necessarily experience 

entitlement across all contexts, but may experience a sense of entitlement in different 

(i.e. separate and distinct) contexts.   

  Lerner (1987), Feather (2003), and Major (1996) all posited that cultural and 

societal rules, values, and norms relative to an individual’s situation may influence 

entitlement.   Hence, these authors imply that entitlement may not be a stable 

personality trait that crosses all situations.  Specific forms of entitlement have also been 

identified in different fields of study, e.g. law, criminology, marketing, academia, and 

the workplace, which reflect the idea that a sense of entitlement may be influenced by 

an individual’s experience within specific contexts as opposed to the psychological 

viewpoints of entitlement which see entitlement as crossing all life situations.   

Discipline Specific Constructs of Entitlement 

 In this section, I briefly discuss research into entitlement in the disciplines of 

law, criminology (i.e. perpetrator and victim entitlement), and marketing.  This is 

followed by a more detailed discussion of entitlement in academia, which I posit may 

have conceptual similarities to entitlement in the workplace.   Finally, I review the 

management literature on workplace entitlement.  As will become apparent, despite 

entitlement being defined and measured in specific contexts or domains such as law, 

criminology, marketing, academia, and management, there are strong undercurrents of 
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psychological definitions of entitlement within each of these particular 

conceptualisations of entitlement.   

 Entitlement in law.  The legal definition of entitlement is “an absolute right to a 

(usually monetary) benefit, such as social security, granted immediately upon meeting a 

legal requirement” (Black’s Law Dictionary, 2009, p. 612).  In law, entitlements can 

relate to aspects such as ownership or property rights, the right to welfare, medical care, 

and of relevance to the workplace context, employment rights such as working 

conditions, benefits, and compensation.  While these entitlements are legally 

enforceable through statutes, regulations, or case law, many of the underpinnings of 

these entitlements are said to be psychological in that they can relate to “feelings or 

beliefs” (Super, 2004).  For example, Super (2004) proposed that “unconditional 

entitlements” (e.g. welfare or medical care) refer to benefits that one need not earn 

and/or are not subject to reciprocal obligations, which may lead to subjective feelings of 

entitlement (i.e. psychological entitlement).   Interestingly, Super (2004) stated that 

while legal entitlements are often championed, psychological entitlements are often 

attacked by other members of society.  Presumably, this is because psychological 

entitlements are associated with a lack of reciprocity or a sense of superiority (Super, 

2004).  This sense of superiority is also apparent within the concepts of perpetrator and 

victim entitlement.     

 Entitlement in criminology. Within the criminology literature, two types of 

entitlement have been identified, perpetrator and victim entitlement.  Perpetrator 

entitlement is applied to wrongdoers who justify their criminal behaviour on a belief 

that they have a “right” to assert their needs above others and are entitled to have their 

needs responded to positively by their victims because they perceive themselves as 

superior beings (Beech et al., 2005, 2006; Lamb, 2006; Marziano et al., 2006; Polaschek 

& Gannon, 2004).  Conversely, Zitek et al. (2010) argued that perceiving oneself as a 
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victim can be an antecedent to entitlement.  These individuals consider  they have 

endured “enough” hardship or have suffered more than others and, therefore, feel 

entitled to avoid further suffering by obtaining positive outcomes for themselves, which 

results in an intention to behave selfishly or to actually engage in selfish behaviour 

(Zitek et al., 2010, p. 245).  Other entitlement constructs that are similar to Zitek et al.’s 

(2010) conceptualisation of victim entitlement have emerged in disciplines such as 

marketing and academic.  In the next section, I examine entitlement in the marketing 

discipline.   

 Entitlement in marketing.  In marketing literature, entitlement is defined in 

terms of customer entitlement and refers to the extent to which consumers think they are 

a special customer to the retailer (Boyd & Helms, 2005).  However, Boyd and Helms 

(2005) differ from Zitek et al. (2010) in that they still consider consumer entitlement to 

be a stable personality trait that does not change across different retail situations or 

different products, despite it being investigated within the specific context of marketing 

(Boyd & Helms, 2005).  Like other conceptualisations of entitlement, consumer 

entitlement was also found to be related to negative outcomes. 

 Consumer entitlement was positively correlated with aggression, and consumer 

alienation (Boyd & Helms, 2005).  In addition, it was positively related to the 

entitlement, superiority, exhibitionism, exploitiveness, and self-sufficiency subscales of 

the NPI (Boyd & Helms, 2005).  In a qualitative study which investigated the impact 

that entitled customers have on those who have to deal with them (i.e. customer service 

workers), Fisk and Neville (2011) found that customer entitlement led to negative 

outcomes for the service workers such as chronic stress, physical illness, negative 

affect, anger, burnout, and feelings of injustice and unworthiness.  Thus, consumer 

entitlement reflects prior findings which associate entitlement with negative effects. 
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 Integration of entitlement in law, criminology, and marketing.  Together, 

legal, perpetrator, victim, and consumer entitlement are viewed as being derived from 

individual differences, such as cognitive distortions (Beech et al., 2006), quasi-

emotional states (Lamb, 1996), dispositions (Zitek et al., 2010), and attitudes or traits 

(Super, 2004; Boyd & Helms, 2010).  However, these types of entitlement are said to be 

influenced by situational cues such as societal positions of power and status (Beech et 

al., 2006; Lamb, 2006) or perceptions of being wronged (Zitek et al., 2010).  Legal, 

criminological, and consumer sense of entitlement are also argued to occur or be 

triggered in certain contexts (Boyd & Helms, 2006; Super, 2004; Zitek et al., 2010).  

Thus, specific types of entitlement such as legal, perpetrator, victim, and consumer 

entitlement can be differentiated from pure psychological definitions of entitlement that 

argue it is a stable, global personality trait that crosses all situations (Campbell et al., 

2004; Exline et al., 2004; Raskin & Terry, 1988).  Despite these disciplines attempting 

to conceptualise entitlement as being context specific, it is still difficult to completely 

unravel the individual or situation-influenced components of entitlement.  This 

difficulty continues to be reflected in the academic entitlement literature which I discuss 

next.   

Entitlement in Academia 

 I argue that academic entitlement (which pertains to students who display a 

sense of entitlement) is particularly relevant to the workplace entitlement for two 

reasons.  Firstly, like academic entitlement, workplace entitlement focuses on a sense of 

entitlement within a specific context.  Secondly, the work that academic entitlement 

researchers have done in conceptualising entitlement, and measuring it, provides 

insights into how research into entitlement can be applied to the workplace although, 

admittedly, there continues to be inconsistencies in the conceptualisations and measures 

used in academic entitlement.  However, I posit that the research on academic 
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entitlement can be used to inform research directions on workplace entitlement given its 

context specific nature and focus on conceptualisations and measures, commencing with 

Dubovsky’s (1986) initial work on entitlement in academia. 

  Dubovsky's (1986) conceptual article on rising levels of entitlement amongst 

medical students was at the forefront of research into academic entitlement.  Dubovsky 

(1986) did draw on earlier work by Rinsley (1982) who proposed that societal and 

cultural changes such as dysfunctional child rearing, failing education systems, and 

increased reliance on welfare systems resulted in growing entitlement expectations 

which he described as “success without effort and income without productivity” 

(Rinsley, 1982, p. xii).  Dubovsky (1986) referred to students as consumers and 

described their sense of entitlement as an attitude towards obtaining attention, care 

taking, love, success, income, or other benefits without having to give anything in 

return.   

 Dubovsky (1986, p. 1673) suggested that entitlement consists of five 

characteristics:  knowledge is a right which is to be “delivered with a minimum of 

exertion and discomfort on the part of the consumer”; learning is passive and others 

must provide everything necessary to assist with learning (i.e. structure and guidance); 

any problems in learning are the fault of someone else (i.e. the teacher, course, or 

system); every student should get equal recognition and reward regardless of their 

personal effort or ability; and individuals achieving goals via negative behaviours (e.g. 

being disrespectful or aggressive or filing grievances) are justified.  Dubovsky (1986) 

also suggested that while an entitlement attitude is understandable, particularly when it 

manifests in negative behaviour, it is not acceptable and needs to be addressed.  

However, Dubovsky (1986) lamented difficulties in addressing this poor behaviour as 

taking corrective action by those in authority was seen to cause “undue stress” to the 

entitled students.    
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 While research on academic entitlement appears to have stalled somewhat after 

Dubovsky’s (1986) initial research, it has started to gain momentum in recent years.  

This increased attention on academic or student entitlement may be based on 

perceptions that Generation Y, who would represent a large portion of the student 

population, exhibit higher levels of narcissism and entitlement expectations in 

comparison to other generations (Twenge, 2006; Twenge & Campbell, 2008; 

Westerman et al., 2012).    Recent research has also tended to concentrate on attempting 

to define and measure academic entitlement, and although academic entitlement focuses 

on entitlement in the individual’s role as a student, it can also be divided into trait and 

situational-based academic entitlement.  

  Trait-based academic entitlement.  In defining academic entitlement, 

Greenberger et al. (2008) adapted Campbell et al.’s (2004, p. 31) definition of 

psychological entitlement.  They suggest, however, that this sense of entitlement may be 

specific to educational settings.  They argued that academic entitlement encapsulates an 

expectation of high grades for modest effort, as well as demanding attitudes towards 

teachers, and is ingrained by the time these individuals reach college (Greenberger et 

al., 2008, p. 1193).  While Greenberger et al. (2008) viewed academic entitlement as 

trait-based, they also suggested that situational aspects may contribute to academic 

entitlement.   

 These contextually specific aspects include changes in technology, and standard 

anonymous student evaluations of teachers.  In relation to technology, Greenberger et 

al. (2008) pointed to e-mail interactions which have resulted in increased informality 

and diminished status distinctions between students and teachers.  In relation to teacher 

evaluations, the authors alleged that teachers could relax grades in order to get 

favourable evaluations, reflecting the pressure from both students and the broader 

context of academic expectations by the employer.  As a result of situational changes 
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such as these, students’ expectations for good grades with little effort were proposed to 

have increased (Greenberger et al., 2008). 

 In order to measure student entitlement, Greenberger et al. (2008) developed and 

validated the Academic Entitlement scale.  In their validation studies, the Academic 

Entitlement scale was found to positively correlate (r = .40, p < .001) with the PES 

(Campbell et al., 2004).  Academic entitlement positively correlated with academic 

dishonesty, extrinsic motivation (i.e. a focus on getting good grades rather than actual 

learning), exploitive and non-exploitive entitlement (see Lessard et al., 2011), and 

narcissism.  Conversely, academic entitlement was negatively correlated with work 

orientation and social commitment.   Similarly, the PES (Campbell et al., 2004) was 

also negatively correlated with work orientation and social commitment.   Notably, 

Greenberger et al. (2008) found that academic entitlement was negatively related to 

self-esteem which seems to contradict widely held assumptions that entitled individuals 

have high or excessive self-esteem.  In comparison, the PES had no relationship with 

self-esteem which may indicate that the Academic Entitlement scale and PES are 

capturing different types of entitlement (Greenberger et al., 2008).   

 With a study focused on youths’ feelings of entitlement and a sample consisting 

of college students, Lessard et al. (2011, p. 522) proposed that entitlement is not 

necessarily linked to “receiving special favours from others”, but to a feeling of self-

worth and previous accomplishments in a given domain.  They also adapted Lessard et 

al.’s (2006) work that suggested that entitlement may not be a unifactorial construct but 

may consist of a maladaptive or “exploitive” dimension, as well as an adaptive or “non-

exploitive” dimension.  Exploitive entitlement is characterised by taking advantage of 

others for personal gain and not putting in as much effort as others.  In contrast, non-

exploitive entitlement is “characterised by the belief that one deserves more (perhaps 
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unrealistically) positive outcomes but does not involve a willingness to exploit others to 

achieve these ends” (Lessard et al., 2011, p. 523).   

 The subscales were both positively related (r = .51 and r = .43, p < .001, 

respectively) to the PES (Campbell et al., 2004), but only moderately associated with 

each other (r = .26, p < .001).  Lessard et al. (2011) found that exploitive entitlement 

was positively related to higher levels of manipulativeness, irresponsibility, callousness, 

neuroticism, and anxiety.  Exploitive entitlement was negatively related to work 

orientation and social commitment, while non-exploitive entitlement was positively 

related to self-esteem and a positive work orientation.  Interestingly, non-exploitive 

entitlement was also positively related to manipulativeness (r = .12, p < .05) although 

this relationship was not as strong as the relationship between exploitive entitlement and 

manipulativeness (r = .35, p < .001).  Lessard et al. (2011) suggested that the positive 

relationship between non-exploitive entitlement and work orientation may mean that 

entitlement actually arises because these individuals are willing to put in greater work 

effort which they then perceive as a higher contribution relative to others.   

 Similar to exploitive entitlement, Lessard et al. (2011) found that the PES 

(Campbell et al., 2004) was positively associated with anxiety, irresponsibility, and 

callousness, and negatively related to work orientation and social commitment.  Like 

both the exploitive and non-exploitive entitlement subscales, psychological entitlement 

was also positively associated with manipulativeness.  In addition, and like Kopp et al. 

(2011), Greenberger et al. (2008), and Brown et al. (2009), no relationship was found 

between the PES and self-esteem (Lessard et al., 2011). 

  In 2009, Chowning and Campbell examined academic entitlement, which they 

defined as expecting academic success without taking responsibility.  They argued that 

while entitlement is an individual difference variable, individuals may not necessarily 

feel that general attitudinal statements about entitlement apply to them (for example, 
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those items on the Psychological Entitlement Scale, Campbell et al., 2004).  Instead, 

Chowning and Campbell (2009) argued that entitlement may be domain specific, only 

exhibited within the academic arena, and may be influenced or modified through 

education and experience (Chowning & Campbell, 2009).   Chowning and Campbell 

(2009) included incivility as part of their construct of entitlement, although Kopp et al. 

(2011) argued that, while incivility is potentially a behavioural outcome of a student 

having an entitlement attitude, it should not be considered as part of the construct 

definition.  Based on their conceptualisation of academic entitlement, Chowning and 

Campbell (2009) developed a construct measure that combined aspects of entitlement 

with aspects of academia.   

 This Academic Entitlement scale consisted of two factors: externalised 

responsibility for academic success which relates to an external locus of control 

(examples of items include: Most professors do not really know what they are talking 

about, and Professors are just employees who get money for teaching), and self-serving 

entitled expectations which relates to professors or course policies (examples of items 

include: I should never receive a zero on an assignment that I turned in and My 

professors should reconsider my grade if I am close to the grade I want).  Chowning 

and Campbell (2009) reported that both subscales were positively related to the PES 

(Campbell et al., 2004), as well as to the entitlement/exploitive subscale of the NPI 

(Raskin & Terry, 1988).  Externalised responsibility was negatively related to personal 

control, need for cognition, and self-esteem.  Externalised responsibility was also 

negatively correlated with agreeableness and conscientiousness but no other 

relationships were identified between the two subscales and the other Big Five traits.  

 Situational-based academic entitlement.  In 2011, Kopp and colleagues 

examined academic entitlement which they defined similarly to Chowning and 

Campbell (2009) as related to expectations for positive academic outcomes, often 
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without regard to performance.  Kopp et al. (2011, p. 106) concurred with Greenberger 

et al. (2008) and suggested that precursors to entitlement may include phenomena such 

as grade inflation by academics that reduces the perceived effort-performance link and 

could result in an “unbalanced sense of reciprocity”.  Kopp et al. (2011) stated that 

academic entitlement arises out of the individual’s role as student, and is not necessarily 

linked to any sense of “superiority” in other spheres, which contrasts with other 

definitions of entitlement (e.g. narcissistic and psychological entitlement).   

 Kopp et al.’s (2011) perspective therefore implies that entitlement is not 

necessarily a stable, personality trait that crosses situations.  Kopp et al. (2011) also 

adapted Dubovsky’s (1986) suggestion that entitlement may be related to the student’s 

role as a “customer” whereby, because they are paying tuition fees, positive outcomes 

(e.g. high grades) are expected within the context specific domain of academia.  It was 

argued, however, that a feeling of superiority may not be instrumental in these 

expectations, nor would positive outcomes necessarily be expected across all domains 

of life (Kopp et al., 2011).  

 In building on their definition of academic entitlement, as well as adapting 

Dubovsky’s (1986) conceptualisations of entitlement, Kopp et al. (2011, p. 114) 

developed the Academic Entitlement Questionnaire (AEQ) around five key facets: 

knowledge is a right; others should provide education; problems with learning are due 

to the teacher’s inadequacies; students should have control over class policies; and 

certain outcomes are deserved because the student pays tuition.  The AEQ was 

positively related to the PES (Campbell et al., 2004), self-esteem, work avoidance, and 

locus of control – chance and powerful others.  The chance and powerful others 

subscales of Levenson’s Locus of Control Scale (Levenson, 1973) are said to capture an 

external locus of control.  In addition, the AEQ was negatively related to effort.  Kopp 

et al.’s (2011) findings suggested that an entitled student may have high self-esteem and 
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an external locus of control and may not put much effort into their scholastic 

endeavours.   

 Kopp et al. (2011) also collected data relating to the PES (Campbell et al., 

2004).  Like the AEQ, the PES was positively related to work and goal avoidance 

orientation as well as external locus of control.  In contrast to the AEQ, the PES had a 

positive relationship with internal locus of control although this was weak (Kopp et al., 

2011).  Kopp et al. (2011) found a negative relationship between PES and effort.  

However, unlike the AEQ, Kopp et al. (2011) did not find a relationship between the 

PES and self-esteem, which suggests that self-esteem may play a different role in 

individuals who exhibit academic entitlement as opposed to psychological entitlement.     

  Integration of entitlement in academia.  Research on entitlement within the 

academic context has continued along the same path that entitlement has taken in other 

disciplines in that a number of different conceptualisations and scales to capture 

academic entitlement have been used.   At present, the debate as to whether academic 

entitlement is trait or situation-based and which measurement is most appropriate 

appears to remain unresolved.  However, despite differences in definitions and 

measures, academic entitlement continues to reflect earlier constructs of entitlement, for 

example, narcissistic entitlement (Raskin & Terry, 1988) and psychological entitlement 

(Campbell et al., 2004), in that it is underpinned by expectations of differential 

treatment or positive outcomes which are viewed to be excessive or unrealistic in the 

circumstances.  Across the studies, however, inconsistent results were found between 

self-esteem and the respective academic entitlement scale used, as well as self-esteem 

and the PES, which continues to raise questions about the relationship between 

entitlement and self-esteem.  Entitled expectations in academia are also proposed to be 

made without consideration for reciprocity in the form of effort or performance.  In 

addition, as with narcissistic and psychological entitlement, the differing measures of 
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academic entitlement continue to show positive relationships with negative individual 

difference variables and counterproductive behaviours.     

 These facets of academic entitlement are unique in that they arise within the 

context of the individual’s role as a student and, therefore, may not necessarily be 

displayed across all life situations as proposed within narcissistic and psychological 

entitlement.   Indeed, research points to context specific factors such as grade inflation 

and changing dynamics in the teacher/student relationship as contributing to academic 

entitlement (Greenberger et al., 2008; Kopp et al., 2011).  Academic entitlement 

researchers have also sought to develop measures that capture characteristics of 

entitlement that may reflect the educational context, rather than relying solely on 

generic measures of entitlement such as the NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988) or the PES 

(Campbell et al., 2004).  Hence, I argue that the academic entitlement literature may 

prove particularly beneficial in developing understanding of entitlement in the 

workplace within the management literature.   

Entitlement in the Workplace 

 Parallel to the research on academic entitlement, employee sense of entitlement 

has been gaining increasing attention in recent years ostensibly due to reports of rising 

levels of entitlement amongst employees  (Hams, 2012; Lynch, 2010; Twenge, 2006; 

Twenge & Campbell, 2008; Twenge & Campbell, 2009).  In particular, Fisk (2010, p. 

102) argues that “excessive entitlement is a pervasive and pernicious social issue, one 

that has considerable significance for human resource management”, which aligns with 

other authors who suggest it results in lost productivity and conflict (Hams, 2012; 

Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009).  However, to date, relatively little 

empirical research has considered entitlement in the workplace (Brouer et al., 2011; 

Fisk, 2010; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter et al., 2007, 

2010), and the work that has been done has been completed within an inconsistent 
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research framework because a number of different conceptualisations and scales have 

been used to define and measure entitlement in the management literature.   

 Some research has relied on the NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988) and its varying 

construct definitions (i.e. narcissistic entitlement and exploitive/entitlement) to examine 

entitlement in the workplace (for example, see Allen et al., 2008 who examined 

narcissistic entitlement and mentoring).  In addition, entitlement in the workplace has 

also been referred to, or investigated as, job entitlement, equity sensitivity theory, wage 

entitlement, workplace entitlement, and co-worker perceptions of entitlement, all of 

which are discussed below.   

 Job entitlement.  Derber (1978) is one of the first to attempt to define 

entitlement in a management context.  Similar to the anecdotal attributions made today 

about Generation Y having a sense of entitlement, Derber (1978) suggested a culture of 

entitlement within the “new” generation of workers relative to this era.  He described 

job entitlement as “a belief in one’s right to a good job which reflects one’s preferences 

and skills” (Derber, 1978, p. 29).  Derber (1978, p. 30) divided his concept of 

entitlement into individualistic entitlement (e.g. “the amount of time, money, and effort 

I put into school entitles me to a good job”) versus universal entitlement (e.g. “everyone 

has a right to a good job that uses the skills they have received in their education”).   

 Derber (1978) developed the four item Job Entitlement scale and found a 

positive relationship between individualistic entitlement and those who had a higher 

education.  Individuals higher in individualistic entitlement were more likely to blame 

society for their own unemployment.   While Derber’s (1978) study provided an 

important contribution to entitlement in the management field, the findings may not be 

applicable to all employment contexts as the scale used was specifically targeted at 

unemployed individuals.  Research on entitlement in the management literature then 
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seemed to slow until Huseman, Hatfield, and Miles (1985) turned their attention to 

equity sensitivity theory.    

 Equity sensitivity theory.  Related to equity theory (Adams, 1963, 1965), equity 

sensitivity theory initially focused on individuals possessing differing degrees of 

sensitivity to equity, falling into three classes across a continuum (Huseman et al., 

1985).  Accordingly, “benevolents” want their inputs to exceed their outcomes; “equity 

sensitives” prefer that inputs equal outcomes; and “entitleds” prefer their outcomes to 

exceed inputs and feel little or no obligation to reciprocate (Huseman et al., 1985, 

1987).  Entitlement in the context of equity sensitivity theory has also been subject to 

differences in conceptualisation and measurement. 

 In 1993, King Jr, Miles, and Day re-examined the conceptualisation of equity 

sensitivity theory and re-defined  the construct in terms of differing “tolerances” rather 

than “sensitivities” for under or over reward.  In 2000, Sauley and Bedeian again 

questioned the conceptualisation of equity sensitivity and argued that it was not a 

sensitivity or a tolerance but a “preference”.  Sauley and Bedeian (2000) also argued 

that the Equity Sensitivity Instrument developed by Huseman et al. (1985) was 

inadequate in relation to the content, sample-specific scoring procedure, and use of cut 

off scores and, therefore, it was necessary to develop a new scale, which they named the 

Equity Preference Questionnaire (EPQ).    

 Although prior research on entitlement within the construct of equity sensitivity 

theory has remained somewhat inconsistent given the use of differing measures, the 

findings overall continue to link entitlement to negative individual differences and 

outcomes.   For example, Huseman et al. (1985) stated that entitlement is positively 

related to a desire to be over rewarded, as well as job satisfaction (Huseman et al., 

1985).  Conversely, Byrne, Miller, and Pitts (2010), who relied on the entitlement 

component of the EPQ in their study, found that entitlement was negatively related to 
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job satisfaction.   King Jr., et al. (1993) found that entitleds placed more importance on 

pay than the work itself and reported greater job dissatisfaction when they were under-

rewarded.  Sauley and Bedeian (2000) suggested that entitlement was positively related 

to an external locus of control and greater Machiavellian tendencies, and entitled 

individuals scored lower on work ethics, and Blakely, Andrews, and Moorman (2005) 

reported that entitleds perform fewer organisational citizenship behaviours than 

benevolents.  

 Although initially conceptualised as a trait (Husemen et al., 1985), Huseman et 

al. (1987) subsequently suggested that equity sensitivity may be influenced by 

situational changes and, as such, recommended this as an area of future research.  In 

2010, Roehling and colleagues discussed how the equity sensitivity construct has been 

criticised in its definition as a trait because authors such as Greenberg (1990) asserted 

that equity (upon which equity sensitivity theory is based) is actually influenced by 

situational factors.   Roehling et al. (2010) also considered gender, age, work 

experience, organisational setting (i.e. blue collar or white collar), tenure, education, 

and occupational status as antecedents to equity sensitivity.   

 They found there were substantial differences in equity sensitivity levels across 

organisational settings, but that gender, age, work experience, and tenure did not 

necessarily account for the differences (Roehling et al., 2010).  However, similar to 

Derber (1978), they did find that higher education was more likely to be linked to 

higher levels of entitlement.   Roehling et al. (2010) concluded that employers may play 

a role in creating more entitled or more benevolent employees and that equity sensitivity 

is closer to the centre of the trait/state continuum than suggested by Huseman et al. 

(1985, 1987).   

 In summary, research into entitlement based on equity sensitivity theory is 

ambiguous and inconsistent in terms of construct definitions and measures.  Entitlement 
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is also not captured in isolation within equity sensitivity but instead is placed on a 

continuum with benevolence.   These difficulties with the equity sensitivity construct 

provided impetus to researchers such as Naumann et al. (2002) to re-examine 

entitlement in the workplace.   

 Workplace/employee entitlement.  Naumann et al. (2002) distinguished their 

definition of entitlement from equity sensitivity theory as they argue that equity 

sensitivity theory is based on the ratio of inputs to outputs, while their conceptualisation 

is related to the input/output exchange (i.e. reciprocity) and outputs (i.e. level of 

entitlement).   In effect, Naumann et al. (2002) argued that the degree to which the 

individual is required to exchange or reciprocate for the perceived entitlement is a key 

difference in definitions of entitlement across disciplines (such as law, marketing and 

psychology).  Naumann et al. (2002) also stated that the common element among 

definitions is that entitlement is a personality difference which can range from low to 

high levels.  Several researchers  have concurred with this suggestion that individuals 

can differ in their levels of entitlement perceptions (Campbell et al., 2004; Derber, 

1978; Snow, Kern, & Curlette, 2001).  Naumann et al. (2002) also asserted that 

employee or workplace entitlement stems from both individual and situational factors. 

 Naumann et al. (2002) suggested that entitlement in an organisational context 

consists of two dimensions:  what an individual believes they “deserve” in terms of 

compensation or rewards (i.e. entitlement perceptions), and the degree of reciprocity 

between the employer and the employee.  The authors explicitly noted that individual 

entitlement perceptions “are not necessarily a function of an individual’s level of 

performance” (Naumann et al., 2002, p. 150).  In essence, employees with a sense of 

entitlement believe they deserve compensation, benefits, or special treatment simply by 

virtue of being an employee.  Within this conceptualisation, reciprocity towards the 

employer is not considered by these employees when evaluating the outcomes they 
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believe they are entitled to.   Naumann et al. (2002, p. 150) summarised their definition 

of employee entitlement as “the compensation expected as a result of an individual 

participating in an employment relationship”. 

 Arguably, Naumann et al.’s (2002) conceptual work has some overlap with 

research into wage entitlement, which refers to the pay that individuals feel they deserve 

(Hogue, Yoder, & Singleton, 2007).   While Naumann et al. (2002) consider what 

“type” of employee will display high/low levels of entitlement and reciprocity, wage 

entitlement focuses on gender differences in relation to compensation expectations.  

These studies suggest that women have depressed wage entitlement (Major, 1994; 

Major & Konar, 1984), while men have elevated wage entitlement (Pelham & Hetts, 

2001).  Despite Naumann et al.’s (2002) attempt to re-conceptualise employee 

entitlement in terms of compensation, as existing on two dimensions (levels of 

entitlement versus levels of reciprocity) and being influenced by both psychological and 

situational factors, for the most part, research on employee entitlement has 

predominantly adapted the psychological definition of entitlement.   

 Recent research has relied on Campbell et al.’s (2004) definition of 

psychological entitlement as a global personality trait relating to expectations for 

preferential treatment or rewards (see Brouer et al., 2011; Fisk, 2006; Harvey & Harris, 

2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; van Dijk & De Cremer, 2006).  Current research on 

workplace entitlement has adapted Campbell et al.’s (2004) Psychological Entitlement 

Scale to capture workplace entitlement.  However, other measures have also been used 

in recent research, including Derber’s (1978) Job Entitlement Scale and the Perceived 

Entitlement scale (Hochwarter et al., 2007), as discussed below.   

 In a 2006 laboratory study, van Dijk and De Cremer (2006) considered whether 

psychological entitlement (Campbell et al., 2004) mediated the interactive effect of 

leader or follower positions and pro-social versus pro-self values.  Individuals who 
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exhibit pro-social values are said to want to maximise joint and equitable outcomes 

whereas individuals who exhibit pro-self values want to maximise outcomes for 

themselves (van Dijk & De Cremer, 2006).  Not surprisingly, van Dijk and De Cremer 

(2006) reported that participants in leadership positions, who reported higher 

entitlement and pro-self values, allocated more resources to themselves.    

 In 2009, Harvey and Martinko considered the relationship between entitlement 

and need for cognition, self-serving attribution style, turnover intent, and conflict with 

supervisor.  Harvey and Martinko (2009) adapted Campbell et al.’s (2004) definition of 

generalised entitlement as being a stable, personality trait characterised by an 

expectation for special or preferential treatment, although they extended it to include 

“without regard to performance” (Harvey & Martinko, 2009, p. 461) in an effort to 

capture entitlement in the workplace.  Even though they adapted Campbell et al.’s 

(2004) definition of entitlement, Harvey and Martinko (2009) used Derber’s (1987) Job 

Entitlement scale to measure entitlement.   

 They found a positive relationship between entitlement and self-serving 

attribution style, which was partially mediated by the need for cognitive processing 

related to understanding knowledge and information relevant to the situation (Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009).  The study revealed a negative relationship between entitlement and 

job satisfaction that was mediated by self-serving attribution style.  Finally, there was a 

significant positive association between entitlement and turnover intent (although 

attribution style did not mediate the relationship) (Harvey & Martinko, 2009).  This 

positive association between entitlement and turnover intent is inconsistent with 

research by Shore (2004) who used the Equity Sensitivity Instrument (Huseman et al., 

1985) and reported that entitleds did not report higher turnover intentions than equity 

sensitives.      
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 Harvey and Martinko (2009) also reported a positive association between 

entitlement and conflict with supervisors, which was mediated by self-serving 

attribution styles.  The authors did not, however, find a direct relationship between job 

satisfaction and entitlement, which is inconsistent with Huseman et al. (1985) who used 

the Equity Sensitivity Instrument and reported a positive relationship between entitleds 

and job satisfaction.  Harvey and Martinko (2009) concluded that employees with high 

entitlement may feel mistreated despite receiving recognition that is commensurate with 

their efforts and abilities.   

 In a subsequent study, Harvey and Harris (2010) used the PES (Campbell et al., 

2004), and found that entitlement positively predicted job frustration and had a positive 

relationship with political behaviour and co-worker abuse.  They reported a partial 

mediation in that high entitlement and high job frustration predicted more political 

behaviour in some individuals (Harvey & Harris, 2010).  A fully mediated relationship 

was reported in that high entitlement and high job frustration promoted co-worker 

abuse.  Interestingly, Harvey and Harris (2010) found that the more supervisors 

communicated, the more job frustration was reported by entitled individuals.  The 

authors suggest that future research investigate alternative forms of communication, as 

well as other variables that may impact on communication, such as leadership styles. 

 The above studies relating to job entitlement, equity sensitivity, and workplace 

or employee entitlement have all used differing scales to measure entitlement resulting 

in an inconsistent body of research.  All of these studies also relied on self-report 

measures.  However, recent research by Hochwarter et al. (2007, 2010) has expanded 

the entitlement construct to include third party perceptions of entitlement behaviour, i.e. 

co-worker entitlement behaviour.    

 Co-Worker Entitlement Behaviour.  Co-worker entitlement behaviour was 

defined as “anticipation of special, preferential treatment, devoid of assuming 
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reciprocity, therefore violating most established norms of social exchange” (Hochwarter 

et al., 2007, p. 389).  This definition adapts both Naumann et al.’s (2002) and Campbell 

et al.’s (2004) definitions of entitlement which refer to reciprocity and expectations for 

special treatment, respectively.   Hochwarter et al. (2007) argued that co-worker 

entitlement is viewed as disrespectful, aggressive, intolerant, and demanding behaviour, 

which will promote anxiety in colleagues  (Hochwarter et al., 2007).   

 In order to measure this new construct, Hochwarter et al. (2007) developed the 

Perceived Entitlement scale, and found that perceived co-worker entitlement behaviour 

was related to increased tension and depressed mood, and decreased citizenship 

behaviour and job satisfaction.   Hochwarter et al. (2010) continued their work on co-

worker entitlement behaviour, finding that individuals who had lower levels of political 

skill and perceived entitlement behaviour amongst their co-workers, were more likely to 

report job tension.  While the Perceived Entitlement scale showed acceptable validity 

and reliability, the authors themselves state that the scale has not been subjected to 

appropriate validation in terms of construct or discriminant validity and, therefore, 

requires further investigation (Hochwarter et al., 2007).   

 Integration of workplace entitlement literature.  Unfortunately, but consistent 

with the psychological, legal, criminology, marketing, and academic entitlement 

research, research on entitlement in the workplace has been mired in ongoing confusion 

and debate over construct definitions and measures.  As outlined above, research on 

entitlement in the workplace has been strongly influenced by the psychological 

literature with the majority of conceptualisations of workplace entitlement, including 

job entitlement (Derber, 1978); equity sensitivity theory (Huseman et al., 1985, 1987); 

and workplace or employee entitlement (Fisk, 2010; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010; van Dijk & De Cremer, 2006) treating 

employee entitlement as a stable and global personality trait.  Recent research has 
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largely adapted Campbell et al.’s (2004) definition of psychological entitlement as 

being characterised by expectations for special treatment or rewards without regard to 

performance or reciprocity (Brouer et al., 2011; Fisk, 2006; Harvey & Harris, 2010; 

Harvey & Martinko, 2009; van Dijk & De Cremer, 2006), although  Naumann et al. 

(2002) suggest that situational differences may also influence entitlement.   

 In relation to more individual performance factors, Lansberg (1988) in a 

conceptual paper, also suggests that employees do actually consider their performance 

when justifying claims for a larger share of rewards or resources, and that the crucial 

aspect is a lack of congruency between the expectations of the employee and the 

manager as to whether the perceived work performance justifies the claims, which 

appears to have similarities to Feather’s (2003) definition of deservingness.  As 

conceptualised by Roehling et al. (2010), entitled employees may be likely to point to 

workplace specific factors or criteria related to the job, such as their particular 

educational achievements, tenure, or position in order to legitimise their demands for 

special treatment or rewards.  Fisk (2010) also conceptualises indulgent organisational 

practices and the actualisation of weak links between specific performance levels and 

compensation as influencing employee entitlement.    

 While authors such as Fisk (2010), Harvey and Harris (2010), Harvey and 

Martinko (2009), and Hochwarter et al. (2007, 2010) have made important contributions 

to the understanding entitlement in the workplace, contextual factors that may 

contribute to workplace entitlement have been largely overlooked.  I argue that this is a 

limitation of the current management research, and in order to advance our knowledge 

of workplace entitlement, we need to consider how context may contribute to or 

influence employee entitlement as there appears to be a complex interplay between 

individual and situational differences.   Furthermore, while many conceptualisations of 

employee entitlement have largely assumed a lack of reciprocity (particularly positive 
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reciprocity) on the part of the entitled individual, and have suggested that perceptions of 

unfairness or injustice may underpin entitlement (see Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009; Huseman et al., 1985, 1987; King Jr et al., 1992; Naumann et al., 2002; 

Sauley & Bedeian, 2003), the relationship amongst these constructs does not appear to 

have been empirically tested.   

 In addition, based on my review of the literature, entitlement in the workplace 

has been measured with a number of different scales including: the Narcissistic 

Personality Inventory (Raskin & Terry, 1988); Job Entitlement Scale (Derber, 1987); 

Equity Sensitivity Instrument (Huseman et al., 1985, 1987); Equity Preference 

Questionnaire (Sauley & Bedeian, 2000); Psychological Entitlement Scale (Campbell et 

al., 2004); and Perceived Entitlement Scale (Hochwarter et al., 2007).   While these 

studies have all provided important contributions to the research on employee 

entitlement, I argue that the use of different scales to measure entitlement has resulted in 

an inconsistent research framework.   

 My program of studies aims to contribute to the management research on 

workplace entitlement by exploring how entitlement is conceptualised and measured in 

the workplace, and particularly, how organisation and workplace contexts may 

influence entitlement.  Within this broad aim, my research concentrates on how 

reciprocity (particularly in terms of performance levels and positive reciprocity) and 

perceptions of unfairness or unmet expectations may relate to employee entitlement.   

My research program also aims to extend the current research on workplace entitlement, 

which focuses almost entirely on its relationship with counterproductive individual 

differences and outcomes. 

Counterproductive Individual Differences and Behaviours in the Workplace 

 Like entitlement, it is only in recent years that researchers have focused 

increasing attention on the importance of understanding negative or counterproductive 
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traits, attitudes, and behaviours at work (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997; Griffin & 

Lopez, 2005; Penney & Spector, 2008). This is motivated by suggestions that these 

types of negative individual differences and behaviours are a pervasive and universal 

phenomenon that have significant monetary and emotional costs to the organisation and 

its employees, in terms of direct financial costs due to misbehaviour such as theft and 

sabotage, and indirect financial costs resulting from lost productivity, turnover, and 

reduced health and well-being amongst employees (Bowling & Gruys, 2010; Vardi & 

Weitz, 2004).  Even though research is gaining momentum in this area, I argue that 

much more needs to be done, especially as one of the difficulties experienced by 

researchers is the multitude of conceptualisations and labels used to describe what 

appear to be very similar constructs (Bowling & Gruys, 2010; Griffin & Lopez, 2005).   

Differing Labels for Counterproductive Workplace Behaviour   

 The following labels have all been used as broad umbrella terms to describe 

“bad or negative” behaviour in the workplace:  counterproductive workplace behaviour 

(Fox & Spector, 2005; Martinko et al., 2002); dysfunctional behaviour (Griffin & 

Lopez, 2005); deviant behaviour (Aquino, Lewis, & Bradfield, 1999; Robinson & 

Bennett, 1995); workplace aggression and violence (Baron & Neuman, 1996; 

Herschcovis et al., 2007; Rogers & Kelloway, 1997); intentional negative behaviour 

(Dimotakis, Ilies, & Mount, 2008); organisational misbehaviour (Vardi, 2001; Vardi & 

Wiener, 1996); and anti-social behaviour (Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Giacalone & 

Greenberg, 1997; Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998).  Terms such as abusive 

supervision (Tepper, 2007); workplace bullying (Einarsen, Hoel, Zapf, & Cooper, 

2003); mobbing (Leymann & Gustafsson, 1996; Zapf, 1999); emotional abuse (Keashly, 

1998); and workplace incivility (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Cortina, Magley, 

Williams, & Langhout, 2001) have also been used to describe negative behaviour at 

work.  Many of these constructs have remarkably similar definitions with a key 
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similarity being that the behaviour is primarily considered to be negative or harmful to 

the organisation and/or employees.   

 Conversely, one of the distinguishing features among definitions is the 

requirement for the presence of intent.  The presence or absence of intent has caused 

considerable debate amongst researchers when developing construct definitions for 

counterproductive workplace behaviour, especially given the inherent difficulties in 

proving whether intent is present or not (Griffin & Lopez, 2005; J.H. Neuman & Baron, 

1998, 2005).  Debate amongst researchers has also ensued as to the actual behaviours 

that should be included as being counterproductive. For example, certain labels tend to 

unintentionally narrow or limit the focus and imply certain behavioural characteristics 

(e.g. violence indicates overt, physical behaviours while emotional abuse suggests 

covert, verbal behaviours) (O'Leary-Kelly & Newman, 2003).   Furthermore, debate 

continues as to the causes of counterproductive workplace behaviours.   

Causes of Counterproductive Workplace Behaviour 

 The antecedents of counterproductive work behaviour are complex and 

attributable to a number of factors.  Martinko et al. (2002) provide a summary of 

research which not only illustrates the many different types of behaviours labelled as 

counterproductive, but also shows the many theoretical perspectives relied upon to 

explain why employees engage in these behaviours.  Regardless of these complexities, 

the two major categories of classification that have emerged relating to causation of 

these negative behaviours are  situational and individual factors (Fox & Spector, 2005; 

Martinko et al., 2002).               

 Situational factors include such variables as perceptions of injustice, inflexible 

policies, organisational culture, leadership style, job stress, and lack of control (Fox & 

Spector, 2005; Martinko et al., 2002), leadership (Detert, Trevino, Burris, & Andiappan, 

2007),  ethical climate (Peterson, 2002), and human resource practices (Werbel & 
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Balkin, 2009).  Family (and work-family) conflict have also been related to 

counterproductive work behaviour (Koslowsky, 2000).  Individual factors relating to 

counterproductive behaviour include biological and psychological variables such as 

gender, attribution style, personal integrity, locus of control, personality types and 

disorders.  Positive attitudes to counterproductive workplace behaviour or vengeance 

motives towards counterproductive workplace behaviours are thought to be antecedents 

to actually engaging in the negative behaviour (Jones, 2010).  Hence, vengeance was 

chosen as a variable of focus in my program of research, as I posit that it may play a 

crucial role in the relationship between entitlement and counterproductive workplace 

behaviour.     

Vengeance   

 In the literature, vengeance has been considered in terms of attitudes or revenge 

motives, and actual actions that seek to inflict harm (Jones, 2010).  Distinguishing 

between vengeance attitudes and revenge behaviours is important for three reasons 

(Jones, 2010).  Firstly, individuals may feel motivated to enact revenge behaviours, but 

may not actually do so.  Secondly, research has shown that there may be a considerable 

period of time between desiring and actually enacting revenge, and during this period of 

time, the vengeance desire may be resolved through intervening events (for example, 

the perpetrator apologises).  Thirdly, Jones (2010) asserts that the distinction between 

vengeance attitudes and behaviours assists in providing clarity about the kinds of 

behaviours that may be deemed to be “vengeful”.  Similarly, Stuckless and Goranson 

(1992) argue that there is a clear distinction between vengeance attitudes and other 

antisocial behaviours because vengeance attitudes can often override an individual’s 

sense of safety or integrity.   A vengeance attitude is viewed as a motivator for 

aggressive behaviour based on perceptions of being wronged or treated unfairly 

(Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Jones, 2010; Stuckless & Goranson 1992).   My program of 
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research adopts Stuckless and Goranson’s (1992, p. 25) definition of vengeance as an 

attitude towards the “the infliction of harm in return for perceived wrong”.   

 Prior research on vengeance attitudes has found positive associations with anger, 

self-worth, and perceptions of unfairness and injustice (Cota-McKinley, Woody, & 

Bell, 2001; Stuckless & Goranson, 1992; Tripp, Bies, & Aquino, 2002).  In addition to 

anger, Bies and Tripp (1998) also suggested that the desire for revenge is influenced by 

resentment and the degree of blame attributed to the other person.   Individuals who 

have unstable self-esteem, hostile attribution style, and negative reciprocity beliefs may 

have more positive attitudes towards vengeance (Bies & Tripp,  2005; Eisenberger et 

al., 2004; Perugini et al.; Tripp et al., 2002).   

 In Cota-McKinley et al.’s (2001) study, the willingness to seek revenge was 

discovered to be highest in interactions with co-workers.  The authors suggest this may 

be due to the type of relationship, which is not necessarily developed from mutual 

interests or choice, but simply occurs due to happenstance by virtue of being employed 

with the same organisation.  This finding may have important implications in terms of 

the relationship between entitlement in the workplace and vengeance.     

 While no prior research has considered the relationship between employee 

entitlement and vengeance, narcissism and narcissistic entitlement has been linked to 

vengeance (Brown, 2004) and lack of forgiveness (Exline et al., 2004).  Psychological 

entitlement has also been linked to lack of forgiveness (Exline & Zell, 2009).  

Entitlement and vengeance both appear to have positive relationships with negative 

individual differences such as anger and aggression (Campbell et al., 2004; Stuckless & 

Goranson, 1992).  Raskin and Terry (1988) also reported positive relationships between 

entitlement and direct hostility and rebellion, as well as a negative relationship with 

self-control.   
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 Exploitive/entitlement has shown positive correlations with aggression, 

dominance, anti-sociality and Machiavellianism, and negative correlations with 

agreeableness and empathy (Ackerman et al., 2011; Emmons, 1984, 1987).  Ackerman 

et al. (2011) reported that individuals who are high on exploitive/entitlement are 

described by third parties as being cold and quarrelsome, less reliable, and engaged in 

more negative interactions.   Research done by McCullough, Emmons, Kilpatrick, and 

Mooney (2003) indicated that high exploitive/entitlement individuals report being 

involved in more interpersonal transgressions, and viewed themselves as the “victim” in 

these interactions, which appears to overlap with Zitek et al.’s (2010) study on victim 

entitlement.  Narcissistic entitlement has also been positively associated with conflict, 

hostility, and aggression (Moeller et al., 2009; Reidy et al., 2008; Trzesniewski, 

Donellan, & Robins, 2008).    

 Given the above prior research which illustrates the commonalities between 

entitlement and vengeance in terms of their positive relationships with a variety of 

negative individual difference variables, I posit that employee entitlement may be 

positively related to vengeance attitudes.   I also note the links between these two 

variables and their relationships with reciprocity and unfair justice perceptions.  For 

example, entitlement is conceptualised as being linked to a lack of reciprocity, and 

vengeance has been linked to negative reciprocity beliefs (Bies & Tripp,  2005; 

Eisenberger et al., 2004; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Naumann et al., 2002; Perugini et 

al., 2003; Tripp et al., 2002).  Similarly, entitlement is posited to be associated with 

equity, and vengeance attitudes are said to be precipitated by perceptions of being 

wronged (Huseman et al., 1985; Sauley & Bedeian, 2003; Stuckless & Goranson, 1997).  

In following this line of reasoning that links entitlement and vengeance, I posit that 

employee entitlement may be an antecedent to organisational retaliatory behaviour, as 

discussed next.   
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 Organisational Retaliatory Behaviour 

  Organisational retaliatory behaviour is a typology developed by Skarlicki and 

Folger (1997), in an attempt to address some of the difficulties previously outlined in 

relation to differing definitions and causes of counterproductive workplace behaviour.   

Originally defined by Skarlicki and Folger (1997) as “adverse reactions to perceived 

unfairness by disgruntled employees toward their employer” (p. 434), it was 

subsequently revised by the authors to “reactions by disapproving individuals to 

organisational misdeeds” (Skarlicki & Folger, 2004, p. 384).  This new definition aimed 

to broaden the concept to include individuals who may retaliate as a result of 

perceptions of injustice directed towards themselves, and those who take action as a 

result of injustice directed towards third parties. 

  Skarlicki and Folger (1997) link these perceptions of fairness to the theoretical 

framework of organisational justice by positing that perceptions of unfair treatment 

relative to distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice can “trigger” 

employees to engage in retaliatory behaviour.  Vengeance attitudes, or desire for 

revenge, are actually thought to play a role in the relationship between justice 

perceptions and any resulting counterproductive behaviour (Jones, 2009).   By framing 

organisational retaliatory behaviour as a reaction to a trigger event or situation (e.g. 

organisational processes thought to favour one group, a situation deemed to reflect 

unfair treatment or rewards, etc.), Skarlicki and Folger (1997) argue that the retaliator 

may not necessarily be labelled as being inherently bad or deviant, which are terms that 

other counterproductive workplace behaviour constructs use as descriptors for 

individuals who engage in these types of behaviours.    

 Many of the counterproductive workplace behaviour constructs appear to be one 

dimensional as they imply that the consequences or outcomes of this type of behaviour 

are always negative or destructive (Griffin & Lopez, 2005).  With respect to this issue 
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of dimensionality, Skarlicki & Folger (1997) state that the word retaliatory does not 

necessarily label the behaviour as negative or wrongful, and it could be argued to be 

beneficial in some instances.  As an example, although “disobeying a supervisor’s 

order” is likely to be deemed as retaliatory behaviour, the refusal could be seen as 

potentially functional and positive if the order is actually to do something unethical (e.g. 

falsify documents)(Folger & Skarlicki, 2005).  The authors also suggest that many of 

the constructs that fall under the rubric of counterproductive workplace behaviour (for 

example anti-social or deviant behaviour) have negative connotations.  Accordingly, if 

the behaviour is framed as a response to another event when asking employees about 

engaging in counterproductive behaviours, employees may be more likely to “tell their 

story”, which will be of particular benefit to researchers, and may lead to greater 

understanding of the behaviours (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997, 2004).   The definition of 

organisational retaliatory behaviour also includes a wide variety of behaviours that 

range in severity and kind.  For example, retaliatory behaviours range from relatively 

minor incidents like taking an extended coffee or lunch break to sabotage and theft, and 

also include behaviours against both property (eg. damage equipment) and individuals 

(eg. gossip). 

 In relation to the issue of intent which has beset construct definitions of 

counterproductive workplace behaviour, Skarlicki and Folger (1997) acknowledge that 

the term retaliatory implies intent; however, they argue that intent can only ever be 

inferred by observers given the inability to actually access what the retaliator is thinking 

(Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).  Based on the above, Skarlicki and Folger (1997) 

differentiate the construct of organisational retaliatory behaviour from other types of 

counterproductive workplace behaviours.  However, even though Skarlicki and Folger 

(1997, 2004) suggest that organisational retaliatory behaviour may prove to be 
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beneficial in some instances, within the context of this research, I will focus on 

organisational retaliatory behaviour as being counterproductive to the workplace. 

 Prior research has found that a three way interaction among distributive, 

procedural, and interactional perceptions of unfair justice predicted organisational 

retaliatory behaviours (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).  Skarlicki, Folger and Tesluk (1999) 

investigated negative affect and agreeableness as moderators in the relationship between 

fairness perceptions and retaliatory behaviour.  The results indicate that organisational 

retaliatory behaviour is highest when negative affect is high and both distributive and 

interactional justice are low.  In relation to agreeableness, the authors found the opposite 

in that organisational retaliatory behaviour was only predicted by the interaction 

between interactional and distributive justice when agreeableness was low.  Research by 

Barclay, Skarlicki and Pugh (2005) found that a propensity to exhibit outward focused 

emotions (anger and hostility) was linked to increased retaliatory behaviour by 

individuals.   

 The limited studies relating to organisational retaliatory behaviour do indicate a 

strong relationship between organisational justice perceptions and retaliatory 

behaviours.  These previous studies also considered how individual differences such as 

mood and emotions may be antecedents to organisational retaliatory behaviour.  

Skarlicki et al. (1999) propose that findings such as these indicate individuals are not 

affected by, nor do they react to, mistreatment in the same way.  Therefore, the authors 

encourage further examination of how other individual difference variables may impact 

on organisational retaliatory behaviour (Barclay et al., 2005; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; 

Skarlicki et al., 1999).   My research responds to this call for further research by 

considering entitlement and vengeance as antecedents to organisational retaliatory 

behaviour.    
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Entitlement, Vengeance, and Organisational Retaliatory Behaviour   

 As previously discussed, entitlement in the workplace has been associated with 

supervisor conflict (Harvey & Martinko 2009) and co-worker abuse (Harris & Harvey, 

2010) which, like vengeance and organisational retaliatory behaviour, are specific forms 

of harmful or counterproductive workplace attitudes and behaviours.  Aside from the 

relatively limited research outlined above, much of the alleged linkage between 

entitlement and counterproductive behaviour in the workplace is based on anecdotal 

evidence, with little empirical research to date on the relationships therein  (Fisk, 2010; 

Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009).  In particular, there is little 

information on how entitled employees react when they do not receive the special 

treatment or rewards they are proposed to desire, and there is no prior research on 

employee entitlement, vengeance, and organisational retaliatory behaviour.  However, 

as highlighted above, prior research has shown associations amongst the variables of 

interests and similar constructs, including lack of reciprocity and unfair justice 

perceptions.     

 Based on this prior research, I argue that entitled employees will have more 

positive attitudes towards vengeance, and in conditions deemed to reflect unfair 

interpersonal and distributive justice, they may react with organisational retaliatory 

behaviour.  Given suggestions that levels of employee entitlement are increasing, and 

that entitled employees may have a greater propensity to desire and actually engage in 

counterproductive workplace behaviours, which have significant financial and health 

and well-being costs to the organisation and its employees, it is important to investigate 

the relationships amongst entitlement and vengeance attitudes and retaliatory 

behaviours.  Indeed, all of these constructs – individually and collectively - may 

significantly impact upon workplace practises, thereby emphasising the need to explore 

the relationships further.   
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Chapter Summary 

 In this Chapter, I reviewed the literature on entitlement and, specifically, the 

definitions and measures used to investigate the concept of entitlement across several 

disciplines, including psychology, law, criminology, marketing, academia, and 

management.  A review of the literature shows that the terms and definitions relative to 

the concept of entitlement are many and varied, including within the management 

research where there is no single term, definition, or measure relied upon (see Table 1. 

Key Construct Definitions and Measures of Trait, Situational, and Context Specific 

Entitlement).  However, many of the conceptualisations do show links with the 

psychological definitions of entitlement that view entitlement as a stable personality  

trait having strong links with narcissism (Raskin & Terry, 1998) which is underpinned 

by self-centred behaviours (Moeller et al., 2009); and, self-esteem (Campbell et al., 

2004).   

 In regard to self-esteem, as discussed in the literature review, inconsistent results 

have been obtained in studies which examined entitlement and self-esteem even when 

using a consistent measure of entitlement such as the PES (Campbell et al., 2004).  For 

example, Campbell et al. (2004) and Kopp et al. (2004) reported positive relationships 

between PES and self-esteem whereas Greenberger et al. (2008) and Chowning and 

Campbell (2008) reported a negative relationship; and Brown et al. (2009) and Lessard 

et al. (2011) found no relationship between the two variables.  The relationship between 

entitlement and self-esteem remains unclear even though self-esteem is thought to have 

an association with entitlement given both of their connections with narcissism. 

 Despite reliance on psychological definitions of entitlement, debate still exists as 

to whether entitlement is influenced by situation.   The research on academic 

entitlement has started to consider whether entitlement arises because of the individual’s 

role as a student and, therefore, may not cross over to other contexts.  Research on 
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Table 1. Key Construct Definitions and Measures of Trait, Situation, and Context Specific Entitlement 

Construct Definition Trait or Situation-

based (or both) 

Measure 

Trait-based     

Clinical narcissism – 

entitlement component 

“unreasonable expectation of especially favourable treatment or 

automatic compliance with his/her expectations”.  (APA, DSM-

IV-TR) 

trait Semi-structured interviews and 

observer ratings 

Subclinical narcissism – 

entitlement component 

“involving the expectation of special privileges over others and 

special exemptions from normal social demands” (Terry & 

Raskin, 1988) 

trait Narcissistic Personality 

Inventory (NPI, Raskin & 

Terry, 1988) 

Exploitiveness/Entitlement  “heavy interpersonal manipulative content comprised of an 

expectation of favors and exploitation of others (Emmons, 1984, 

p. 292). Reflects a combination of exploitiveness and entitlement 

components of subclinical narcissism defined as 

trait NPI – 4 and 3 factor solution 

(see also Watson et al.,1984 & 

Kubarych et al., 2004) 

Narcissistic entitlement “an expectation of special or preferential treatment from others” 

(Exline et al., 2004).   

trait NPI entitlement subscale 

(Raskin & Terry, 1988)  

Psychological entitlement “stable and pervasive sense that one deserves more and is entitled 

to more than others” (Campbell et al., 2004, p. 31) 

trait Psychological Entitlement Scale 

(PES, Campbell et al., 2004) 

Situational-based cultural and societal rules, values, and norms influence entitlement 

(see Feather, 2003; Lerner, 1987; Major, 1996) 

situation Not applicable - conceptual 

Context-specific     

Perpetrator entitlement Related to cognitive   (Beech et al., 2005); “quasi-emotional state” 

(Lamb, 1996); not a state or kind of personality but predominantly 

relates to social relations and a varying sense of position (a spatial 

and discursive concept) in relation to ideologies, discourses, other 

people, objects and events” (Foster, 2006) 

both  

 

 

 

 

 

Victim entitlement “a dynamic mindset influenced by situational cues resulting in 

selfish behaviour as a response to experiencing or being reminded 

of experiencing an unfair event that may cross domains” (Zitek et 

al., 2010, p. 252).   

both 3 item scale – 2 items adapted 

from the PES (Campbell et al., 

2004) and l item adapted from 

Freud (1916) 

    

Consumer/marketing 

entitlement 

“the extent to which consumers think they are a special customer 

to the retailer (Boyd & Helms, 2005, p. 271).    

trait Consumer Entitlement 

Inventory (Boyd & Helms, 

2005) 



60 

 

Academic entitlement “a pervasive sense that one deserves more and is entitled to more 

than others” (Campbell et al., 2004) but specific to an educational 

setting (Greenberger et al., 2008) 

trait  but context 

specific 

Academic Entitlement scale 

(Greenberger et al., 2008) 

  

“the tendency to possess an expectation of academic success 

without taking personal responsibility for achieving that success” 

(Chowning & Campbell, 2009, p. 982) 

 

trait but context 

specific 

 

Academic Entitlement scale: 

Externalised Responsibility and 

Entitled Expectations 

(Chowning & Campbell, 2009) 

 “the expectation that one should receive certain positive academic 

outcomes (e.g., high grades) in academic settings, often 

independent of performance” (Kopp et al., 2011, p. 106).   

situation Academic Entitlement 

Questionnaire – 5 facets (Kopp 

et al., 2011) 

 Expectation of positive outcomes derived from one’s feelings of 

self-worth and previous accomplishments in a given domain 

(Lessard et al., 2011, p. 523) 

both Exploitive and non-exploitive 

entitlement (Lessard et al., 

2011) 

Workplace Entitlement    

 

Job entitlement 

 

“a belief in one’s right to a good job which reflects one’s 

preferences and skills” (Derber, 1978, p. 29) 

 

both 

 

Job Entitlement scale (Derber, 

1978) 

Equity sensitivity Individual perception about input/outcome ratios in comparison to 

others (based on a continuum including benevolents, equity 

sensitives, and entitleds)(Huseman et al., 1985) 

trait Equity Sensitivity Instrument 

(Huseman et al., 1985) 

 

Employee entitlement “the compensation expected as a result of an individual 

participating in an employment relationship” (Naumann et al., 

2002, p. 150) 

both  Not applicable – conceptual 

paper 

 

Workplace entitlement “desire for preferred treatment and rewards without regard to 

performance levels” (Harvey & Martinko, 2009, p. 461) 

trait Job Entitlement scale (Derber, 

1978) and the PES (Campbell et 

al., 2004) 

Co-worker entitlement 

behaviour (based on third 

party perceptions) 

“anticipation of special, preferential treatment, devoid of assuming 

reciprocity, therefore violating most established norms of social 

exchange (Hochwarter et al., 2007, p. 389) - adaptation of 

Naumann et al.’s, (2002) and Campbell et al.’s, (2004) definitions 

of entitlement  

trait Perceived entitlement scale 

(Hochwarter et al., 2007) 



 

 

61 

 

academic entitlement suggests that the entitled individual’s expectations may not 

consider reciprocity in the form of effort or performance.  Likewise, prior research on 

entitlement has linked it to equity and justice perceptions.  These propositions appear to 

have clear implications for entitlement in the workplace although, to date, the 

management literature has largely overlooked how organisational context, reciprocity, 

or perceptions of fairness (particularly perceptions of unfairness) may relate to 

entitlement.   

 Notably, despite research using differing definitions and measures, entitlement 

does appear to be consistently positively associated with negative individual differences 

and behaviour.  While research on entitlement in the workplace has established some 

links between entitlement and counterproductive workplace behaviours, the research is 

limited (Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009).  Research has also not 

addressed how entitled employees may respond when they do not receive the 

preferential treatment or rewards they expect.  Due to perceptions of rising levels of 

entitlement in the workplace, its association with negative individual differences and 

behaviour, the lack of a clear conceptualisation and measure of employee entitlement 

(including its links with the workplace context, reciprocity, and justice perceptions), as 

well as the dearth of information from a management perspective, there is a clear need 

to broaden our understanding of entitlement in the workplace.   This program of 

research aims to respond to this need by addressing the three research questions 

identified in Chapter 1, commencing with Study 1 which examines the relationships 

amongst entitlement, vengeance attitudes, and organisational retaliatory behaviour in 

different justice conditions.  
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CHAPTER 3: STUDY 1 - ENTITLEMENT, VENGEANCE, AND 

ORGANISATIONAL RETALIATORY BEHAVIOUR 

Chapter Overview 

 The purpose of Study 1 is to address Research Question 1:  Is there a link 

between entitlement and vengeance attitudes and organisational retaliatory behaviour?  

In Study 1, I posit that entitlement will be positively related to vengeance in fair and 

unfair interpersonal and distributive justice conditions.  Specifically, Study 1 

investigates a model in which I propose that entitled individuals will be more likely to 

engage in organisational retaliatory behaviour in the workplace within conditions that 

have been deemed to reflect unfair interpersonal or distributive justice, and that the 

relationship between entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour in unfair 

interpersonal and distributive justice conditions will be mediated by vengeance 

attitudes.  Therefore, in Study 1, I aim to extend the theoretical and practical body of 

knowledge relating to entitlement and counterproductive workplace behaviour by using 

a quasi-experimental questionnaire design.  

 This Chapter firstly outlines the research overview of Study 1.  In accordance 

with the quantitative nature of this study, I set out the theoretical framework upon which 

the Study 1 model is based, and the variables of interest, namely entitlement, 

organisational retaliatory behaviour, and vengeance, followed by the hypotheses 

development section.  Next, the method, including ethics approval, procedure, sample, 

and measures are discussed.  The results of the study will be presented, followed by a 

brief discussion of the findings and, finally, the Chapter is summarised.   
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Research Overview 

 As identified in the Literature Review (Chapter 2), research on entitlement in the 

workplace has consistently focused on the relationship between entitlement and 

negative individual difference variables.  To date, research on workplace entitlement 

has identified positive relationships between entitlement and aggression (Campbell et 

al., 2004); abusive supervision (Harvey & Martinko, 2009); co-worker abuse (Harvey & 

Harris, 2010); and withdrawal behaviours (Harvey & Martinko, 2009). However, the 

literature is relatively scarce and given the perceptions that entitlement is increasing in 

the workplace (Fisk, 2010; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009), as well 

as the enormous monetary and emotional cost to organisations as a result of 

counterproductive workplace behaviours (Bowling & Gruys, 2010; Vardi & Weitz, 

2004),  I argue that further research into the links between entitlement and negative 

individual differences in the workplace is necessary.   

 Two specific types of negative individual difference variables that I posit are 

important to consider in relation to entitlement in the workplace are vengeance 

(Stuckless & Goranson, 1992), and organisational retaliatory behaviour (Skarlicki & 

Folger, 1997, 2004).  As discussed in the Literature Review in Chapter 2, vengeance is 

an attitude towards inflicting harm in response to perceptions of being wronged 

(Stuckless & Goranson,1992), and organisational retaliatory behaviour refers to 

reactions by individuals to perceived organisational wrongs (Skarlicki & Folger, 2004).  

While both constructs are predicated on perceptions of unfairness in the workplace and, 

as such, have theoretical underpinnings with organisational justice (Greenberg, 1987), 

vengeance is framed in this study as an attitude or preference towards engaging in 

retaliation whereas organisational retaliatory behaviour is framed in this study as a 

behavioural response (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Stuckless & Goranson, 1992).     
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 As proposed, entitled employees have an expectation to receive preferential 

treatment and compensation (Harvey & Martinko, 2009) which, if unmet, may result in 

perceptions of being treated unfairly or wronged (Bies & Tripp, 1995; Stuckless & 

Goranson, 1992).  The potential then exists that entitled employees who have 

favourable attitudes towards vengeance may actually engage in organisational 

retaliatory behaviours in order to “right the wrong”.    

Theoretical Framework 

 The theoretical underpinning for Study 1 is based on an organisational justice 

perspective (Greenberg, 1987) and the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 

1975).  

Organisational Justice 

 Organisational justice was originally broken into three types: distributive justice 

which related to the perceived fairness of outcomes (Adams, 1963, 1965); procedural 

justice which related to the perceived fairness of the rules and procedures in place and 

processes by which outcomes are determined (Leventhal, 1976; Thibault & Walker, 

1975); and interactional justice which concerned the perceived fairness of interpersonal 

treatment received from others (Bies & Moag, 1986). Greenberg (1993) and Colquitt 

(2001) subsequently proposed that interactional justice should be further divided into 

two categories:  interpersonal and informational justice.  Interpersonal justice referred to 

respect and propriety of treatment generally (see Bies & Moag, 1986), and 

informational justice referred to fairness related to adequacy of communication of 

information, including truthfulness and timeliness (Colquitt, 2001).    

 Despite there being four types of organisational justice, only two types of 

organisational justice were chosen as foci in this study:  interpersonal and distributive 

justice.  I did not include procedural and informational justice in the study as I argue 



 

 

65 

 

that they do not have the strong prima facie links to entitlement that interpersonal and 

distributive justice have.  The definition of workplace entitlement as adapted in this 

study is “an expectation for special ‘treatment’ or ‘rewards’” (Harvey & Martinko, 

2009).  I posit that this definition of entitlement has direct ties with interpersonal justice 

(Bies & Moag, 1986) which is concerned with perceptions of interpersonal treatment, 

and distributive justice which is concerned with perceptions of how outcomes (e.g. 

rewards) are distributed (Adams 1963, 1965).   

 Interpersonal justice was chosen as prior research suggested that interpersonally 

related attacks may produce greater levels of aggression and retaliation as they have a 

“special sting” (Folger & Skarlicki, 1998; Jones, 2010).  Prior research has also linked 

narcissism, narcissistic entitlement, and psychological entitlement with aggression and 

counterproductive work behaviour in interpersonal contexts (Bushman & Baumeister, 

1998; Campbell et al., 2004; Reidy et al., 2008) .  Distributive justice was chosen given 

the contention that entitled individuals may show greater sensitivity towards how 

rewards and outcomes are distributed in the workplace (Harvey & Martinko, 2009).  

Thus, it was considered that perceptions of fairness as related to interpersonal or 

distributive justice would provide the most relevance to potential participants and, in 

particular, in conditions that are deemed to reflect unfair interpersonal and distributive 

justice, entitled individuals may be more likely to consider engaging in organisational 

retaliatory behaviour.   

Theory of Reasoned Action 

 The theory of reasoned action states that a person’s intention to perform a 

behaviour is derived from their attitudes towards the behaviour, as well as their 

subjective norms about the behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  Behavioural intention 

is defined as  a “special case of beliefs” where the object is the individual and the 
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attribute is always a behaviour which is indicated by the subjective probability that the 

individual will perform the behaviour (Ajzen, 1988, p. 12).  Ajzen (1988, pp. 11-12) 

defines attitude as a learned predisposition to respond in a consistent (favourable or 

unfavourable) manner to a given object; beliefs are said to relate to information 

concerning the behaviour.  The theory of reasoned action states that intention is a 

predictor of behaviour, and intention emerges from attitudes and norms.      

 As it applies to this research study, the behavioural outcome is clearly 

organisational retaliatory behaviour.   According to the theory, the attitudes and 

subjective norms relate directly to the intention to retaliate.  For example, in relation to 

this research, an employee’s attitude toward retaliation (i.e. positive or negative), and 

their perceptions of how significant others (i.e. co-workers) may view retaliation will 

influence their intention to retaliate.  While measures relating to subjective norms are 

not included, the study does suggest that entitlement will positively relate to attitudes of 

vengeance, which will subsequently predict organisational retaliatory behaviour.    

Overview of Variables 

 As the primary variables of interest in this Study, namely entitlement, 

organisational retaliatory behaviour, and vengeance were extensively reviewed in the 

Literature Review in Chapter 2, they will not be discussed in depth here.   

Independent Variable - Entitlement 

 In Study 1, I chose to focus on two specific constructs of entitlement in terms of 

definitions and measures, namely psychological entitlement (Campbell et al., 2004) and 

narcissistic entitlement (Raskin & Terry, 1988), given they appear to be the most 

dominant construct definitions and scales used by entitlement researchers.   

Psychological entitlement is measured with the Psychological Entitlement Scale (PES) 

which purports to measure a “stable and pervasive sense that one deserves more and is 
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entitled to more than others” (Campbell et al., 2004, p 31).  Narcissistic entitlement is 

defined as relating to an expectation of special privileges and is measured with the 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI, Raskin & Terry, 1988).    Both psychological 

and narcissistic entitlement are trait-based conceptualisations of entitlement in that they 

assume entitlement is a stable personality trait that crosses all situations.   

 Research on entitlement across disciplines, including psychology and 

management, has linked entitlement to counterproductive variables such as aggression 

(Campbell et al., 2004; Reidy et al., 2008); anger (Witte, Callahan, & Perez-Lopez, 

2002); lack of forgiveness (Exline et al., 2004; Exline & Zell, 2009); supervisor conflict 

(Harvey & Martinko, 2009); withdrawal behaviours, e.g. turnover intentions (Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009); and co-worker abuse (Harvey & Harris, 2010). While organisational 

retaliatory behaviour and vengeance are conceptually distinct from these constructs, this 

prior research provides initial support for the proposition that entitlement may be 

positively associated with vengeance, and may be an antecedent to organisational 

retaliatory behaviour, the dependent variable. 

Dependent Variable - Organisational Retaliatory Behaviour  

 Organisational retaliatory behaviour is defined as “reactions by disapproving 

individuals to organisational misdeeds” (Skarlicki & Folger, 2004, p. 384).  The 

construct is framed as behavioural reactions to trigger events.  These trigger events are  

linked to the theoretical framework of organisational justice (Greenberg, 1987), in that 

Skarlicki and Folger (1997) posit that employees engage in retaliatory behaviours as a 

response to perceiving unfairness or organisational injustice.  In this study, I argue that 

unfair interpersonal and distributive justice conditions are situational contexts where 

entitled individuals may engage in organisational retaliatory behaviour.   

 In their initial study, Skarlicki and Folger (1997) discovered that a complex  



 

 

68 

 

interaction among distributive, procedural, and interactional
1
 justice predicted 

organisational retaliatory behaviours in a sample of 240 manufacturing employees.  

When interactional and procedural justice perceptions were low, distributive justice was 

found to be related to organisational retaliatory behaviour.  Also, when interactional 

justice was perceived as low, distributive and procedural justice interacted.  The result is 

that when employees perceive they are being treated unfairly from an interpersonal 

perspective, they may also consider fairness of outcomes and procedures prior to 

retaliating.  Finally, when procedural justice was low, a two way interaction of 

distributive and interactional justice was seen.  The study indicated that when 

supervisors show sensitivity and concern and treat employees with dignity and respect, 

employees may be less likely to retaliate even when they perceive unfair distributive or 

procedural justice situations (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).   

 Using the same sample as above, but reported in a subsequent paper, Skarlicki et 

al. (1999) investigated how emotions and personality effected organisational retaliatory 

behaviour.  They considered how negative affect and agreeableness may moderate the 

relationship between fairness perceptions and retaliatory behaviour.  The results 

indicated that organisational retaliatory behaviour is highest when negative affect is 

high and both interactional and distributive justice are low, as would be expected.  By 

contrast, when negative affect is low, organisational retaliatory behaviour was not 

predicted by the interaction between interactional and distributive justice.  In relation to 

agreeableness, organisational retaliatory behaviour was only predicted by the interaction 

between interactional and distributive justice when agreeableness was low.  Skarlicki et 

                                                 

1
 Note.  The measures used for interactional justice in all the studies reviewed here included questions 

relating to interpersonal treatment “Does your supervisor treat you with dignity and respect?”(Tyler & 

Bies, 1989), as well as communication processes followed, e.g. “Does your supervisor consider your 

viewpoint when making decisions” (Moorman, 1991).  
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al. (1999) stated that this research shows that particular individuals are not affected by, 

nor do they react to, mistreatment in the same way.   

 In more recent research, Barclay et al. (2005) considered how inward focused 

(shame and guilt) and outward focused (anger and hostility) emotions interacted with 

fairness perceptions and retaliation.  The authors used a field study of 173 individuals, 

who were sourced from an outplacement services firm and who had been “laid off” 

from a variety of different industries, to consider these relationships (Barclay et al., 

2005).  They found that the relationship between outcome favourability (measure 

included items such as I received a favourable severance package; I was given adequate 

assistance to find new employment) and inward focused and outward focused emotions 

was more pronounced when interactional justice was deemed to be high.  Their findings 

also suggested that external attributions of blame mediated the relationship between 

interactional justice and anger and hostility.  When interactional justice was perceived 

as low, employees attributed the cause of low outcomes to external sources rather than 

internally towards feelings of shame or guilt.  The research also indicated that negative 

emotions were associated with unfair interpersonal treatment even when outcomes were 

perceived by the recipients as favourable (Barclay et al., 2005).   

 The studies relating to organisational retaliatory behaviour discussed above all 

indicated that justice perceptions, including interpersonal and distributive justice 

perceptions, are of paramount importance in predicting whether individuals will engage 

in organisational retaliatory behaviour.  In addition, these previous studies considered 

how individual differences such as agreeableness and negative affect may be 

antecedents to organisational retaliatory behaviour.  However, there are noticeable gaps 

in our understanding to date and, therefore, there is a need for future research into how 

other individual difference variables may impact on retaliatory behaviour (Skarlicki & 

Folger, 2004).  The present study responds to the need for further investigation into the 
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antecedents of organisational retaliatory behaviour by examining entitlement as a 

potential antecedent, and in addition, examines how the relationship between 

entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour may be mediated by vengeance 

attitudes within unfair interpersonal and distributive justice conditions.  

Mediating Variable - Vengeance 

 In 1992, Stuckless and Goranson initially noted the existence of little 

psychological research on vengeance attitudes, and according to Jones (2010, p. 104), 

there remains a lack of research on vengeance attitudes with most studies merely 

assuming the presence of these “underlying revenge motives” when examining 

counterproductive workplace behaviour.  Stuckless and Goranson (1992, p. 25) defined 

revenge as the “infliction of harm in return for perceived wrong”, and similar to 

organisational retaliatory behaviour, they emphasised that the motivational source of 

vengeance is a perception of being wronged.  However, as previously stated, despite 

both organisational retaliatory behaviour and vengeance being triggered by perceptions 

of unfairness, they are differentiated in the present program of research, and in line with 

the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), as vengeance reflects an 

attitude towards retaliatory behaviour, whereas organisational retaliatory behaviour 

reflects actual behaviour.     

 Past research on revenge has found that men and younger individuals have more 

positive attitudes towards revenge (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992; Cota-McKinley et al., 

2001).  Significant negative relationships between empathy and vengeance have also 

been found (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992).  It is also suggested that desire for revenge 

will be influenced by anger and resentment, as well as the degree of blame (Bies & 

Tripp, 1998; Stuckless & Goranson, 1992; Tripp et al., 2002).   
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 Tripp et al. (2002) stated that individuals who have negative affect, unstable 

self-esteem, hostile attribution style, and believe in the norm of reciprocity are also 

more likely to seek revenge (Bies & Tripp, 2005).  Power differences and the procedural 

justice climate of the organisation are also likely to influence whether an individual will 

seek revenge (or choose an alternative coping response such as forgiveness or 

reconciliation) (Aquino et al., 2006).  Cota-McKinley et al. (2001) concurred with the 

suggestion that vengeance is tied to perceptions of unfairness and injustice and, of 

importance to Study 1, the willingness to seek revenge was highest in interactions with 

co-workers.   

 Turning to the concept of entitlement and its relationship with vengeance, a 

review of the literature found some prior relevant studies.  For example, narcissism has 

been linked to vengeance (Bishop & Lane, 2002; Brown, 2004).  The Bishop and Lane 

(2002) findings were based on two case studies of clinical patients diagnosed as 

displaying narcissistic behaviour which they state was derived from “emotional 

deprivation in childhood” (Bishop & Lane, 2002, p. 739).  Bishop and Lane (2002, 

p.739) proposed that those high in entitlement may retaliate to seek justice.  Arguably, 

their conclusions are not generalisable as they are based on a clinical study of only two 

case studies.  

 Using the entitlement subscale of the NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988), Exline et al. 

(2004) found narcissistic entitlement to be positively associated with a lack of 

forgiveness.  Exline and Zell (2009) subsequently built on this 2004 study, but used 

Campbell et al.’s (2004) PES to measure entitlement.  In order to measure forgiveness, 

they used the Transgression Relevant Interpersonal Motivations Inventory-Revised 

(TRIM, McCullough & Hoyt, 2002).  The TRIM is a self-report measure comprised of 

three subscales (avoidance, benevolence, and vengeance), motivations which are 

proposed to underlie forgiveness (McCullough & Hoyt, 2002).   The avoidance subscale 
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had a positive relationship with psychological entitlement, as did the vengeance 

subscale (r = .34, p < .01).   Psychological entitlement was found to be negatively 

related to benevolence (Exline & Zell, 2009).  While the above studies provided 

contribution to the research on entitlement and vengeance, the present research is 

differentiated in terms of the construct definitions I apply and measurement methods 

used in the research.  Furthermore, these prior studies did not consider whether context 

(i.e. justice perceptions) may influence the relationship between entitlement and 

vengeance.   

Hypotheses Development 

 The studies outlined above, which link entitlement to other counterproductive 

workplace behaviours relate to hypothetical or real interpersonal interactions with 

others, for example in response to: aggression (Campbell et al., 2004); withdrawal 

behaviours (Harvey & Martinko, 2009); supervisor conflict (Harvey & Martinko, 2009); 

and co-worker abuse (Harvey & Harris, 2010).  Prior research by McCullough et al. 

(2003) has also suggested that individuals high on the exploitive/entitlement subscale of 

the NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988) report being involved in more interpersonal 

transgressions, and also viewed themselves as being the “victim” in these interpersonal 

transgressions.  In relation to distributive justice, Campbell et al. (2004) found that 

entitled individuals reported that they were more deserving of increased pay compared 

to others in a hypothetical employment situation.   Interestingly, Harvey and Martinko 

(2009) contend that entitled employees may feel they are “mistreated” relative to 

distribution of rewards and compensation even if they actually receive “treatment 

commensurate with their effort and abilities” (p. 465), suggesting that entitled 

employees may feel their rewards are unfair even when distributive justice is perceived 

as fair.   



 

 

73 

 

 The above studies indicate that entitled individuals may have a heightened 

awareness towards interpersonal treatment and distribution of rewards and, as such, may 

be more sensitive to perceptions of unfair interpersonal and distributive justice in the 

workplace.  However, it is also suggested that other individual differences, including 

attitudes, may influence an individual’s intentions or actual behavioural reactions 

(Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  As such, vengeance attitudes may impact upon 

whether an entitled individual intends to or actually engages in organisational retaliatory 

behaviours.  These vengeance attitudes will also remain stable regardless of justice 

conditions.  Therefore, I hypothesise that: 

Hypothesis 1:  Entitlement will be positively associated with vengeance when 

interpersonal justice is perceived to be fair, 

Hypothesis 2:  Entitlement will be positively associated with vengeance when 

interpersonal justice is perceived to be unfair, 

Hypothesis 3:  Entitlement will be positively associated with vengeance when 

distributive justice is perceived to be fair, and 

Hypothesis 4:  Entitlement will be positively associated with vengeance when 

distributive justice is perceived to be unfair.   

 The mediation analyses in this Study are based on bootstrapping methods by 

Preacher and Hayes (2004, 2008).  Hayes (2009) and Preacher and Hayes (2004, 2008) 

argue that bootstrapping does not require the three-step causal steps approach of 

mediation as asserted by Baron and Kenney (1986).  In the Baron and Kenney (1986) 

approach, the independent variable (i.e. entitlement) must correlate with the dependent 

variable (i.e. organisational retaliatory behaviour); the independent variable must 

correlate with the mediating variable (i.e. vengeance); and the mediating variable must 

affect the dependent variable.  Hayes (2009), however, argues that the total effect of the 

independent variable on the dependent variable may be through a variety of direct and 



 

 

74 

 

indirect pathways, which the Baron and Kenney (1986) model does not allow for.  

Therefore, in line with Hayes (2009), and Preacher and Hayes (2004, 2008), I 

hypothesise that vengeance will mediate the relationship between entitlement and 

organisational retaliatory behaviours within unfair interpersonal and distributive justice 

contexts (see Figure 1): 

Hypothesis 5:  In a condition that is deemed to reflect unfair interpersonal 

justice, there is a positive relationship between entitlement and organisational 

retaliatory behaviour mediated by vengeance, and 

Hypothesis 6:  In a condition that is deemed to reflect unfair distributive justice, 

there is a positive relationship between entitlement and organisational 

retaliatory behaviour mediated by vengeance.  

 

Figure 1.  Bootstrapping Model Depicting Vengeance as a Mediator between 

Entitlement and Organisational Retaliatory Behaviour within Interpersonal (H5) and 

Distributive (H6) Justice Conditions Deemed to be Unfair. 

 It is important to clarify that the intention is not to examine the effects (i.e. 

moderating or mediating) that perceptions of unfair interpersonal or distributive justice 

justice have in the relationships amongst entitlement, vengeance, and organisational 

retaliatory behaviour.  Instead, the purpose is to examine the role of vengeance as a 

mediator between entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour within the 
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boundaries of specific conditions.  In this case, the boundaries are conditions that have 

been deemed to reflect unfair interpersonal and distributive justice.   

Method 

Ethics Approval 

 Ethics approval to collect the data analysed in Study 1 was obtained from the 

Griffith University Human Ethics Committee.  The procedure, participants, measures 

and results relating to Study 1 are discussed below.   

Procedure 

 A between persons experiment was undertaken with business undergraduate 

students who completed two self report questionnaires.   To control for common method 

variance, the students completed the questionnaires approximately six weeks apart 

although demographic data including age, gender, nationality, and work experience 

were collected at both Time 1 and Time 2. Time 1 and Time 2 surveys were 

subsequently matched using unique identifier codes.  The Time 1 survey measured 

psychological entitlement and vengeance, and also included a number of measurement 

scales relating to other variables that were collected as part of a larger study but these 

will not be discussed or examined in this thesis.   The Time 2 survey measured 

narcissistic entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour.  Prior to completing the 

Time 2 measure relating to organisational retaliatory behaviour, participants were 

randomly assigned to read one of four hypothetical scenarios relating to a “fair/unfair” 

interpersonal or distributive justice situation followed by questions relating to the 

likelihood of the participant engaging in organisational retaliatory behaviours given the 

circumstances described in the scenario (see Appendices A, B, and C).   
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Sample 

 At Time 1, 450 questionnaires were distributed and 378 were returned.  At Time 

2, 520 surveys were distributed and 429 returned.  After data screening (see Results 

section), 303 participants remained in Time 1 and 409 in Time 2.  These were matched 

resulting in a sample of 182.     

 The remaining matched and useable responses included 62 (34.1%) male and 

120 (65.9%) female participants.   The mean age was 22.4 years, ranging from 18 to 43 

years.   The majority of participants (62.1%) stated their nationality as Australian with 

the second largest nationality identified as Chinese (4.4%).  The rest of the sample 

reported nationalities from a range of Western and Eastern nations.  English was stated 

to be the first language for 71.4% of the sample.  The vast majority of participants 

(88.5%) stated they had work experience while only 11.5% indicated they did not have 

any work experience.  Of those participants who answered “yes” to work experience, 

50% had part-time experience, 6% had full time, and 33% reported having both part-

time and full-time experience.  Finally, of those participants who answered “yes” to 

work experience, 41.2% had 0-4 years; 39% had 5-9 years; and, 8.8% stated they had 10 

plus years experience.   

Measures - Independent Variable 

 Entitlement.  As discussed, the two predominant entitlement measures are the 

PES (Campbell et al., 2004) and the Narcissistic Entitlement subscale (Raskin & Terry, 

1988), both of which were used in the present research.   

 Psychological entitlement.  Campbell et al.’s (2004) PES uses a 7 point 

response format (1=strong disagreement to 7= strong agreement).  Item three of the 

original scale (If I were on the Titanic, I would deserve to be on the first lifeboat!) was 

excluded on the assumption that all students would not necessarily be familiar with this 
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particular event.  Item four was reverse scored.  The remaining eight items include 

statements such as I honestly feel I’m just more deserving than others and I feel entitled 

to more of everything.  Campbell et al. (2004) obtained Cronbach’s alpha of .85 while a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .85 was obtained in this study. 

 Narcissistic entitlement.  The six item entitlement subscale from Raskin and 

Terry’s (1988) NPI was included as a second measure for entitlement.  This is a forced 

choice scale that included items such as I will never be satisfied until I get all that I 

deserve versus I take my satisfactions as they come.  In this study, a low Cronbach’s 

alpha of .36 was obtained, which is consistent with prior research using the Narcissistic 

Entitlement subscale (Campbell et al., 2004; Moeller et al., 2009; Pryor et al., 2008).   

While this measure has been widely used in research, low reliabilities, instability 

relating to the factor structure, and difficulties with the forced choice format have led to 

recent research questioning the validity and reliability of the NPI and its subscales 

(including the entitlement subscale) (Ackerman et al., 2011; Brown et al., 2009; J. D. 

Campbell et al., 1996; Corry, Davis-Merritt, Mrug, & Pamp, 2008; Kubarych et al., 

2004; Miller & Campbell, 2010).  I deemed the reliability obtained herein to be 

unacceptably low and, as such, I excluded the Narcissistic Entitlement subscale from 

any further analyses.   

Dependent Variable 

 Organisational retaliatory behaviour.  Skarlicki and Folger’s (1997) 17 item 

Organisational Retaliatory Behaviour scale was used to measure retaliatory behaviour at 

time two.  The scale was modified from its original format, which uses peer ratings and 

asks respondents to rate the frequency of observed retaliatory behaviours,  to a self-

report measure that  used a 5 point Likert scale (1 = extremely unlikely to 5 = extremely 

likely).  It was also deemed to be more appropriate to ask participants the likelihood of 
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them engaging in the behaviour given the scenario is hypothetical.  Participants were 

asked how “likely you would be to consider engaging” in the behaviours described (for 

example “Talk back” to your boss or Intentionally work slower) given the 

circumstances outlined in the described scenario.  Skarlicki and Folger (1997) obtained 

a Cronbach’s alpha of .97, and the alpha obtained here was .93.  

Mediating variable 

 Vengeance.  Vengeance was measured using Stuckless and Goranson’s (1992) 

20 item Vengeance Scale.  A 7 point response format (1=disagree strongly to 7=agree 

strongly) was used.  Items include statements such as I try to even the score with anyone 

who hurts me and People who insist on getting revenge are disgusting (reverse).  Items 

1, 4, 5, 8, 9, 11, 13, 16, 18, and 19 are reverse scored.  Stuckless and Goranson (1992) 

obtained a Cronbach’s alpha of .92, while this study obtained an alpha of .90.  

Manipulation – Interpersonal and Distributive Justice.  

 The scenarios used were adapted from Scott and Colquitt (2007) (see Appendix 

C).  Each scenario described a similar employment context relating to an interpersonal 

or distributive justice event with the description being manipulated to create just/fair or 

unjust/unfair perceptions.  The participants were asked to read the story and imagine 

they were the employee in the retail situation described.  Scott and Colquitt (2007) 

explain that a retail situation was chosen on the assumption that the majority of students 

would be likely to have experience in this type of setting.  Prior to completing the 

manipulation check described below, participants were prompted with the final sentence 

which states “In general, you feel that your boss treats you very fairly from an 

interpersonal perspective” or “In general, you feel the rewards you receive at work are 

fair”.  They are then asked to complete the four item manipulation check described 

below. 
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 Manipulation check measure.  Colquitt’s (2001) interpersonal and distributive 

justice scales were used to evaluate the just or unjustness of the situation in the 

scenarios.  In the interpersonal scenarios, participants were asked to rate on a 5 point 

scale (1=to a very little extent, 5=to a very great extent) the extent to which they 

considered the boss in the scenario treated them in a polite manner, with dignity, with 

respect, and refrained from improper comments.  In the distributive justice scenarios, 

participants were asked to rate on a 5 point scale (1 = to a very little extent, 5 = to a very 

great extent) the extent to which the rewards they received reflected their effort, the 

appropriateness of the reward, their contribution to the organisation and whether the 

reward was justified given their performance.  In previous research, Scott and Colquitt 

(2007) obtained an alpha of .98 for the interpersonal justice scenario and .96 for the 

distributive justice scenario.  In this study, alphas of .88 and .88 for the fair and unfair 

interpersonal justice scales respectively were obtained and alphas of .87 and .92 for the 

fair and unfair distributive justice scales respectively were obtained. 

Control Variables   

 In terms of control variables for this study, I collected data on the age and 

gender for each respondent.  Campbell et al. (2004) controlled for age and gender in the 

development of the PES, finding that males have slightly higher levels of entitlement.  

Cota-McKinley et al. (2001) found gender and age to be predictors of vengeance with 

men and younger individuals were more accepting of vengeance.  Furthermore, males 

are more likely to engage in retaliation (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).  

Results 

Data Screening and Matching 

 Prior to merging the Time 1 and 2 datasets, the raw data (Time 1: N=378 and 

Time 2: N=429) were screened and cleaned for data entry errors, missing data, outliers 
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and normality, according to recommendations by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007).  The 

data were initially checked for accuracy of data entry by assessing the range of values 

and correcting any errors.  Next, approximately 10 percent of the data were checked for 

further errors on a random basis.   

 An analysis of missing data was then undertaken with a total of 75 cases 

removed from Time 1, and 20 cases removed from Time 2, due to missing data of 

greater than five percent, as recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007, p. 62).  One 

case was removed from Time 1 on the basis of extreme scores on virtually all scales.  

Cases with outliers were noted on several scales.  The five percent trimmed mean and 

mean were examined to ascertain if there were significant differences that may warrant 

excluding these outliers.  In all of these cases, the two mean values were very similar so 

the outlier cases were retained.   

 The distribution of scores relating to both scales and subscales were assessed, 

with all demonstrating normality.  After screening and cleaning, 303 useable cases 

remained in the Time 1 data set and 409 useable cases remained in Time 2.   The Time 1 

and 2 datasets were subsequently merged, leaving 182 matched useable responses.  

Prior to analyses, items from the PES (Campbell et al., 2004) and Vengeance scale 

(Stuckless & Goranson, 1992) were reversed scored where applicable.  The “year of 

birth” variable was recoded to “age”.   

Comparison Between Groups – Psychological Entitlement Levels 

 Prior to comparing the groups in relation to their perceptions of fair or unfair 

interpersonal and distributive justice, I conducted a one-way between groups analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) to see if there were significant differences in the participants’ levels 

of entitlement.  There was no statistically significant difference in psychological 

entitlement scores in the four groups:  F(3, 178) = .156, p = .926.  Post-hoc comparisons 
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using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean scores of psychological entitlement in 

the different groups were not significantly different as follows:  interpersonal fair (M = 

3.78, SD = 1.10), interpersonal unfair (M = 3.93, SD = .96), distributive fair (M = 3.86, 

SD = 1.09), and distributive unfair (M = 3.92, SD = 1.04).  On this evidence, I argue it 

is reasonable to compare the groups. 

Manipulation checks – Interpersonal and Distributive Justice Conditions 

 In order to check whether participants reacted differently in the fair and unfair 

manipulations, I conducted ANOVA in the interpersonal and distributive justice 

conditions to see if there was a significant difference in justice scores.  There was a 

statistically significant difference in justice scores for all four groups: F(3, 178) = 

147.30, p = .000.  The effect size, calculated using eta squared, was .05 which 

represents a small effect size (Cohen, 1988).  Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey 

HSD test indicated that there was a significant difference in interpersonal justice scores 

for the fair (M=4.19, SD=.92) and unfair conditions (M=1.37, SD = .65); and a 

significant difference in scores for the distributive fair (M=3.99, SD=.66) and unfair 

conditions (M=2.07, SD = .95).  Based on this manipulation check, the different 

interpersonal and distributive justice scenarios appear to have reflected different 

perceptions of fair and unfair justice.   

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations  

 Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5 present the means, standard deviations, correlations, and 

alphas among the matched variables in the fair and unfair interpersonal and distributive 

justice conditions respectively.  All variables displayed good reliability.  
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In the interpersonal (fair) justice condition (Table 2), there were significant positive  

Table 2.  Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Interpersonal (Fair) 

Justice Condition 

 

 

correlations between entitlement and vengeance (r = .51, p = .003) which supports 

Hypothesis 1.  When the p-value was relaxed to less than .10 in response to possible 

power issues given the relatively low sample size, there was a significant positive 

correlation between entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour (r = .32, p = 

.077).  There was a significant negative correlation between interpersonal (fair) justice 

and organisational retaliatory behaviour (r = -.39, p = .028). 

Table 3.  Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Interpersonal (Unfair) Justice 

Condition 

 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 

 

6 

1. Organisational Retaliatory 

Behaviour 2.17 .60 (.90)     

 

2. Psychological Entitlement 3.93 .96 -.18 (.84)     

3. Vengeance 3.17 .87 .43** .28* (.91)    

4. Interpersonal (Unfair)  Justice 

Perceptions 1.37 .65 -.10 .17 .21 (.88)  

 

5. Age 22.84 5.62 .10 -.08 -.31* -.02 -  

6. Gender 1.67 .48 .04 -.30* -.13 -.20 .04 - 

n = 57, Gender: 1 = male, 2 = female, Cronbach alphas in parentheses 

*p < .05, **p < .01, †p < .10 

 

 In the interpersonal (unfair) justice condition, significant positive correlations 

emerged between entitlement and vengeance (r =.28, p = .035) which supports 

Hypothesis 2; and, vengeance and organisational retaliatory behaviour (r =.43, p = 

 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 

 

6 

1.  Organisational Retaliatory 

Behaviour 1.65 .51 (.94)     

 

2.  Psychological Entitlement 3.78 1.10 .32 (.86)     

3.  Vengeance 3.22 .88 .23 .51** (.90)    

4.  Interpersonal (Fair) Justice 

Perceptions 4.19 .92 -.39* .00 .15 (.92)  

 

5.  Age 22.77 4.65 -.14 .09 -.16 .08 -  

6.  Gender 1.77 .43 -.05 .11 -.19 -.06 -.10 - 

n = 31, Gender: 1 = male, 2 = female, Cronbach alphas in parentheses 

*p < .05, **p < .01 
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.001).  Significant negative correlations emerged between entitlement and gender (r = -

.30, p = .026); and, vengeance and age (r = -.31, p = .019).  

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Distributive (Fair) Justice 

Condition 

 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Organisational Retaliatory 

Behaviour 1.68 .56 (.93)     

 

2. Psychological Entitlement 3.86 1.09 .33* (.84)     

3. Vengeance 3.31 .79 .32* .29* (.87)    

4. Distributive (Fair) Justice 

Perceptions 3.99 .66 -.28* -.04 -.18 (.90)  

 

5. Age 22.00 3.03 -.08 .01 -.03 .20 -  

6. Gender 1.55 .50 -.10 .05 -.10 .21 -.16 - 

n = 51, Gender: 1 = male, 2 = female, Cronbach alphas in parentheses 

*p < .05, **p < .01, †p < .10 

 

 In the distributive (fair) justice group, significant positive correlations emerged 

between entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour (r = .33, p = .019); 

entitlement and vengeance (r = .29, p = .038) which supports Hypothesis 3; and, 

vengeance and organisational retaliatory behaviour (r = .32, p = .021).  Significant 

negative correlations emerged between distributive (fair) justice and organisational 

retaliatory behaviour (r = -.28, p = .046). 

Table 5.  Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Distributive (Unfair) Justice 

Condition  

 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Organisational Retaliatory 

Behaviour 2.26 .81 (.95)     

 

2. Psychological Entitlement 3.92 1.04 .07 (.87)     

3. Vengeance 3.18 .87 .34* .23 (.91)    

4. Distributive (Unfair) Justice 

Perceptions 2.07 .95 -.12 .15 .20 (.91)  

 

5. Age 22.19 4.03 .15 .21 .01 -.18 -  

6. Gender 1.70 .46 .07 -.01 -.37* -.17 -.11 - 

n = 43, Gender: 1 = male, 2 = female, Cronbach alphas in parentheses 

*p < .05, **p < .01, †p < .10 

 

 In the distributive (unfair) justice group, significant positive correlations 

emerged between vengeance and organisational retaliatory behaviour (r = .34, p = .026).  
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Significant negative correlations emerged between vengeance and gender (r = - .37, p = 

.014).  No significant relationship emerged between entitlement and vengeance, thus 

Hypothesis 4 that entitlement and vengeance would be positively associated was not 

supported. 

Mediation Analyses   

 In relation to the mediation analyses, only the unfair interpersonal and 

distributive justice conditions were tested as the focus in this Study is on organisational 

retaliatory behaviours within unfair (and not fair) interpersonal and distributive justice 

conditions.  In order to test the mediation model, I used Preacher  and Hayes' (2004, 

2008) bootstrapping method.  Bootstrapping is argued to be superior to the Baron and 

Kenny (1986) method of mediation testing (MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004; 

Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008).  In particular, bootstrapping assists when sample sizes 

are small and further it allows for mediated models where a significant total effect 

between the independent variable and the dependent variable is not necessary for 

mediation to occur (Preacher & Hayes 2004, 2008).  Despite data being collected on 

gender and age, they were not entered as control variables given the relatively small 

sample sizes.    

 Mediation analysis - unfair interpersonal justice condition.  Table 6 presents 

the results of the mediation analysis in the interpersonal (unfair) justice condition.  The 

Table 6.  Mediation of the Effect of Entitlement on Organisational Retaliatory 

Behaviour through Vengeance in an Interpersonal (Unfair) Justice condition 

      Indirect Effect  

Independent 

Variables 

(IV) 

Mediating 

Variable 

(M) 

Dependent 

Variable (DV) 

Effect 

of IV 

on M 

Effect 

of M 

on DV 

Direct 

Effects 

LLCI ULCI Total 

Effects 

Entitlement Vengeance Organisational 

Retaliatory 

Behaviour 

.04* .00*** -.01** .0105 .2114 -.19 

n = 57 

Bootstrap confidence intervals were constructed using 5000 resamples 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .0001 
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total effect of entitlement on organisational retaliatory behaviour was non-significant.  

The results in Table 6 are inconsistent with prior research that suggests that greater 

entitlement will lead to organisational retaliatory behaviour in a situation perceived to 

reflect unfair interpersonal justice.  However, an examination of the indirect effect 

shows that vengeance is a significant mediator in this relationship because its 95% 

confidence intervals do not contain zero (95% CI = .0105 to .2114).  In a condition 

where interpersonal justice is perceived as unfair, the relationship between entitlement 

and organisational retaliatory behaviour is fully mediated because, without vengeance, a 

negative direct effect between entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour (-

.2026, p = .0092) exists.  Hence, Hypothesis 5 is supported. 

 Mediation analysis – unfair distributive justice condition.  Table 7 presents 

the results of the mediation analysis in the distributive (unfair) justice condition.  In the  

Table 7.  Mediation of the Effect of Entitlement on Organisational Retaliatory 

Behaviour through Vengeance in a Distributive (Unfair) Justice condition 

      Indirect Effect  

Independent 

Variables 

(IV) 

Mediating 

Variable 

(M) 

Dependent 

Variable (DV) 

Effect 

of IV 

on M 

Effect 

of M 

on DV 

Direct 

Effects 

LLCI ULCI Total 

Effects 

Entitlement Vengeance Organisational 

Retaliatory 

Behaviour 

.13 .03* -.94 -.0102 .2279 .67 

n = 43 

Bootstrap confidence intervals were constructed using 5000 resamples 

*p < .05, **p < .01 

 

distributive (unfair) condition, the total effect of entitlement on organisational 

retaliatory behaviour was non-significant.  As shown in Table 7, the present findings are 

therefore inconsistent with prior research that suggests that greater entitlement will have 

a relationship to organisational retaliatory behaviour in unfair distributive justice 

conditions, and when distributive justice is perceived as unfair, a negative but non-

significant direct effect between entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour 

exists.  An examination of the indirect effect shows that vengeance is not a significant 
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mediator in this relationship because its 95% confidence intervals contain zero (95% CI 

= -.0102 to .2279).  Hence, Hypothesis 6 is not supported. 

Discussion 

 My aim in Study 1 was to extend the current state of management research 

relating to entitlement which predominantly focuses on entitlement as an antecedent to 

counterproductive workplace behaviours.  Specifically, in Study 1, I investigated the 

proposition that entitled individuals will be more likely to engage in organisational 

retaliatory behaviour, a specific type of counterproductive workplace behaviour, in 

unfair interpersonal and distributive justice conditions.   I also examined whether the 

relationship between entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour is mediated by 

vengeance attitudes.   The study utilised general or trait-based measures of entitlement 

and was based on theoretical frameworks of organisational justice (Greenberg, 1987) 

and the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).   

 Prior to discussing the results of the hypotheses, an important issue to note is 

that I attempted to use the Narcissistic Entitlement scale as an alternative measure of 

entitlement in Study 1.  The Narcissistic Entitlement scale is a subscale of the 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin & Terry, 1988) and, like the PES, purports to 

capture trait-based entitlement.  However, the unacceptably low alpha precluded me 

from using it in any analyses.  The poor results obtained, however, are consistent with 

past research that has reported low reliabilities, and raised concerns with regard to the 

factor structure and forced choice format of the NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988) and its 

subscales (Ackerman et al., 2011; Brown et al., 2009; Corry et al., 2008; Kubarych et 

al., 2004; Miller & Campbell, 2010).  The findings of my study give support to authors 

such as Brown et al. (2009) and Campbell et al. (2004) who suggest that the Narcissistic 
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Entitlement subscale should not be used as a standalone measure for entitlement, and 

instead, suggest the PES is an appropriate measure of entitlement. 

 Building on past research (i.e. Brown, 2004; Exline et al., 2004; and Exline & 

Zell, 2009) which suggests that entitlement is associated with revenge, Hypotheses 1, 2, 

3, and 4 stated that entitlement would be positively associated with vengeance across all 

interpersonal and distributive justice conditions.  Entitlement was positively associated 

with vengeance in both the fair and unfair interpersonal justice conditions, as well as the 

fair distributive justice condition, supporting Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, respectively.  

However, Hypothesis 4 was not supported as a relationship was not found between 

entitlement and vengeance in the unfair distributive justice condition.  The inconsistent 

results in the unfair distributive justice condition may simply be due to attitudinal 

differences amongst individuals in the participant groups.  Overall, these findings are 

consistent with prior research by Brown (2004), Exline et al., (2004), and Exline and 

Zell (2009) that links entitlement with vengeance, and provide initial support to the 

suggestion that vengeance attitudes may play a part in the relationship between entitled 

individuals and organisational retaliatory behaviour. 

 Hypothesis 5 proposed that there is a positive relationship between entitlement 

and organisational retaliatory behaviour mediated by vengeance within an interpersonal 

justice condition deemed to be unfair.  Despite past research that suggests that 

entitlement may be an antecedent to counterproductive workplace behaviour, and that 

these counterproductive behaviours may arise during hypothetical or real interpersonal 

interactions with others (see Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009; McCullough et al., 2003), the results here were not entirely consistent 

with these previous findings.  Contrary to prior research, entitlement was not found to 

have a direct significant positive relationship with organisational retaliatory behaviour 

in an interpersonal justice situation that was perceived as being unfair.     
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 However, in support of Hypothesis 5, vengeance was found to fully mediate the 

relationship between entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour in the unfair 

interpersonal justice condition.   Thus, when entitled individuals perceive interpersonal 

mistreatment, and have positive attitudes towards vengeance, they may be more likely 

to engage in retaliatory behaviour against the organisation and its employees.  This does 

not, however, appear to be the case when unfair distributive justice is perceived.  

 Hypothesis 6 stated that there is a positive relationship between entitlement and 

organisational retaliatory behaviour mediated by vengeance when distributive justice is 

perceived to be unfair.  This hypothesis was not supported.  These findings are 

somewhat surprising given the very definition of workplace entitlement which states 

that it is an expectation or demand for preferential compensation or rewards (Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009) with the possible inference that entitled individuals may have a 

heightened awareness of the distribution of outcomes.  When this inferred heightened 

awareness is considered alongside prior research that shows a positive relationship 

between entitlement and negative behaviours such as anger (Witte et al., 2002) and  

aggression (Campbell et al., 2004; Reidy et al., 2008), the findings of an insignificant 

relationship between entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour appear 

incongruent.   

 It may be that the hypothetical unfair distributive justice scenario presented did 

not resonate with participants in such a way that it would cause them to consider 

engaging in organisational retaliatory behaviour, or perceptions of unfair distributive 

justice overall may not be viewed by the entitled employee as being a condition that 

would give rise to engaging in counterproductive workplace behaviour.  It is noted that 

prior research on organisational retaliatory behaviour points to other individual 

differences such as emotions, as well as complex interactions amongst interpersonal, 

distributive, and procedural justice, as impacting organisational retaliatory behaviours 



 

 

89 

 

(Barclay et al., 2005; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Skarlicki et al., 1999).  These variables 

may be impacting upon the findings of this study, and future research should consider 

the interaction amongst these variables given the design of this study did not allow me 

to test for these variables.  The non-significant finding between entitlement and 

vengeance in the unfair distributive justice condition may have also impacted the 

mediated relationship as hypothesised in Hypothesis 6.  This finding adds to the 

evidence that vengeance attitudes may be critical in terms of the relationship between 

entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour.   

 Perhaps of greater interest, however, is the finding of a significant positive 

association between entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour in the fair 

interpersonal and distributive justice conditions.  This finding suggests that even when 

entitled employees perceive they are treated fairly at an interpersonal level, and in 

regard to distribution of rewards, they may still engage in counterproductive workplace 

behaviours.  This finding adds to prior research which links entitlement to other 

counterproductive behaviours such as aggression, conflict, and hostility (Campbell et 

al., 2004; McCullough et al., 2003; Moeller et al., 2009; Reidy et al., 2008; 

Trzesniewski et al., 2008), supervisor conflict and withdrawal behaviours (Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009), and co-worker abuse (Harvey & Harris, 2010).    

 While Study 1 assisted in providing further predictive validity for the PES 

(Campbell et al., 2004), I still have concerns about the utility of using a general measure 

of entitlement to capture a context-specific type of entitlement.  As discussed in Chapter 

2 in relation to academic entitlement, Kopp et al. (2011) and Chowning and Campbell 

(2009) suggest that entitlement may be domain specific and, as such, a general measure 

of entitlement such as the PES (Campbell et al., 2004) may not be capturing the 

peculiarities of entitlement in specific contexts such as the workplace.  In fact, 

Campbell et al. (2004, p. 31) specifically state psychological entitlement is 
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conceptualised as a general and stable personality trait that “does not necessarily result 

from a particular situation”.   Kopp et al. (2011) and Chowning and Campbell (2009) 

also suggest that entitled students may not display entitlement across all situations and 

may not feel that general attitudinal statements about entitlement like those in the PES 

apply to them.   

 I concur with Kopp et al. (2011) and Chowning and Campbell (2009) that the 

PES (Campbell et al., 2004), which was developed to capture generalised entitlement 

may not be capturing intricacies associated with workplace entitlement, which is a focus 

of Study 1, and my overall research program.  As such, the PES (Campbell et al., 2004) 

may have contributed to the inconsistent findings and the relationships amongst 

entitlement, vengeance, and organisational retaliatory behaviour in Study 1.  Thus, a 

valid and reliable, contextually sensitive scale to specifically measure workplace 

entitlement would assist in developing the nomological network of entitlement as a 

whole, as well as building our knowledge about entitlement’s impact in workplaces.  

This type of measure would also enable the discipline to more comprehensively explore 

entitlement’s relationship with counterproductive attitudes and behaviours such as 

vengeance and organisational retaliatory behaviour.   

Chapter Summary 

 The aim of Study 1 was to address Research Question 1:  Is there a link between 

entitlement and vengeance attitudes and retaliatory behaviour?  Overall, the results of 

Study 1 significantly contribute to our understanding of entitlement in the workplace by 

suggesting that vengeance attitudes may be of particular importance in the relationship 

between entitlement and a specific typology of counterproductive workplace behaviour, 

organisational retaliatory behaviour.   Study 1 has also extended our knowledge about 

the relationship between and entitlement and organisational retaliatory behaviour in fair 
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and unfair interpersonal and distributive justice conditions.  This is important given the 

research, to date, has largely ignored context when examining entitlement and 

counterproductive workplace behaviours.   

 The ambiguity of the results suggests a need for further research into the 

relationship between entitlement and counterproductive workplace behaviour, and also 

prompted questions about the appropriateness of using scales such as the NPI (Raskin & 

Terry, 1988), and the PES (Campbell et al., 2004) to measure entitlement within the 

context of the workplace.   My aim in Study 2 is to significantly contribute to the 

research on workplace entitlement, including its relationship to counterproductive 

workplace behaviour, by gathering an indepth understanding of how entitlement is 

conceptualised in the workplace from the perspective of managers through the use of 

qualitative methods.     
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CHAPTER 4: STUDY 2 - A QUALITATIVE STUDY EXAMINING 

MANAGERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF EMPLOYEE ENTITLEMENT 

Chapter Overview 

 In Study 2, I aim to broaden understanding of employee entitlement, including 

its relationship with counterproductive workplace behaviours, by eliciting the 

perspective of managers through qualitative methods, specifically, interviews.  In 

particular, I aim to address Research Questions 1, 2, and 3: 

1.  Is there a link between employee entitlement and vengeance attitudes and 

retaliatory behaviour?   

2.  How is a sense of entitlement amongst employees (i.e. “employee 

entitlement”) conceptualised in the workplace?  

3.  What are the underlying dimensions of employee entitlement in the 

workplace?   

 This Chapter begins with an overview of the research aims.  Secondly, a 

Methods section, including ethics approval, procedure, sample, and analysis and coding 

is presented.  Thirdly, I report the Results which are arranged according to categories, 

themes, and sub-themes where applicable (see Table 9).  Quotes are used throughout in 

order to illustrate themes and sub-themes.  Links to the relevant literature are noted 

within the Results section.  Finally, the findings are discussed, followed by the Chapter 

Summary. 

Research Overview 

 As previously discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, current management research 

appears to have mostly adapted the psychological definition of entitlement as a global 

personality trait, but describes it in the context of the workplace as “a desire for 
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preferred treatment and rewards without regard to performance levels” (Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009, p. 461).  This definition was primarily derived from Campbell et al.’s 

(2004, p. 31) characterisation of psychological entitlement as a “stable and pervasive 

sense that one deserves more and is entitled to more than others.”  It also draws on 

definitions from Snow et al. (2001, p. 104) who assert entitlement is a preference to be 

“treated as special or unique in social settings”, and Naumann et al. (2002, p. 150) who 

define it as “the compensation expected as a result of an individual participating in an 

employment relationship”.   

 A key component of Harvey and Martinko’s (2009) and Naumann et al.’s (2002) 

conceptualisations is that these expectations or demands for special treatment or 

rewards in the workplace are made without the entitled employee giving any regard to 

reciprocity which, in the context of the workplace, relates to performance levels.  I posit 

that these definitions of workplace entitlement imply that the entitled employee is more 

likely to be a low performer.  Current management research has also consistently 

focused on the relationship between entitlement and negative individual difference 

variables, and counterproductive behaviours (see Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010).   

 In Study 1, I extended the current research by adapting the general psychological 

definition of entitlement, and relied on general measures of entitlement, i.e. the PES 

(Campbell et al., 2004), and the Narcissistic Entitlement subscale (Terry & Raskin, 

1988) to examine entitlement’s relationship with organisational retaliatory behaviour 

(Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), and vengeance attitudes (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992).  As 

noted in my summary to Chapter 3, the inconsistent results obtained in Study 1 may 

suggest that the adaptation of the general psychological definitions and measures, is not 

enabling researchers to capture finer details associated with entitlement in the context of 

employment.   Therefore, I argue that our understanding of workplace entitlement may 
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be advanced by using qualitative methods to elicit managers’ perceptions of entitlement 

in the workplace.  To date, no research has examined the concept of employee 

entitlement exclusively from a purely management perspective or qualitative method 

despite managers presumably being in the immediate “line of fire” in terms of dealing 

with entitled employees. 

 Indeed, Brouer et al. (2011, p. 111) assert that the “perceptual nature of this 

phenomenon presents significant challenges for managing entitled employees” 

(emphasis added).  Given past research which has shown entitlement to be associated 

with negative outcomes, entitlement appears to be a managerial challenge for 

practitioners (Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 

2009).    Aside from Hochwarter et al.’s (2007, 2010) work, which is briefly discussed 

next, I could find no prior research that has considered the management perspective of 

employee entitlement.  

 In 2007 and 2010, Hochwarter and colleagues examined co-worker perceptions 

of entitlement.  A portion of their sample included participants who self-identified as 

managers, however, the study did not entirely focus on managers’ viewpoints of entitled 

employees.  Hochwarter et al.’s (2007, 2010) studies are quantitative in nature, as are 

the majority of prominent past studies on entitlement in the management literature.  

These studies also relied entirely on self-report measures (see Derber, 1978; Harvey & 

Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009).  This reliance on quantitative methods may 

limit researchers in exploring the different levels of meaning that occur within the 

phenomenon (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002).    

 Qualitative research provides rich descriptions of behaviour and captures the 

individual’s point of view (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000).  In particular, interviews can  

gather more indepth  information (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002), and peer or third party 

reports can contribute data that increases our understanding of social behaviour 
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(Golmaryami & Barry, 2010; Merrell, Buchanan, & Tran, 2006) .  Additionally, implicit 

or lay theories that surface various perspectives may assist in developing explicit or 

scientific theories (Furnham, 1988).      

 My first aim in Study 2 is to explore how managers interpret entitlement in the 

workplace and whether this aligns with current management research conceptualisations 

of workplace entitlement.  Secondly, my aim in Study 2 is to build on Study 1, which 

focused on the interplay between entitlement and retaliatory behaviours (Skarlicki & 

Folger, 1997, 2004).  In particular, Study 2 focuses on entitled employees’ behavioural 

responses when they do not receive the preferential treatment or rewards they demand 

or expect.  As in Study 1, the underlying assumption is that entitled employees will 

view the organisation’s failure to respond favourably to their expectations as being 

unfair, regardless of whether the treatment or rewards was commensurate with the 

circumstances.  Thus, my aim in Study 2 is to significantly contribute to the current 

body of research on entitlement within management literature by using interviews to 

elicit managers’ perceptions of workplace entitlement.    

Method 

Ethics Approval 

 Ethics approval to collect the data analysed in Study 2 was obtained by the 

Griffith University Human Ethics Committee. The procedure, sample, analysis and 

coding, and results relating to Study 2 are discussed below.  All data were collected in 

accordance with the approved ethics protocol which included providing participants 

with the Participant Information Sheet (see Appendix D) and obtaining signed consent 

as per the Consent Form (see Appendix E). 



 

 

96 

 

Procedure 

 The participants for this study were currently employed managers who were 

recruited via a snowballing technique (Neuman, 2006).  Initial participants were 

recruited from a network of contacts established by the researcher.  Participants were 

invited to take part in an interview study on the topic of entitlement within the 

workplace.  Participants were deemed eligible to participate if they were currently 

employed in a managerial position (i.e. had people directly reporting to them).  Face to 

face interviews were conducted with 18 participants and telephone interviews were 

conducted with two participants.   

 A qualitative interview is based on a set of topics to be discussed in depth 

(Babbie, 2007), and designed to help organise information and, ultimately, to develop 

“themes” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000).   As previously discussed in Chapter 1, a realist 

interview approach was followed in collating the data.  A realist interview is more 

structured than semi-structured interviews, allowing different participant’s accounts to 

be systematically captured (Madill et al., 2000).   This format enabled me to capture 

how managers conceptualised employee entitlement and whether this coincided with 

current research conceptualisations.   However, I did allow for flexibility in terms of the 

order of questions to ensure the participants’ flow of thoughts and answers were not 

interrupted.  This flexibility also allowed me to probe the participants for further detail 

within a more structured interview format (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002; Neuman, 2006).     

 Accordingly, after seeking demographic information, I advised each participant 

of the current definition of employee entitlement used in the management literature, and 

explained it was provided as a frame of reference for the interview.  I also advised that 

one of the purposes of the research was to explore whether this definition was consistent 

with managers’ perspectives of employee entitlement.  Thus, the interviews were guided 
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by a series of questions developed around the defining elements of employee 

entitlement as described by extant literature, including inter alia: Campbell et al. 

(2004), Harvey and Martinko (2009), Naumann et al. (2002), Raskin and Terry (1988).  

While a number of lines of enquiry were pursued, the four categories that are the focus 

of my thesis are:  causes or contributors to employee entitlement, reciprocity and 

performance levels of entitled employees, kinds of preferential treatment expected by 

entitled employees, and the response by entitled employees when the organisation does 

not respond positively to their expectations (see Appendix F).     

 Each interview took approximately one hour.  All interviews were recorded and 

later transcribed.  A transcribed version was then provided by email to each participant 

who was asked to review and provide feedback if necessary. Feedback fully confirmed 

the details of the interviews in 18 cases.  Minor changes relating to clarification of 

names and dates were made in two cases.  Finally, all participants were asked if they 

could recommend anyone else who would be interested in the study and, if yes, were 

requested to ask the potential future participants to contact the researcher directly. 

Sample 

 Despite saturation (that is, no new conceptualisations emerging) being reached 

after 15 interviews, a total of 20 participants were interviewed to ensure optimisation of 

information (Sandberg, 2000).  As set out in Table 8, ten males and ten females were 

interviewed.  Participants were aged between 29 and 69 years, with a mean age of 43.9.  

The participants included middle managers and senior managers with management 

experience ranging from 3 to 33 years (mean of 13.4 years).  All participants currently 

had direct reports, ranging from 1 to 17 employees.  Twelve participants were from the  
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Table 8. Study 2 - Participant Demographic Characteristics 

Participant 

Number 

Age Gender Management 

Position Level 

Years of 

Management 

Experience 

Number of 

Direct Reports 

Industry Size of Organisation 

1 35 Female Middle 10 2 Financial Services 15,000 

2 60 Female Executive 20 6 Higher Education 3000 

3 40 Female Middle 11 17 Financial Services 15,000 

4 37 Female Senior 8 5 Public Sector – Health 70,000 

5 50 Female Senior 12 11 Higher Education 3000 

6 48 Female Senior 15 7 Public Sector – Utilities 1200 

7 37 Male Middle 3 4 Financial Services 15,000 

8 41 Male Executive 20 12 Public Sector – Tax 20,000 

9 55 Male Partner 25 17 Surveying/Town planning 25 

10 45 Male Executive 11 9 Public Sector – Town planning 9000 

11 29 Male Executive 3 13 Engineering 35 

12 37 Female Executive 10 8 Financial Services 15,000 

13 46 Male Executive 15 17 Financial Services 15,000 

14 51 Female Executive 15 6 Higher Education 3,000 

15 69 Male Partner 33 1 Legal 12 

16 35 Male Executive 14 1 Hospitality 6000 

17 37 Female Senior 14 5 Financial Services 70 

18 50 Female Senior 15 2 Higher Education 3000 

19 45 Male Executive 15 15 Higher Education 345 

20 31 Male Senior 4 8 Telecommunications 93 
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private sector and eight from the public sector with several different industries 

represented in the sample.  Four participants were from a single financial services 

organisation and four were from a higher education organisation, but all were employed 

in different departments within the respective companies.  The size of organisations that 

the managers were employed in ranged from 12 to 17,000 employees. 

Analysis and Coding 

 As the purpose of the research was to gain a deep understanding of employee 

entitlement from the perspective of the research participants,  the research used thematic 

analyses (Boyatzis, 1998).  Relevant quotes in participants’ own words assist with the 

face validity and credibility of the research (Patton, 2002), and will be used to illustrate 

the findings.  I used the computer software NVivo 9 to support the qualitative analysis 

in terms of managing data and ideas, querying data, graphically modelling, and 

reporting from the data (Bazeley, 2007), with the primary purpose being to assist with 

managing data and ideas gleaned from the transcripts.   

The transcripts were read thoroughly by me on several occasions and key 

concepts were noted for coding.  NVivo 9 software assisted with these different stages 

of coding through the use of nodes, including free or tree nodes, to serve as containers 

for evidence about a particular concept or category (Bazeley, 2007).  In line with 

Neuman (2006), coding was reviewed over three stages of open coding, axial or second 

order coding, and selective coding.  In relation to open coding, the four categories as 

previously identified, and the related literature which was well-known to me, guided the 

initial stage of coding performed on the transcripts.  A second round of coding then 

looked at emergent themes and further links were made with the extant literature.  

Thirdly, in terms of selective coding, I formed aggregate theoretical themes from the 

second order codes or sub-themes (Walsh & Bartunek, 2011). The resultant analysis 
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was read and verified as appropriate by other researchers who are familiar with the 

research area. The categories, themes, and sub-themes are shown in Table 9 and 

discussed in the Results section. 

Table 9. Categories, Themes and Sub-themes of Managers’ Perceptions of Employee 

Entitlement  

Category Theme Sub-theme Research 

Question 

(“RQ”) 

1.  Factors that Cause or 

Contribute to Employee 

Entitlement 

Theme 1(1):  Individual 

Differences 

 

 

 

 

 

Theme 1(2):  Broad 

Situational Factors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Theme 1(3):  

Workplace Specific 

Factors 

Sub-theme 1(1)(a): self-

esteem 

Sub-theme 1(1)(b): 

selfishness 

 

Sub-theme 1(2)(b): societal 

values and norms 

Sub-theme 1(2)(c): 

parenting styles 

Sub-theme 1(2)(d): 

education system 

Sub-theme 1(2)(e): 

economic conditions  

 

Sub-theme 1(3)(a):  policies 

and procedures  

Sub-theme 1(3)(b): lack of 

knowledge and poor 

management 

Sub-theme 1(3)(c): 

organisational culture 

Sub-theme 1(3)(d): trigger 

event 

Sub-theme 1(3)(e): 

education level 

Sub-theme 1(3)(f): 

professional/industry/ 

positional status 

Sub-theme 1(3)(g): tenure 

and work experience 

RQ 1 and 2  

2.  Work 

Performance/Reciprocity  

Theme 2(1): low 

performance/low 

reciprocity  

Theme 2(2): high 

performance/high 

reciprocity  

 RQ 1 and 2 

3.  Types of Preferential 

Treatment or Rewards 

Expected or Demanded 

 

Theme 3(1): 

compensation 

Theme 3(2): promotion 

Theme 3(3): tasks 

Theme 3(4): work 

arrangements 

Theme 3(5): training 

and development 

 RQ 1 and 2   

4.  How Entitled Employees 

Behave When They Do Not 

Receive Positive Outcomes 

 

Theme 4(1):  

Retaliation 

Sub-theme 4(1)(a): covert 

behaviours 

Sub-theme 4(2)(b): overt 

behaviours 

RQ 1 and 3   
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Results 

 The results will be presented according to four categories, including themes and 

sub-themes (where applicable), beginning with the first three categories which relate to 

how managers conceptualise employee entitlement:  Category 1 - factors that cause or 

contribute to employee entitlement; Category 2 - work performance/reciprocity; 

Category 3 - types of preferential treatment or rewards expected or demanded; and 

Category 4 – employee reactions to unmet expectations or demands for preferential 

treatment or rewards.  Quotes from the participants will be presented in order to 

exemplify the themes and sub-themes and, as applicable, extant research will be 

discussed within the context of the results. 

How Managers Conceptualise Employee Entitlement 

 As outlined in the Procedures section above, I provided participants with the 

Harvey and Martinko (2009, p. 461) definition of workplace entitlement which is a 

“demand for preferential treatment or rewards without regard to performance” at the 

commencement of the interview in order to provide them with a frame of reference for 

the interview.  Initially, the majority of participants agreed with the definition with 

supporting statements such as “It’s about the ‘me’ factor – ‘me, me, me’” (Participant 8, 

Male, Age 41) and “It’s all about me” (Participant 1, Female, Age 35).  Nevertheless, as 

the interviews progressed and upon analysing the data, I noted that subtle differences 

started to emerge in relation to how participants conceptualise the entitlement 

phenomenon in the workplace.   

Category 1: Factors that Cause or Contribute to Employee Entitlement  

 One of the questions I asked participants was “What do you think causes or 

contributes to a sense of entitlement?”  This question aimed to elicit managers’ 
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perceptions of whether entitlement was a personality trait or whether context specific 

factors may cause or contribute to entitlement in the workplace.  Ultimately, if context 

specific factors are identified as causes or contributors to employee entitlement, this 

information may allow organisations to implement appropriate actions to eliminate or 

reduce these contributing factors.  I now turn to the first theme, which outlines 

managers’ perceptions of what causes or contributes to employee entitlement. 

  Theme 1(1): individual differences. Consistent with current research that 

identifies entitlement as a stable personality trait (Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009), some managers did suggest that employee entitlement may be an 

individual difference variable in their opinion:  “...I think there are some personality 

types...” (Participant 2, Female, Age 60); and,  “I think there is a certain psyche of those 

people that it probably doesn’t matter where they work – that they think they are 

entitled to things...” (Participant 18, Female, Age 50).   In particular, the managers 

identified entitled employees as displaying various attributes relating to self-esteem, and 

selfishness. 

 Sub-theme 1(1)(a):  self-esteem.  Self-esteem relates to the self-worth that an 

individual assigns to oneself (Rosenberg, 1965), and managers related entitlement to 

self-esteem “Unfortunately, in the selfish society that we are, driven by materialistic 

items, by self-esteem issues” (Participant 8, Male, Age 41).  Managers also described 

entitled employees as exhibiting a belief they have special or unique characteristics that 

make them indispensable to the organisation, such as: “...special characteristics which 

enhance their value either to their boss or to the organisation as a whole.  There is a 

false sense of importance” (Participant 15, Male, Age 69); “...believe that they are so 

valuable to the organisation that you can’t get rid of them (Participant 19, Male, Age 

45); “I’m valuable, they need me [the organisation]” (Participant 15, Male, Age, 69); 

and, “...view themselves as absolutely critical to the team and if they weren’t there, the 
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team can’t function (Participant 7, Male, Age 37).   While managers framed these 

behaviours within the context of self-esteem, these types of behaviours may also relate 

to self-efficacy. 

  Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s belief in their capabilities in the sense that 

those with low self-efficacy believe their efforts to attain goals are futile, whereas those 

with high self-efficacy believe they have the ability to surmount obstacles and obtain 

their goals (Bandura, 2012).  Even though managers did not use the term self-efficacy 

when describing entitled employees, their descriptions of behavioural characteristics do 

appear to align with the construct.  For example, managers described some entitled 

employees as having: 

 “A high degree of self belief and self-confidence in that ‘yeah, I can do that.  No 

 problems – I can do that.’  Whether they do or don’t have the capabilities.  But it 

 can be a negative when they don’t ask questions, when they should or don’t treat 

 it as a learning experience...So that confidence needs to be managed.” 

 (Participant 17, Female, Age 37).    

Further, while managers felt the entitled employees’ self-belief in their abilities was 

positive to a certain extent, they felt that there was often a divide between the entitled 

employee’s view of their skills and abilities versus the manager’s view:  “Positive in the 

sense they’ve got a huge self belief.  And somewhere that has just gone wrong” 

(Participant 19, Male, Age 45).  Bandura (2012) suggests this may be due to faulty self-

appraisal on the part of the individual when assessing their skills and abilities. 

 Sub-theme 1(1)(b): selfishness.  This high self-esteem (or self-efficacy), was 

also viewed by the managers as reflecting an arrogance and selfishness in the entitled 

employee who was seen as “Constantly self-promoting and hogging the limelight” 

(Participant 10, Male, Age 45).  They are “Quite self-absorbed....quite selfish” 

(Participant 1, Female, Age 34); and “...do not necessarily [have] consideration for 
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what the impacts are of their behaviour.  So a lack of respect, lack of consideration, 

maybe not recognising the frustration that they engender in others.  I don’t think they 

ignore it.  I think it doesn’t enter into their compass” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37), 

and “They are very one-eyed about it so there is no room for understanding whether 

that just may not be commercial.  So all consuming they can’t actually understand how 

they fit into the picture” (Participant 17, Female, Age 37).  Unequivocally, whether it is 

excessive self-esteem, self-efficacy, or selfishness, the managers described the entitled 

individual as being self-focused. 

 In conjunction with these viewpoints of entitlement, which appear to describe it 

in terms of personality traits, managers described a particular subset of entitled 

employees as being “malignant”: “...the malignant self-entitled are the ones you have to 

worry about” (Participant 5, Female, Age 50).  Managers believed this subset of entitled 

employees were resistant to any form of development “There is nothing you can do.  

They believe they have a unique sense of entitlement and those are the ones you don’t 

want in any organisation.  They are truly bad eggs” (Participant 10, Male Age 45).  

They also described these entitled individuals as particularly confrontational and 

unpredictable, and as non-performing (see Category 2:  Work Performance/Reciprocity, 

in this Chapter).  Hence, the participant managers did conceptualise employee 

entitlement as relating to individual differences (e.g. self-esteem, self-efficacy, and 

selfishness) in some cases, which is consistent with current conceptualisations of the 

entitlement construct (see Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Moeller et 

al., 2009; Raskin & Terry, 1988).   

 Theme 1(2):  broad situational factors.  On the other hand, many participants 

reflected the previously discussed views of Lerner (1988), Feather (2003), and Major 

(1994) in that they identified a broader range of factors contributing to a sense of 
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entitlement.  These included social norms and values, parenting styles, educational 

systems, and socio-economic conditions.   

 Sub-theme 1(2)(a):  social norms and values.  Participant 1 (Female, Age 35) 

stated, “I definitely think societal norms contribute to it. I think we are a much more 

greedy, materialistic society…thinking about yourself”, and “We are, as a society 

becoming incredibly selfish” (Participant 8, Male, Age 41).  These comments accord 

with authors such as Feather (2003), Lasch (1979), Lerner (1987), Major (1996), 

Twenge and Campbell (2009), and Twenge (2006) who suggest that changing societal 

values and norms may contribute to a sense of entitlement through a greater focus on 

individual importance. 

 Sub-theme 1(2)(b):  parenting styles.  Prior research has suggested that parental 

styles may influence entitlement behaviour (Rinsley, 1982; Twenge & Campbell, 2008) 

and, again, this was mentioned by several participants, for example: “I do have to 

question the way people have been raised” (Participant 3, Female, Age 40), and “Their 

upbringing!” (Participant 13, Male, Age 46).   Indeed, Greenberger et al. (2008) found a 

relationship between academic entitlement and parents who materially rewarded good 

grades, and exerted achievement pressure on their children.    

 Sub-theme 1(2)(c):  education system.  Participants stated it was a combination 

of parenting and education: “Their experience with how they achieve things at home, at 

school...” (Participant 11, Male, Age 29).  Participant 3, Female, Age 40 suggested 

“Like in the school environment...everyone wins, everyone gets rewarded all the time”.   

In support of this view, Greenberger et al. (2008) and Kopp et al. (2011) suggest that 

factors specific to educational settings such as grade inflation and changing dynamics in 

the teacher/student relationship may contribute to academic entitlement. 

 Sub-theme 1(2)(d):  socio-economic factors.  Socio-economic factors such as 

labour shortages and the period before the Global Financial Crisis (GFC), which was 
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characterised by relatively high profits and economic growth, were also identified as 

engendering an entitlement mentality:  “Labour shortage absolutely.  I think people 

have gone into the engineering industry knowing that it is an underskilled area so they 

come out and perceive ‘I’m an engineer, I’m something, I’m ready to go’” (Participant 

11, Male, Age 29), and “ …it wasn’t a fight to get a job – you could choose the job you 

got.  There was a plethora of jobs and opportunities for them” (Participant 17, Female, 

Age 37). 

 Overall, the majority of participants, either directly or indirectly, suggested that 

employee entitlement was a combination of both personality and situation related 

factors, for example: “I don’t think it is just personality and it is certainly not just work 

experience” (Participant 17, Female, Age 37).  Managers perceived employee 

entitlement as being influenced by individual differences, including high self-esteem 

and selfishness, and broader situational factors such as societal norms and values, 

parenting styles, the education system, and socio-economic conditions.  However, 

perhaps most importantly, managers also identified context specific or workplace 

contributions to employee entitlement as discussed next.      

 Theme 1(3): workplace specific factors.   As demonstrated by the below 

quotes, many of the participants considered that the workplace context actually provided 

the opportunity for entitlement to develop and grow:   

 “…sense of entitlement never sort of matures and materialises unless there is 

the opportunity to have it mature.  And that opportunity comes about by the 

employer permitting it to happen and I think that the employer may allow the 

seeds of self-entitlement to germinate, become a problem” (Participant 15, Male, 

Age 69);  
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“I actually believe strongly that, you know, we all have individual traits but the 

environment in which we are allowed to operate, conditions those traits” 

(Participant 19, Male, Age 45); and 

  “We’ve created the rod for our own back” (Participant 6, Female, Age 48).   

 Seven sub-themes emerged in relation to specific organisational or workplace 

contributions to entitlement:  policies and procedures; poor management; organisational 

culture; trigger events; education; professional/industry/positional status; and tenure and 

work experience.  As will be illustrated, an underlying current of poor communication 

relates to the first four sub-themes.   

 Sub-theme 1(3)(a):  policies and procedures.  Participant managers identified 

poor alignment, poor transparency, inconsistent practices, and poor communication in 

relation to reward and recognition policies and procedures as fuelling employee 

entitlement. Specifically, and consistent with Fisk (2010), managers cited the failure to 

explicitly link performance and reciprocity to rewards and compensation as contributing 

to employee entitlement:  “There is not sufficient attention paid to surfacing and making 

explicit the cultural contract that says ‘we offer these things’ and we do it in the context 

of the expectation we get back” (Participant 2, Female, Age 60); and, “...I think the 

organisation has definitely contributed ...not particularly transparent in how they 

attribute bonuses and they have not been very good at communicating what the 

performance management system is” (Participant 1, Female, Age 35). 

 Managers felt that organisations may have “lost the balance” in using reward as 

motivation and, again, failed to clearly link reward to performance.   In particular, 

managers felt that the requirement to perform “above and beyond” in order to be 

rewarded was not overtly explained.  

 “Saying this is what I want and if you achieve that I will give you ‘blah’...They 

hit that target and then every time they are asked to do it it’s ‘what’s in it for me, 
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what am I going to get for doing that?’  Instead of ‘that’s what my job requires 

... to take home my pay” (Participant 3, Female, Age 40); and, 

“I also think there is a lot of reward and recognition and sometimes it’s gone too 

far.  So people will only do things for a reward.” (Participant 4, Female, Age 

37). 

 In combination with openly discussing expectations, participants stated that 

organisational policies and procedures must be structured to explicitly reflect the link 

between performance and reward and recognition: “...through structure in the 

system...where they fit in, what they do, what their responsibilities [are], what they need 

to do to sort of enhance their salaries” (Participant 9, Male, Age 55).  Managers also 

felt that clarifying expectations was of great significance at the recruitment and 

selection stage:  “Organisations need to be very clear in the recruitment process about 

culture.  Don’t sex it up. Don’t talk up a bonus for example so it’s seen as an 

entitlement to be automatically granted every year” (Participant 17, Female, Age 37).   

 In general, the managers stated that communication was critical in managing 

employee entitlement and, specifically, it was necessary to explicitly deal with both 

parties’ expectations in relation to the links between performance and rewards and 

recognition:   “...the worst thing you can do is not communicate.  I think if you’ve got 

people who’ve got very clear understanding of how... the organisation is reflected at the 

coalface... better way of preventing issues of entitlement”(Participant 5, Female, Age 

50), and “...you have to surface this thing about expectations... don’t assume that 

everyone knows what’s expected – talk about it.  Find out what’s expected” (Participant 

2, Female, Age 60).  This highlights the importance of policy alignment with consistent 

and constructive communication, as well as the problem of poor management skills.   

 Sub-theme 1(3)(b): lack of knowledge and poor management.  Despite all 

participants stating that a sense of entitlement was an issue in the workplace, they felt 
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there was a lack of knowledge about this construct, although they reported taking steps 

to educate themselves about entitlement and many did this by discussing the issue with 

colleagues, their own managers, and mentors: “...making sure that everyone is educated 

and understands and are talking about it” (Participant 4, Female, Age 37).   However, 

they stated there was no clear guidance about effective management of entitlement 

behaviour.  For example:  “I went ‘I don’t know how to deal with this situation... I went 

to my manager at the time, he was having the same problem.  He was hoping they would 

just go away” (Participant 7, Male, Age 37).   

 The participants also placed blame on poor managerial skills and abilities: 

“Through an inability of prior management or supervisors [who] haven’t had the 

courage to bring it to their attention....it just festers and it just keeps going...no one has 

ever really brought it to their attention and that is the fault of middle management” 

(Participant 8, Male, Age 41).  Participants stated that managers often failed to confront 

the behaviour, which they considered problematic “...at a certain point in time you’ve 

got to stop [pandering].” (Participant 8, Male, Age 41).  This observation is consistent 

with Dubovsky (1986) who, in relation to academic entitlement, suggested that the 

behaviour is unacceptable and needs to be confronted, particularly when it manifests in 

negative behaviour.  This failure to confront the behaviour appeared to be related to 

poor conflict resolution skills “It requires a great deal of strength in the manager to not 

just submit to that sort of behaviour” (Participant 5, Female, Age 50), and the managers 

lack of knowledge about the concept of entitlement, as well as a perception of lack of 

organisational support.  The participants felt it was necessary for organisations to 

“Change... how managers are supported and how the managers support” (Participant 8, 

Male, Age 41).     

 Overwhelmingly, the participants felt that entitlement could become chronic: 

“...if [entitled person..] is not challenged nor disciplined at Firm A, he or she will take it 
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to Firm B” (Participant 15, Male, Age 69).  It would seem that lack of education about 

the entitlement construct and poor management skills, particularly in relation to 

communication and conflict resolution, may be contributing to or enabling employee 

entitlement.  Participant managers also felt that it was vital to have support from the 

organisation in managing entitled employees, as this was associated with ensuring that a 

culture of entitlement was neither created nor maintained.    

 Sub-theme 1(3)(c): organisational culture.  Organisations were identified as 

creating and reinforcing a culture of entitlement.  These findings support Fisk (2010) 

who suggests that a culture of entitlement may result from mismanagement of spiralling 

levels of individual employee entitlement: “It can also create a situation where other 

people’s sense of entitlement becomes more heightened” (Participant 1, Female, Age 

35) and “It is a spiral both within the organisations and between organisations....They 

just keep upping the ante” (Participant 10, Male, Age 45).   

 Participants reported that competition and individualism, as well as an “outcome 

only” focus which is driven and supported by upper level management may also give 

rise to a culture of entitlement:    “Starts at the top...You look at everyone from the CEO 

down” (Participant 7, Male, Age 37); and, “...and a culture that does not necessarily 

value a good working relationship with peers.  It’s a very competitive and cutthroat 

framework in which we operate” (Participant 5, Female, Age 50).  The participant 

managers stated it was imperative that entitlement behaviour was not actually role 

modelled or enabled by upper management.   

 Prior to the period of instability in the current economic environment, the 

participant managers also implied that a culture of “complacency” existed in that any 

difficulties associated with entitled employees could be ignored as, given the plethora of 

opportunities available, they would be likely to leave the organisation on their own 

accord without the need for management intervention.  From the participant managers’ 
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perspectives, a culture of entitlement goes together with poorly communicated and 

managed policies and procedures, as well as deficits in management skills and abilities.  

Participant managers also suggested that specific events could trigger a sense of 

entitlement in an employee.  

 Sub-theme 1(3)(d): trigger event.   Participant managers pointed to employee 

entitlement being triggered after an employee felt they had been mistreated or unfairly 

treated by the organisation, for example:  

“People who are disgruntled can often display it [entitlement].  It’s where 

people are feeling hard done by the company. I think they want what they missed 

out on but I think they want more or feel they are entitled to more”  (Participant 

1, Female, Age 35); and 

“So, if there has been significant change or they worked a couple of kind of 

significant events or projects where they gave more than they feel they should 

have or they were treated unfairly through a restructure...I think that creates a 

sense of entitlement” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37). 

Zitek et al. (2010, p. 252) identify these perceptions as victim entitlement which is 

defined as people feeling entitled to behave in selfish ways after experiencing or being 

reminded of experiencing an unfair event.  Participant managers also advocated the 

necessity of consistent communication and application of policies to ensure employees 

viewed fairness (i.e. organisational justice) in policy management to prevent associated 

entitlement triggers:  “I guess it comes back to making sure the workplace is fair... if it 

is not ... it fuels the situation” (Participant 1, Female, Age 35).   

 In addition to policies and procedures, lack of knowledge and poor management, 

culture, and trigger events, managers stated that entitled employees relied on other 

work-related factors, as suggested by authors such as Lansberg (1988) and Roehling et 

al. (2010), to support their entitlement demands. These include education level, 



 

 

112 

 

professional status, industry status, and positional status, and tenure and work 

experience.     

 Sub-theme 1(3)(e): education level. A higher level of education can be used as 

justification by some employees for their entitlement behaviour: “I didn’t go to 

university to learn to answer phones” (Participant 10, Male, Age 45) and “I’ve got this 

piece of paper, it automatically means I’m benchmarking myself at a certain level and 

I’m not going to dip below that and do these perceived menial tasks” (Participant 11, 

Male, Age 29).   This is consistent with Derber (1978, p. 27) who, in relation to his 

study on job entitlement and unemployment, found that participants who reported 

having a higher education expected to be given a “good job”.   

 Sub-theme 1(3)(f): professional/industry/positional status.  Closely related to 

education, degrees in certain professions or industries were identified as influencing 

entitlement because of their status: “The health industry is riddled with entitlement. Go 

to a teaching hospital and deal with some of the top docs.  You exist for their benefit” 

(Participant 2, Female, Age 60); and, “He said a couple of times when he was given 

those menial tasks ‘I’m an engineer.  I’m an engineer.’  There was status.  Status 

implied that they had a right...” (Participant 11, Male, Age 29). 

 Not only were professions and certain industries identified as potentially 

contributing to sense of entitlement, but entitlement was also linked to specific positions 

within the industry.  For example: “I worked for ‘ABC’ for four years, there is no sense 

of entitlement when you are cleaning a hotel guestroom or, you know, kind of serving 

beer behind a bar or coffee.  Nothing like what you see in financial services” 

(Participant 12, Female, Age 37).  In contrast, participant 16 (Male, Age 35) employed 

in the hospitality industry, actually stated that entitlement was present in the industry, 

but suggested it may only be in certain positions: “I feel it would probably be the more, 

let’s use brutally honest words, the more glamour positions, the front of house, the bar, 
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the front desk.  It would probably be less likely to be the cleaner, the behind the scenes 

kitchen steward type of position”. 

 Sub-theme 1(3)(g): tenure and work experience.  Length of tenure and work 

experience were also identified as work related factors that entitled employees referred 

to in justifying their demands for special treatment or rewards, for example, “I’ve been 

here a long time, I deserve better than this’” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37), and 

“Tenure doesn’t give you the walk in the park and, particularly, some of the older 

employees believe that it should” (Participant 3, Female, Age 40).  Closely aligned with 

tenure is prior work experience or employment history, which several participant 

managers stated was related to employee entitlement. 

“I hear expressions ‘I’ve been working 15 years... therefore, I’m worth more, I 

deserve more and I should make more money’...” (Participant 15, Male, Age 69), 

and 

“… done her time, she’s worked on some really tough projects which were 

tough and they were also in the past.  And kind of expects a level of recognition 

for who she was, not who she is” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37). 

 These findings that entitled employees use length of tenure and work experience 

to justify their demands, indicates that entitlement may not be solely attributed to one 

age group or generation, which is somewhat contrary to (albeit mostly anecdotal) 

reports that attribute entitlement to Generation Y (Twenge, 2006).  In fact, participants 

stated “...it’s not just a Gen Y thing.  I think that’s just an acronym that people throw 

around that’s a little bit too easy to use” (Participant 8, Male, Age 41) and “the ones 

I’m thinking of cover everything from mid-twenties to mid-fifties.  Mid-fifties, mid-

forties, mid-thirties, mid-twenties, yeah” (Participant 7, Male, Age 37).  Thus, age does 

not appear to play a factor in entitlement with participant managers reporting that 

entitlement was cross-generational in nature. 
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 Summary of category 1.  Category 1 explored managers’ perceptions of factors 

that may cause or contribute to entitlement.  The findings suggest that, from the 

perspectives of participant managers, entitlement may be a multi-factorial construct 

influenced by individual differences, broad situational characteristics, and context 

specific factors, including: poor implementation of policies and procedures, lack of 

knowledge about the entitlement construct, poor management skills, aspects of 

organisational culture, trigger events, education, professional/industry/positional status, 

and tenure and work experience.  Importantly, from a management perspective, it seems 

that organisations can potentially manage or reduce employee entitlement through 

consistent and transparent communication, and training and development of managers.  

The participant managers emphasised the importance of a collaborative approach in 

dealing with entitled employees which required “...unity from the top down” (Participant 

6, Female, Age 48).  In summary, Category 1 contributed to the current knowledge of 

workplace entitlement which, to date, largely treated employee entitlement as a 

personality trait by indicating that, at least from the perspective of managers, 

entitlement may be a multi-factorial construct.   

Category 2:  Work Performance/Reciprocity  

 As discussed in the literature review (Chapter 2), current conceptualisations of 

workplace entitlement define entitled employees as believing they deserve 

compensation, benefits, or special treatment simply by virtue of being an employee 

(Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Naumann et al., 2002).  Within these conceptualisations, 

reciprocity towards the employer is not considered when evaluating the outcomes 

entitled employees believe they deserve.   I argue that these definitions may imply that 

entitled employees are low or poor performers.  However, to date, little research has 

investigated the performance/reciprocity link to entitlement and, as such, I explored 
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managers’ viewpoints about the link between performance/reciprocity and entitled 

employees.   

 Theme 2(1): low performance/low reciprocity.  Consistent with the current 

Harvey and Martinko (2009) definition that entitled employees demand preferential 

treatment or rewards “without regard to performance”, managers did report that some 

entitled employees failed to consider their performance or reciprocity when making 

their entitled demands.  For example:  “...They just feel that I come to work every day, 

therefore, I’m entitled irrespective of what sort of job I do.  They don’t realise that there 

has to be give and take and there has to be productivity” (Participant 14, Female, Age 

51); “It doesn’t matter what I do, I’m entitled to get that pay increase or to be provided 

with that reward” (Participant 4, Female, Age 37); and, “They want you to give them a 

gold star for turning up, turning on the computer, writing one e-mail and that constant 

reward/recognition, instant gratification stuff kind of coming through”(Participant 12, 

Female, Age 37).  The participants also indicated that entitled employees seemed to 

think that rewards, for example, bonuses, were simply a “God given ‘right’ for certain 

services or benefits” (Participant 1, Female, Age 34); “We’ve got people who feel that it 

is their right” (Participant 9, Male, Age 55); and, “...it’s about expectations and it’s 

about right. ‘It doesn’t matter what I do or don’t do, it’s my right’” (Participant 17, 

Female, Age 37).  

 Included within this category of low performers, the participants identified two 

types of employees, the “Malignant Entitleds” (as previously discussed in Category 1), 

and a category whom I subsequently named “General Entitleds”.  Malignant Entitleds 

were seen to be extremely confrontational, and difficult to change, while General 

Entitleds actually performed to a degree and, in some cases, managers felt they could 

become high performers.  The General Entitleds seemingly took the view that simply 

meeting standard or average performance requirements should result in special 
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treatment or reward.  Managers, however, equated reward and recognition with 

performance “over and above” minimum requirements:   “...they believe that they 

should be entitled to this sort of an increase without actually having to do anything 

different in their role... They fail to identify, I think, that you have to work and earn.  

These are rewards for additional or above standard performance” (Participant 3, 

Female, Age 40); and “...what they do is sufficient to receive those entitlements as 

opposed to what we may expect them to do to receive those entitlements” (Participant 

19, Male, Age 45).    

 Interestingly, compared to the low performers, managers appeared to express 

greater frustration in dealing with some standard or average performing entitled 

employees as they seemed to be acutely aware of doing “just enough” work to avoid 

having their performance formally managed, a tactic used by managers to deal with 

entitled employees who were low performers:  “Most people will try and make sure they 

keep above where they can’t be performance managed” (Participant 8, Male, Age 41).  

“It’s all about me – so they learn quickly the tricks of the trade” (Participant 14, 

Female, Age 51).  This, in combination with a seeming reluctance or even inability to 

receive feedback, contributed to managers feeling particularly helpless in dealing with 

some of these entitled employees.   

   Participants reported that many low and standard performing entitled employees 

were resistant to feedback as to how organisations consider the link between 

performance and expectations relating to compensation, promotion, tasks, work 

arrangements, or training and development.  For example: “Simply lack of actually 

hearing what’s been said.  So I think there is an inability to actually receive feedback 

and particularly receive critical feedback” (Participant 19, Male, Age 45), and “...  no 

matter what they get told, they still believe that they should get it” (Participant 3, 

Female, Age 40).   



 

 

117 

 

  In the eyes of the participants, this disparate relationship between what the 

managers and the employees see in relation to performance requirements necessary to 

receive rewards or compensation, reflects a breach in the managers’ expectations in 

regard to the employment relationship:  “They are just taking and taking and what I say 

is ‘Look, I want to see give and take’....So you don’t see that two-way partnership and 

that’s really important” (Participant 10, Male, Age 45).  Managers felt that low or 

standard performing entitled employees failed to acknowledge their responsibilities in 

terms of the employee/employer relationship “you have to be their mother and their 

teacher and their mentor and everything.  They think the responsibility is yours, it’s not 

theirs” (Participant 3, Female, Age 40).   This failure to link performance to demands 

clearly coincides with Harvey and Martinko (2009), as well as Naumann et al. (2002), 

who suggest that employee entitlement is linked to a lack of reciprocity.  However, 

despite reporting entitled employees who performed poorly or at a standard or average 

level, participants also reported entitled employees who were high performers.   

 Theme 2(2): high performance/high reciprocity. Thirty-five percent of the 

participants identified their entitled employees as being high performers.  Participant 20 

(Male, Age 31) stated “To me, in the experience that I’ve had, a sense of entitlement has 

meant staff members who have tended to be above average to high performers”.  Other 

managers displayed similar sentiments stating “I think there are pockets that display 

absolutely good work ethic.  They still display an entitlement mentality around work 

arrangements” (Participant 6, Female, Age 48), and “They contribute to the team 

momentum or dynamic I think more than others might” (Participant 12, Female, Age 

37).  Furthermore, their high performance was identified as one of the reasons for the 

entitled demands:  “So I have some individuals who demonstrate that sense of 

entitlement, but they work really hard to keep it [the rewards], so they are actually high 
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performers and that sense of entitlement is actually derived from the high performance” 

(Participant 12, Female, Age 37). 

 This is consistent with Lansberg (1988) who suggested that employees may 

point to factors or “legitimising criteria” in order to justify their entitlement demands.   

Although Lansberg (1988) does not conceptualise performance as a legitimising criteria, 

it would seem that the high performance of these employees can indeed be a factor used 

by employees to support their entitlement demands.  The participant managers agreed 

that high performance gives some credence to entitlement expectations.  “So, yes, they 

display a sense of entitlement but it is warranted” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37) and 

“People who perform well go up and beyond and are entitled ... to have the 

organisation respond in a way that goes a bit above and beyond in meeting their needs” 

(Participant 2, Female, Age 60).  In fact, the participants clearly stated that high 

performance, even from employees perceived as entitled individuals, would result in 

favourable treatment and extra rewards:    

 “While we don’t have a high tolerance for people being precious or princess or 

 whatever, if you’ve got the goods and you can display it, then you do get special 

 treatment.” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37).   

 The participants believed that a sense of entitlement was acceptable or “earned” 

to a degree if the individual was a high performer.  The inference is made that the 

employee has fulfilled their responsibility to reciprocate in the employment relationship 

by performing and, as such, the organisation responds positively to their entitlement 

demands.   It is noted that this viewpoint is somewhat contradictory to the suggestion in 

Category 1 that managers should not “pander” to the behaviour.  However, while 

participant managers viewed entitled employees as displaying positive behavioural 

attributes in the form of high performance, this appeared to be overshadowed by other 
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behaviours which they associated with entitlement, for example, an inability to regulate 

their behaviour:  

“...people might be a bit indulgent because they are a high performer... but, 

yeah, they seem to push it too far and I think that is almost the definition of 

entitlement “Well, I don’t care what you want, I want this and I’m going to push 

it” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37); and, 

Ultimately, despite exhibiting high performance which is prima facie positive, 

participant managers believed the positivity was often overshadowed by the way in 

which entitled employees used their high performance which was ultimately seen as 

selfish and manipulating:  

“They will (display positive behaviours) if that will assist the furtherance of their 

goal..display their enthusiasm to a person that can benefit themselves...it tends 

to be more of a façade...” (Participant 8, Male, Age 41); and 

 “...I do see it very much as a negative thing.  I can’t think of a positive way in 

which you could use the term entitlement when it comes to an employer/ 

employee arrangement” (Participant 5, Female, Age 50).  

 Overall, participant managers viewed high performing entitled employees as still 

being problematic despite exceeding performance level expectations.  In addition, they 

felt that entitled individuals relied on their high performance levels as evidence to 

support their self-belief that they possess unique skills and abilities and, as such, high 

performance was used as a legitimising criterion to manipulate employers into 

responding favourably to their demands.     

  Summary of category 2.  In summary, participant managers describe the 

entitled employee as an “individual who feels they are entitled to do what they want” 

(Participant 14, Female, Age 51).  The findings suggest that the current definition of 

employee entitlement that expectations for preferential treatment or rewards are made 
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“without regard to performance” (Harvey & Martinko, 2009), is open to question.  

Instead, two categories of entitlement were identified by the participant managers which 

I have termed “unearned” and “earned”.  Within the unearned category, two types of 

entitled employees were identified, the Malignant Entitled and the General Entitled, and 

within the earned category, the Achievement Entitleds were identified.  Participant 

managers viewed Malignant and General Entitled employee demands as being unearned 

due to their failure to reciprocate in the form of performance whereas Achievement 

Entitled employees’ demands were seen as earned because they reciprocated through 

high performance.  However, despite reporting that some entitled employees exhibited 

positive behavioural characteristics in the form of high performance (i.e. Achievement 

Entitlement), overall the managers felt a sense of entitlement was not a desirable 

characteristic in the employee.     

Category 3: Types of Preferential Treatment or Rewards Expected or Demanded 

 By and large, definitions of entitlement emphasise that entitled individuals view 

themselves as special, and expect to be treated accordingly (see Campbell et al., 2004; 

Raskin & Terry, 1988).  Harvey and Martinko’s (2009) and Naumann et al.’s (2002) 

definitions suggest that, in the workplace, this translates to expectations or demands for 

preferential treatment, compensation, or rewards.  The following quotes from two 

participants summarise these expectations and demands: 

“They want a range of different things.  It can be status, it can be benefits that 

may range from an office...an office would mean a title they get to have, a 

phone...it’s about what the organisation should and shouldn’t do for them 

individually and it’s not just about benefits.  ‘I should be able to do whatever I 

ask for and money is no object’” (Participant 17, Female, Age 37); and, 
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“They’ll assume privileges...they’ll take days off, they’ll leave work early, they’ll 

take long lunch hours.  They will become bossy.  They will delegate work 

without authority....  They will refuse work.  They will say ‘Well, I’m not doing 

that’” (Participant 15, male, age 69). 

 In order to delineate these further, five categories or sub-themes were derived 

from the interview findings that encapsulate the expectations or demands of entitled 

employees, namely: compensation, promotion, tasks, working arrangements, and 

training and development processes.   

 Theme 3(1): compensation.  As reflected in Harvey and Martinko (2009) and 

Naumann et al.’s (2002) work, compensation was a clear focus for entitled employees.  

In addition to expecting higher levels of compensation generally, entitled employees 

were “expecting a bonus as a matter of course” (Participant 1, Female, Age 35).  

Managers stated that entitled employees expected salary raises and bonuses without 

considering other contextual factors that may impact upon the organisation’s financial 

ability to pay:   

 “...Continually expect to get a bonus at that level but there is no understanding 

 that if the company hasn’t performed that well, you’re are not going to get a 

 bonus (Participant 3, Female, Age 40); and, “... even though globally, regionally 

 things were flattening off... notwithstanding the fact money coming (in) was 

 reduced, there was an expectation of not just a bonus but a wage rise” 

 (Participant 9, Male, Age 55).   

Interestingly,  some participants reported that male entitled employees put greater 

emphasis on monetary expectations or demands than did female entitled employees 

which is consistent with past research that indicates men may have elevated wage 

entitlement (Pelham & Hetts, 2001; Hogue et al.,  2007).   
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 Theme 3(2): promotion.  Similar to the compensation demands presented, 

some participants reported that male entitled employees seem to have greater focus on 

promotion than their female counterparts. Regardless of gender, however, entitled 

employees were perceived as feeling as though they had a “Right to promotion and 

preferment” (Participant 2, Female, Age 60), and expected this to occur in what 

participants implied was an unrealistic time period: “They’re wanting promotion and 

benefits really quickly” (Participant 10, Male, Age 45) and “expect to get to 

management positions really quickly” (Participant 8, Male, Age 41).   

 Ironically, even though participants described entitled employees as being 

focussed on promotion, this ambition was often related to a general lack of awareness 

on the part of the entitled employee as to whether their goals were realistic in terms of 

their own skills and abilities, as well as timeframes: 

“Well, I want a level 2 position and I know the only level 2 role is a leader but I 

don’t want to manage people” (Participant 3, Female, Age 40); and,   

“I think they are far more driven potentially to getting to their ultimate role 

quicker. ...Sometimes they don’t appreciate the distance and time that it takes to 

get there” (Participant 11, Male, Age 29). 

The managers expressed frustration that entitled employees seemed unable to 

comprehend the connection between their demands and expectations for promotion and 

the organisation’s ability or even obligation to meet these demands and expectations 

given organisational structures, policies and procedures, and financial and other 

resource constraints:  “I can’t manufacture new positions or promotions out of thin air” 

(Participant 10, Male, Age 45).  Likewise, participant managers stated entitled 

employees made demands to control their actual tasks seemingly without regard to 

whether this was practical or realistic in the circumstances as illustrated in the next sub-

theme.   
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 Theme 3(3): tasks.  In relation to job tasks or duties, participants reported that 

entitled employees were “Wanting to dictate terms on what work they are willing or not 

willing to do” (Participant 10, Male, Age 45), and were seen to be very vocal in 

expressing their belief that certain tasks were too menial for them to undertake:  

“Haven’t you got an assistant that can do that?  Can’t someone do that for me?  Either 

they deem it beneath them or it doesn’t interest them” (Participant 17, Female, Age 37), 

and “Picking what they want, the high profile stuff” (Participant 1, Female, Age 35).  

Participants also stated there was outright refusal to do certain tasks:  “I will not do 

that” (Participant 8, Male, Age 41) and “‘I’m special now’ kind of stuff – ‘I don’t do 

customer’.  That was a quote that I heard – ‘I don’t do customer’” (Participant 12, 

Female, Age 37).   These demands for task differentiation were clearly associated with 

managers’ perceptions that entitled employees believe they have special or unique 

characteristics as previously described in Sub-themes 1(1)(a) and(b).  Entitled 

employees would presume they had a right to control their job tasks, as well as their 

working arrangements, on the basis of being special, even indispensable, to the 

organisation.   

 Theme 3(4): work arrangements.  Participants stated that entitled employees 

“assume privileges” relating to working arrangements, including arriving to and leaving 

from work when the employee chooses, taking extended lunch hours or breaks, and 

taking additional “time off...taking the time without clocking it” (Participant 3, Female, 

Age 40).  In addition, participants reported they demanded such things as “working from 

home” [even if the work is not appropriate to do from home] (Participant 2, Female, 

Age 60); “telling” the employer when they would take vacation; and refusing work or 

requesting that the employer rearrange work that did not fit into the entitled employee’s 

personal schedule: “I will tell you when my holiday is... “No, I don’t really want to do 

that project, that’s going to muck with my plans” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37).   
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 A few participants indicated that female employees with family responsibilities 

displayed more entitlement behaviour, particularly in relation to demanding flexible 

working arrangements that suited their personal schedules, without regard to whether 

this was realistic given the role requirements or organisation’s needs.  For example: “I 

think that some women think that since they have children they are entitled to all of 

these other things at work.  Of course I’m cognisant of family responsibilities but I think 

it sometimes gets taken beyond that” (Participant 1, Female, Age 35); and, “I think there 

are more encounters with women staff at that age around issues like flexibility, working 

arrangements, needs... People would specify what days they were coming back...the 

days of the policy say they have to be operationally agreed.  But there was an 

entitlement...” (Participant 2, Female, Age 60).  Similar to job tasks, managers 

perceived entitled employees as displaying a desire for greater employee control over 

working arrangements than would usually be expected, and seemingly wanted managers 

to ignore policies and procedures if these did not align with the entitled employees’ 

expectations.   The inference can be that entitled employees are comfortable with rule-

breaking when it benefits them, but perceive themselves as being treated unfairly should 

their expectations not be met in the application of these policies.   

 Theme 3(5): training and development.  Some entitled employees demanded 

“exponential amounts of training and development” (Participant 17, Female, Age 37).  

Similarly to their expectations relating to promotion, these demands for training were 

made even if the training had no bearing on their current position or even future career 

goals: “So, 2 weeks [ago] you said you didn’t want this job any more but you are now 

turning around wanting me to pay $3500 for a training course that is going to take you 

out of the office for 3 weeks?!” (Participant 3, Female, Age 40).  Managers felt that 

entitled employees sometimes seemed unable to clearly articulate their training and 

development goals, instead expressing rather vague objectives:  “I want training, I want 
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training, I want training” but when you ask ‘What are your goals, what are some of 

your 3-5 year goals?’ ‘Well, I don’t know’” (Participant, 17, Female, Age 37).  Despite 

not being able to clearly justify the requirement for training, like their demands for 

compensation, promotion, tasks, and work arrangements, managers tended to perceive 

entitled employees as expecting training and development as a matter of course. 

 Summary of category 3.  The findings indicate that entitled employees have 

expectations relating to five categories:  compensation, promotion, tasks, work 

arrangements, and training and development.  Managers perceived these demands as 

arising from the entitled employee’s belief that they have special or unique skills that 

make them indispensable to the organisation thereby supporting their attempts to take 

excessive control over the employer/employee relationship as it relates to compensation, 

promotion, tasks, work arrangements, and training and development.  The participant 

managers believed that entitled employees failed to consider the organisation’s overall 

financial performance or ability to respond favourably to their expectations.  In addition, 

the participant managers stated that when the entitled employee’s demands for 

preferential treatment relating to compensation, promotion, tasks, work arrangements, 

and training and development were not responded to favorably, any semblance of 

positivity disappeared. 

Category 4:  How Entitled Employees Behave When They Do Not Receive Positive 

Outcomes 

 Much of the prior research on workplace entitlement has focused on negative 

outcomes associated with entitlement (Fisk, 2010; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010).  In addition, previous research suggests 

that entitled individuals react negatively when receiving feedback (Exline et al., 2004); 

appear unwilling to forgive (Exline & Zell, 2009); and may have a greater propensity to 

seek revenge (Bishop & Lane, 2002).  As discussed in Category 2, participant managers 
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report that entitled employees appear unwilling or unable to accept feedback that 

questioned or contradicted their viewpoints.  The Study 1 findings also support a 

positive relationship between psychological entitlement and attitudinal vengeance.  In 

order to examine whether entitled employees’ responses accorded with this prior 

research that associates entitlement with negative behaviour, specifically retaliatory 

behaviour, I asked the participant managers how employees reacted when their demands 

or expectations for preferential treatments and rewards were not met.   

 Theme 4(1):  retaliation.  Only three out of the twenty participants stated that 

some entitled employees would accept feedback (e.g. “they will renew their efforts”, 

Participant 5, Female, Age 50).  Conversely, ninety percent of the participants said that 

entitled employees would retaliate with aggression: “They can be explicitly agitated 

aggressive, they can be passive aggressive” (Participant 19, Male, Age 45), and “There 

can be retaliation – overt or covert” (Participant 1, Female, Age 35).  Overwhelmingly, 

managers labelled the behaviours as “childish”:  “They will retaliate if they believe they 

are entitled and..didn’t get it” (Participant 3, Female, Age 40); “...a pure child like 

reaction.  I didn’t get what I wanted so I’m not going to play with you anymore” 

(Participant 13, Male, Age 46); “So it’s like dealing with a toddler.  Sulks or tantrums.  

They either don’t talk to you or scream and shout and cry” (Participant 12, Female, Age 

37); “Tip the toys out of the cot” (Participant 5, Female, Age 50); and, “Screaming baby.  

You’ve taken the dummy out of the baby that needs it” (Participant 7, Male, Age 37).  

 These behavioural reactions by entitled employees when their demands were not 

responded to favourably, can be classified as either covert or overt, or a combination 

thereof.  J.H. Neuman and Baron (1998) conceptualised covert behaviours as including 

passive and indirect forms of aggression such as “withdrawal behaviours”, e.g. 

withholding effort, absenteeism, and quitting, as well as verbally aggressive behaviour 

such as gossiping.  Conversely, although verbal aggression can be covert, it is also seen 
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as overt when the behaviour is direct, for example, complaining, tantrums, and threats.  

Overt retaliatory behaviours can include actual physical aggression.  Based on J.H. 

Neuman and Baron’s (1998) conceptualisations of aggression, two sub-themes emerged 

in relation to how entitled employees retaliated when their expectations were not 

positively met:  covert and overt behaviours.   

 Sub-theme 4(1)(a): covert behaviours.  One half of the participants reported 

that when entitled employees did not get what they wanted, they would retaliate by 

“Restricting their work output” (Participant 1, Female, Age 35); “Withholding.  

Withholding of effort” (Participant 2, Female, Age 60), and “They will go back to doing 

the bare minimum” (Participant 10, Male, Age 45), while fifty percent of participants 

said that behaviours akin to “Sulks and pouts” (Participant 2, Female, Age 60) 

accompanied withholding of effort.   Participants also reported some entitled individuals 

would withdraw: “I’m going home, I’m feeling sick” (Participant 18, Female, Age 50).  

 Only three participants reported that entitled employees would be likely to quit 

in the event of their demands not being met: “Well, if I don’t get this, then I’m going to 

leave” (Participant 10, Male, Age 45), a threat which coincides with the perception that 

entitled employees believe they are special and unique.   Another important behaviour 

noted by participants was gossiping, which was done both covertly and overtly (see 

below):  “Undermining, dirty tricks, playing games” (Participant 10, Male, Age 45); 

“They manipulate.  Divide and conquer” (Participant 15, Male, Age 69); and, “They 

might start backstabbing you or the organisation.”(Participant 14, Female, Age 51).  In 

addition, entitled employees simultaneously engaged in overt retaliation including 

complaining, refusing to work, tantrums, threats, and in two instances, levelled 

apparently unfounded allegations of bullying against their manager. 

 Sub-theme 4(1)(b): overt behaviours.  Eighty percent of the participants stated 

that when their expectations were not met, entitled employees blatantly expressed their 
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dissatisfaction to “all and sundry” (e.g. “Sort of whinging and bitching”; Participant 1, 

Female, Age 35).  In particular, they targeted their complaints to those at a higher level 

than the manager, for example:   

“Complaining to whoever will listen, who will potentially appeal or make an 

appointment with someone at a higher level... they will drip, drip, drip on 

somebody’s door until something happens and they get what they want” 

(Participant 5, Female, Age 50).   

In contrast  to covertly withdrawing by withholding effort, sulking, or absenteeism, 

some entitled employees deliberately voiced their refusal to do particular work:  “I told 

you I didn’t like it, therefore, I’m not going to do it” (Participant 3, Female, Age 40).  

Hand in hand with the covert behaviour of sulking, fifty percent of the participants 

stated that entitled employees had tantrums (e.g. “the tantrum type thing” Participant 18, 

Female, Age 50) when they didn’t get the outcome they expected.  Participants stated as 

follows: 

“...you can actually see the adrenalin rising in them.  You can see their posture 

change.  They actually become aggressive in the way “Well, why can’t I have?!  

Why can’t I do this?!” (Participant 10, Male, Age 45); and, 

“Raises her voice and starts to yell and stomps her feet...and makes a lot of 

noise and slams stuff down on her desk.  In other words, she demonstrates a 

hysterical, open defiance, which affects everybody around her” (Participant 15, 

Male, Age 69). 

 In conjunction with tantrums were blatant threats: “The thumping of the desk or 

the pointing of the finger ‘You will do this’” (Participant 18, Female, Age 50).  Linked 

to the covert behaviour of gossiping, presumably with intent to undermine the manager, 

entitled employees may explicitly threaten the manager with escalation and reputational 

damage, for example:   
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“‘Well, I work for “X” and if you don’t do what I want, I will tell him and your 

life will be hell.  I will report this to an executive.’  A lot of name dropping...” 

(Participant 7, Male, Age 37). 

 Two of the managers stated that retaliation by escalation included entitled 

employees lodging grievances that contained, from the managers’ perspectives, 

unfounded allegations of “bullying” when the manager had not acquiesced to the 

entitled employee’s demands.  The managers said that entitled employees complained of 

victimisation and blamed others when their demands were not positively met:  “...they 

are the victim.  They don’t see that they played a part in this at all, and to me that is 

pure entitlement” (Participant 14, Female, Age 51).  This finding aligns with Harvey 

and Martinko (2009) who found a positive relationship between entitlement and self-

serving and biased attributions.  In addition, this finding has conceptual overlay with 

victim entitlement which proposes that entitled individuals may feel justified in 

engaging in bad behaviour because they view themselves as having suffered 

unnecessarily (Zitek et al., 2010).   

 Summary of category 4.  To summarise, managers perceived that entitled 

employees did indeed retaliate, and “pulled every favour, bullied, tantrums, kind of 

everything...” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37) when they did not receive a positive 

response to their demands.  The majority of entitled employees retaliated with covert 

and overt aggressive behaviour described by the participants as “childish”.  Covert 

behaviours included withdrawal of effort, sulking, absenteeism, quitting, and gossiping.  

Overt behaviours included complaints, tantrums, and threats.  A combination of both 

overt and covert behaviours included intentional damage to the reputation of a manager 

and blatant refusal to undertake tasks.   
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Discussion 

 My aim in this Study was to use qualitative interviews in order to examine the 

defining elements of employee entitlement from the perspective of managers, including 

whether managers’ perceptions of entitlement align with the current position of 

management research (see Fisk, 2010, Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 

2009; Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2009) which have seemingly adapted and applied the 

general definition of psychological entitlement (Campbell et al., 2004) to the workplace 

context.   Study 2 also aimed to extend the research on the relationship between 

entitlement and counterproductive workplace behaviour.   To date, no research has 

exclusively focused on managers’ perceptions of employee entitlement despite 

suggestions by authors such as Brouer et al. (2011), Campbell et al. (2004), Harvey and 

Harris (2010), and Harvey and Martinko (2009) that entitlement is a considerable 

challenge for managers.  Management research has also not used qualitative methods to 

examine employee entitlement despite its ability to provide rich descriptions of 

behaviour (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000), which may assist us in theoretical development 

(Furnham, 1988). 

 Overall, the findings in this study significantly contribute to current management 

research on entitlement by expanding the nomological framework relating to 

entitlement.  Significantly, my findings suggest that current research (e.g. Fisk, 2010; 

Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010) 

which treats entitlement as a stable personality trait may not be entirely accurate from 

the perspective of participants.  While managers did state that personality, including 

excessive self-esteem (or self-efficacy), and selfishness, may contribute to a sense of 

entitlement, they also identified broader societal factors such as values and norms, 

parenting styles, the education system, and socio-economic conditions as contributing to 

entitlement.    
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 Importantly, participants identified a number of contextually specific factors that 

may allow entitlement to germinate and grow in the workplace, including policy and 

procedure mismanagement, poor management practise, organisational culture, and 

trigger events.  Furthermore, they described how entitled employees attempted to justify 

their entitlement demands by pointing to work-related criteria such as education, 

professional, industry, and positional status, and tenure or work experience as evidence 

to support their demands.  Five categories of demands specific to the workplace context 

were identified: compensation, promotion, tasks, work arrangements, and training and 

development.  Participants stated that the organisation could potentially manage or 

prevent employee entitlement through a collaborative approach which included 

consistent communication and training and development for managers.  

 Taken as a whole, these findings reflect the perspectives relating to academic 

and victim entitlement definitions that entitlement may not necessarily be wholly 

explained as a stable personality trait.  In relation to academic entitlement, Kopp et al. 

(2011) stated that entitlement may differ across specific contexts and relate to an 

individual’s role in that particular context.  This suggests that employee entitlement is 

not necessarily characterised by general entitlement beliefs (i.e. expectation of special 

treatment across all life situations).  Rather, as per Kopp et al. (2011), it is directed 

towards demands explicitly relating to the individual’s role as an employee.     

 Chowning and Campbell (2009) also suggest that, while academic entitlement is 

an individual difference variable, it is not necessarily a general trait that crosses all 

situations. That is, situational cues (e.g. broader societal norms) can contribute, as well 

as context-specific cues (i.e. the environment enables it to happen).  Similarly, victim 

entitlement “can be thought of as a dynamic mindset, susceptible to situational cues...” 

(Zitek et al., 2010, p. 252).  The findings in this study clearly reflect Chowning and 
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Campbell (2009), and Zitek et al.’s (2010) propositions that employee entitlement may 

indeed be dynamic and subject to situational cues.    

 The current definition of workplace entitlement, i.e. expectation of special 

treatment “without regard to performance” (Harvey & Martinko, 2009) implies that 

employees do not consider their own performance when making entitlement demands, 

and are low performers who offer little valuable contribution to the organisation.  The 

findings do not entirely reflect this view with participant managers stating that many 

entitled employees are, in fact, high performers.  Furthermore, similar to their use of 

education, status, and tenure to support their entitlement demands, these entitled 

employees use their high levels of performance to justify their demands relating to 

compensation, promotion, task differentiation, work arrangements, and training and 

development.    

 Managers viewed high performing entitled individuals as displaying earned 

entitlement which suggests that both the terms entitlement and deservingness, in line 

with Feather (2003), are integral to management perceptions about the link between 

entitlement and performance.   While other authors have specified that the terms 

entitlement and deservingness can be used interchangeably (Campbell et al., 2004), I 

adopt Feather’s (2003) position in the sense that managers appear to evaluate 

deservingness based on effort and performance (low versus high) and the value ascribed 

to the outcome (negative versus positive).  Managers identified two categories of 

entitlement which I name unearned and earned.  Within the unearned category, the 

managers identified two types of employee entitlement:  Malignant Entitlement and 

General Entitlement, and within the earned category, managers identified one type of 

employee entitlement: Achievement Entitlement.  These entitled individuals vary in 

their performance/reciprocity levels along a continuum ranging from low 



 

 

133 

 

performance/reciprocity through to high performance/reciprocity as illustrated in Figure 

2.   

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 2.  Categories and Types of Employee Entitlement 

 

 Malignant and General Entitled employees appear to consider special treatment 

or excessive salary as a “right”, without considering corresponding performance 

expectations.  This is similar to Greenberger et al. (2008) who suggest that entitled 

students expect high grades with modest effort.  I also propose that the unearned or low 

performance/reciprocity entitled employee may believe that they have a right to special 

treatment or compensation simply by virtue of being an employee.   These expectations 

are misaligned with management expectations which consider the deservingness and 

appropriateness of the entitled demands based on the employee’s actions or effort (low 

v. high) and performance outcomes (low v. high).  Therefore, a low or non performing 

employee who displays a sense of entitlement is perceived to have an unearned sense of 

entitlement because the organisation has not received appropriate reciprocity in the form 

of positive outcomes relative to effort or performance.  

 Malignant Entitleds, as identified by the participants, appear to be non or low 

performers who also cause particular difficulties in the organisation.  The participants 

suggested that these entitled employees are incorrigible and the best way to deal with 

this type of entitled employees was to take steps to remove them from the organisation 

as soon as possible.  General Entitleds are those who may actually perform to an 

Low       Performance/Reciprocity        High 

Malignant 

entitlement 

General 

entitlement 
Achievement 

entitlement 

Unearned Earned 



 

 

134 

 

acceptable level.  They are, however, still deemed as entitled because managers actually 

expect above-standard performance levels in order for an employee to be considered 

eligible for preferential treatment or rewards.     

 The managers also identified some entitled employees who actually reciprocate 

in the form of high effort and high outcomes, and because of their high performance, the 

managers felt that they had earned an expectation of preferential treatment, but only to a 

limited degree.  According to  Griffin, Neal, and Parker (2007) and Williams, Parker, 

and Turner (2010), in changing and uncertain economic contexts, there are expected 

organisational level benefits associated with proactive and high performance individual 

outputs.   Although managers viewed entitlement in a negative light overall, they 

tolerated it in high performing employees because there was reciprocity in the 

employment relationship, and a perceived congruency between manager and employee 

entitlement demands and performance.  This sense of entitlement is determined to be 

earned or deserved based on the employee’s high levels of effort and performance, but  

managers still viewed these demands or expectations relating to compensation, 

promotion, task differentiation, work arrangements, and training and development as 

being unrealistic in relation to all of the circumstances.  These circumstances include 

the entitled employees’ own skills and abilities, the relevance to their current role or 

future career development, and impacts upon the organisation or other employees in 

relation to policies, procedures, cost, and time.  However, according to participants, 

both unearned and earned entitled employees are problematic because neither category 

considered all the relevant circumstances when making their demands. 

 Based on the above, it seems that the current definition of workplace 

entitlement, which has adapted the psychological definition of workplace entitlement as 

a “demand for preferential treatment or rewards” (Campbell et al., 2004) and has 
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extended this to include “without regard to performance” (Harvey & Martinko, 2009), 

may not be entirely accurate.  Hence, I propose that employee entitlement be defined as  

“an excessive self-regard leading to a belief in the automatic right to privileged 

treatment at work without regard to all of the circumstances relevant to the 

workplace context”. 

This definition continues to encapsulate the entitled individual’s belief that they are 

“special or unique” (Snow et al., 2001, p. 104), and expectation that they “deserve more 

and are entitled to more than others” (Campbell et al., 2004).  In relation to “privileged 

treatment”, this includes expectations or demands relating to promotion, tasks, work 

arrangements, and training and development which elaborates on Naumann et al. (2002, 

p. 150) who only focused on entitlement’s relationship with compensation. 

 The phrase “The automatic right to” portrays the management perception that 

these demands or expectations are viewed as a “God given ‘right’ for certain services or 

benefits” (Participant 1, Female, Age 34).  The phrase “without regard to all of the 

relevant circumstances” reflects the managers’ perceptions that entitled employees 

make these demands or expectations “selfishly”, and without regard to their individual 

abilities and their contribution (which can include performance but may also include 

such aspects as adherence to policies or procedures, or cultural values and norms), as 

well as the environmental conditions that may influence the organisation’s ability or 

even obligation to respond positively to the expectations or demands.  This may relate 

to the cost, time, and impact to other employees relative to each organisation’s overall 

purpose, aims, finances, structure, processes, and procedures.  My definition also 

includes not only those entitled employees who make demands without regard to 

performance (i.e. Malignant and General Entitleds), but also captures those high 

performing entitled employees (i.e. Achievement Entitleds) who, despite performing 
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well, are nonetheless viewed as making excessive or unrealistic demands relative to the 

entire circumstances at play within the workplace context. 

  Not only do the findings herein expand the nomological framework relating to 

entitlement, they also extend the current management research focus on workplace 

entitlements and its association with negative characteristics or outcomes.   As outlined 

in Category 4, when entitled employees did not receive the special treatment, 

compensation, rewards or recognition demanded, they retaliated in a range of ways 

often involving aggression.  This reactive aggression manifested itself in the form of 

covert and overt behaviours.   

 Predominantly, managers viewed entitled employees as exhibiting childlike 

behaviours, including overt and covert retaliatory aggression when they did not receive 

the treatment or rewards they expected.  In relation to overt aggressive behaviours, 

managers reported that entitled employees drew on their extraversion and vocalness to 

blatantly express their dissatisfaction when not receiving the positive outcomes they 

expected.  Covert behaviours were mostly manifested in withdrawal behaviours (e.g. 

reducing effort, sulking, and absenteeism).  In line with Harvey and Martinko (2009), 

managers reported that, on occasion, some employees expressed “turnover intent” and 

those who did quit, threatened to do so first, which aligns with Harvey and Martinko 

(2009) who propose that cognitive heuristics play a role here.  In essence, they suggest 

that entitled employees believe, “If I’m not going to get my preferential treatment, the 

organisation is not treating me properly and, therefore, I will leave” (Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009).  My findings also support prior research that links entitlement to 

revenge (Bishop & Lane, 2002); unwillingness to forgive (Exline et al., 2004; Exline & 

Zell, 2009); aggression (Campbell et al., 2004), supervisor conflict (Harvey & 

Martinko, 2009); political behaviour and co-worker abuse (Harvey & Harris, 2010); and 

job tension (Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010).  
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Chapter Summary 

 In summary, the Study 2 findings contributed to the research by expanding the 

nomological framework of employee entitlement from a management perspective.  

Significantly, I have suggested a new definition of employee entitlement, defining it as 

“an excessive self-regard leading to a belief in the automatic right to privileged 

treatment at work without regard to all of the circumstances relevant to the workplace 

context”.   I propose that this new definition reflects the findings that suggest entitled 

employees may actually vary in performance and reciprocity levels, giving rise to their 

entitlement being deemed unearned or earned in the eyes of the managers.  I also 

propose that employee entitlement be conceptualised as a multi-factorial construct, 

influenced by individual, situation, and context specific factors.  Importantly, I have 

identified specific organisational actions that may contribute to or enable employee 

entitlement (e.g. policies and procedures, lack of knowledge and poor management 

skills, organisational culture, and trigger events).  This is a significant finding as it may 

assist organisations in preventing, reducing, and managing employee entitlement which 

is necessary having regard to the findings that entitled employees may have a propensity 

to engage in covert or overt retaliatory behaviour when their expectations for 

differential and preferential treatment are not responded to favourably.   

 In light of this new definition, I argue that, for theoretical and practical reasons, 

it is necessary to develop a new measure of employee entitlement.  This new measure 

should encapsulate and reflect the underlying dimensions of employee entitlement as 

reported in the themes identified in Study 2.  Therefore, my aim in Study 3, which is 

outlined in the following two chapters, is to develop and validate a new self-report 

measure of employee entitlement which I name the Measure of Employee Entitlement 

(MEE). 
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CHAPTER 5:  STUDY 3A - SCALE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MEASURE OF 

EMPLOYEE ENTITLEMENT (MEE) 

Chapter Overview 

 My aim in Study 3 is to outline a study to develop and validate a self-report 

measure of employee entitlement which I name the Measure of Employee Entitlement 

(MEE).  The final scale comprises 18 items, that create three subscales: Reward as a 

Right, Self-focus, and Excessive Self-regard.   Specifically, the aim of this chapter is to 

respond to Research Questions 2 and 3: 

2.  How is a sense of entitlement amongst employees (i.e. “employee 

entitlement”) conceptualised in the workplace?  

3.  What are the underlying dimensions of employee entitlement in the 

workplace?   

 This Chapter reports and discusses Study 3A - scale development of the MEE, 

and I begin with a discussion of reliability and validity issues relating to scale 

development.  I then outline an eight step scale development process by DeVellis 

(2011) to develop and test the MEE.  The process involves the following steps: (1) 

define the construct; (2) generate the item pool; (3) determine the measure format; (4) 

expert review of initial item pool; (5) pilot test; (6) administer scale to development 

pool; (7) refine the scale using item analysis; and, (8) evaluate the scale, including 

factor structure, reliability, and validity.  In relation to Step 8 - validity, the focus of this 

chapter is on reliability and internal validity whereas external validity is examined in 

Chapter 6: Study 3B.  I conclude this Chapter with a Discussion section and Chapter 

Summary. 
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Research Overview 

 The development of a context specific scale to measure employee entitlement is 

a significant contribution to management literature.  As noted in earlier chapters, I 

suggest that measurement of entitlement in the context of work has been inconsistent as 

it has been based on a number of differing measures.  For example, past research has 

used the Job Entitlement Scale (Derber, 1978; Harvey & Martinko, 2009), the Equity 

Sensitivity Instrument (Huseman et al., 1985), the Equity Preference Questionnaire 

(Sauley & Bedeian, 2000; Byrne et al., 2010); and the Narcissistic Personality Inventory 

(Raskin & Terry, 1988).  More recently, researchers such as Harvey and Harris (2010) 

and Van Dijk and De Cremer (2006) used the Psychological Entitlement Scale (PES) 

which was developed to measure general entitlement (i.e. deserving more and being 

entitled to more than others across situations, Campbell et al., 2004).   

 However, researchers such as Johns (2006), Jordan, Dasborough, Daus and 

Ashkanasy (2010), and Rousseau and Fried (2001) assert that it is critical that context 

be considered in organisational research.  Academic entitlement researchers have also 

argued that context specific measures should be developed in order to adequately 

capture an individual’s sense of entitlement within a particular domain (see Chowning 

& Campbell, 2008; Greenberger et al., 2008; Kopp et al., 2011; Lessard et al., 2011).  I 

contend that the inconsistent results obtained in Study 1, as well as the findings in Study 

2, suggest that entitlement in the workplace may be operationalised differently than 

general psychological entitlement.   

 In Chapter 4, I proposed a new definition of employee entitlement which 

encapsulates the context specific elements of employee entitlement as described by the 

participant managers in Study 2.  In light of this new definition, and the arguments 

raised by Chowning and Campbell (2008), Greenberger et al. (2008),  Kopp et al. 

(2011), Johns (2006), Jordan et al., (2010), Lessard et al. (2011), and Rousseau and 
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Fried (2001), I argue that it is necessary to develop a scale that captures the context 

specific elements of employee entitlement.   However, prior to outlining Study 3, which 

describes the development of the Measure of Employee Entitlement, I will briefly 

review reliability and validity as these are crucial issues in the scale development 

process (DeVellis, 2011).   

Reliability 

 Reliability relates to the extent that a scale consists of items that share a 

common latent variable (DeVellis, 2011).  The term reliability refers to a scale’s 

internal consistency and its stability over time (e.g. test-retest reliability), i.e. whether 

the scale is interpreted consistently across different situations (Field, 2009, p. 11).  

Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha, which can range from 0 to 1, with a recommended 

minimum acceptable alpha of .7, is the most commonly used method to measure 

internal consistency (Nunnally, 1978).   

 However, this general guideline should be used with caution as coefficient 

alphas can be impacted by the number of scale items (Cortina, 1993), and the average 

correlations amongst the items and sample size (DeVellis, 2011; Field, 2009; Ponterotto 

& Ruckdeschel, 2007). Therefore, Briggs and Cheek (1986) suggest that scale 

developers consider the mean inter-item correlation for items as these are not influenced 

by scale length.  Field (2009) also suggests that inter-item correlation values range from 

.3 to .7, with less than .3 meaning they are not measuring a single construct, and values 

above .7 indicating the scale may contain redundant items.    

 Test-retest reliability checks the stability of a variable over time, by testing the 

same participants with the same measure after a period of time, with similar scores at 

both points in time indicating acceptable reliability (Field, 2009). Nunnally and 

Bernstein (1994) recommend at least a two week interval between test administrations.  
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Longer periods of time are deemed better as this can help reduce the tendency for 

participants to remember and repeat their answers from the initial test administration 

(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).  In Study 3, participants were re-tested with the MEE 

seven weeks after the initial administration.     

Validity  

 Validity in the scale development process is concerned with whether the scale 

measures what it is supposed to measure (Gable & Wolf, 1993), and there are several 

types of validity.  Content validity is concerned with clearly defining and 

operationalising the construct (Neuman, 2006).  Rust and Golombok (1989, p. 78) argue 

that there is no quantitative test for content validity but, rather, it is judged on 

qualitative grounds which may include expert assessment for prima facie validity 

amongst the items.  Construct or external validity involves testing a measure against 

other scales to gather a range of results to ascertain if the construct performs 

consistently with the way in which it is defined (Kline, 1993).  External validity is 

comprised of convergent, divergent, and predictive validity (DeVellis, 2011; Neuman, 

2006). 

 Convergent validity relates to whether the measure acts like or converges with 

another measure and can also include assessing the new measure against a pre-existing, 

valid, and accepted measure (DeVellis, 2011; Neuman, 2006).  Ideally, the measures 

should have some association to support that they are capturing similar constructs, 

however, they should not be so similar that the new measure becomes redundant.  On 

this basis, I chose to test the MEE’s convergent validity against the PES (Campbell et 

al., 2004); Rosenberg’s (1965, 1989) Self-esteem scale, Work Locus of Control Scale 

(Spector, 1988), and Positive Reciprocity Questionnaire (Perugini et al., 2003).  

Although not tested in this Study, divergent validity is concerned with the extent to 
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which a measure acts differently or diverges from another measure.  Predictive validity 

refers to the scale’s ability to estimate a criterion behaviour that is external to the 

measuring instrument itself (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994, p. 94).  In keeping with the 

focus on entitlement’s relationship with counterproductive workplace behaviour, I 

tested the MEE’s predictive validity against the Vengeance scale (Stuckless & 

Goranson, 1988), and Instigated Incivility Scale (Blau & Andersson, 2003). 

 In summary, reliability and validity are critical elements of the scale 

development process. This Chapter (Study 3A) considers internal and test-retest 

reliability of the MEE, as well as content validity, as these are applicable in the initial 

stages of scale development.  However, external validity (i.e. convergent and predictive) 

of the MEE is discussed in Chapter 6: Study 3B.      

Method 

Step 1 - Construct Definition   

 In the Study 2 Discussion in Chapter 4, I proposed a new definition of employee 

entitlement “an excessive self-regard leading to a belief in the automatic right to 

privileged treatment at work without regard to all of the circumstances relevant to the 

workplace context”.  I argue that this definition encapsulates the entitled employee’s 

propensity to expect preferential treatment relative to compensation, recognition and 

rewards as certainties simply by virtue of their role as an employee.  These expectations 

are made without consideration to all of the factors (e.g. the employee’s performance, 

the cost, impact to other employees) that may impact the organisation’s ability or even 

responsibility to respond positively to the demands.  Moreover,  I posited that employee 

entitlement should be treated as a multi-factorial construct, consisting of individual 

differences and subject to situational cues (e.g. general societal and organisation 

specific norms and values, and work-related characteristics such as past work 
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experience, education, policies, procedures, management practise) that enable, condone, 

or cause employee entitlement.  I also suggested that employee entitlement may be 

intertwined with other characteristics such as excessive self-esteem (or self-efficacy), 

selfishness, desire for control over all aspects of work, self-serving attribution bias, and 

an external locus of control.    

 Indeed, upon a review of the extant literature, I note that some of these facets of 

employee entitlement appear to have conceptual overlay with Kopp et al.’s (2011) 

Academic Entitlement Questionnaire.  Kopp et al. (2011) drew on Dubovsky (1986) and 

developed their scale items according to five key facets:  knowledge is a right; others 

will provide education; problems in learning are due to external causes (e.g. teacher, 

course) and not the fault of the student; students should have control over class policies; 

and, deserved outcomes (certain outcomes are deserved because the student pays tuition 

fees).  Similarly, I generated the initial items in the MEE from the Study 2 findings 

which I propose reflect four major facets of entitlement in the workplace:  reward as a 

right, desire for control over work, externalised responsibility, and excessive self-

regard.   

Step 2 - Generation of Initial Items   

 The initial item pool consisted of 47 items as follows:  Reward as a Right facet 

(items 1-18); Desire for Control Over Work facet (items 19-36); Externalised 

Responsibility facet (items 37-43); and Excessive Self-regard facet (items 44-47) (see 

Table 10).  The items were derived primarily to reflect the five areas identified by the 

participant managers in Study 2 where entitled employees expected preferential 
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Table 10. Measure of Employee Entitlement - Initial 47 Item Pool   

Scale Facets and Items Corresponding Quotes from Study 2 Participant Managers (where available) 

1.  Reward as a Right  “God given ‘right’ for certain services or benefits” (Participant 1, Female, Age 34)’ (theme 3(1) 

“it’s about expectations and it’s about right.  ‘It doesn’t matter what I do or don’t do it’s my 

right’(Participant 17, Female, Age 37) – Theme 2(1) 

“…They just feel that I come to work every day, therefore, I’m entitled irrespective of what sort 

of job I do.  They don’t realize that there has to be give and take there has to be productivity” 

(Participant 14, Female, Age 51) – Theme 2(1) – low performance/low reciprocity 

1 I deserve respect at work  

2 I expect be treated favourably at work  

3 I deserve more compensation/benefits at work  

4 I am entitled to be promoted  “right to promotion and preferment” (Participant 2, Female, Age 60) – Theme 3(2) promotion 

5 I deserve to be treated differently than other 

employees  

 

6 I should have more perks than others  

7 I deserve to be paid more than others  

8 I feel I should get preferential treatment at work “they are just taking and taking and what I say is ‘Look, I want to see give and take’...So you 

don’t see that two-way partnership and that’s really important” (Participant 10, male, age 45) – 

theme 2(1) low performance/low reciprocity 

9 If I am loyal to the organisation, they owe me. “I’ve been here a long time, I deserve better than this” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37) – Sub-

theme 1(3)(g) tenure and work experience 

“I hear expressions ‘I’ve been working 15 years...therefore, I’m worth more, I deserve more 

and I should make more money’...”(Participant 15, Male, Age 69) – Sub-theme 1(3)(g) tenure 

and work experience 

10 I should get a regular pay rise “there was an expectation of not just a bonus but a wage rise” (Participant 9, Male, Age 55) –

Theme 3(1) compensation 

11 I should a pay rise if I perform my job to a 

satisfactory level. 

 

12 I expect a bonus every year “expecting a bonus as a matter of course” (Participant 1, Female, Age 35) – Theme 3(1) 

compensation 

13 I should get a raise if I am loyal to an organisation  

14 If I got a raise, I would put in more effort  

15 I expect regular pay increases regardless of how the 

organisation performs  

“continually expect to get a bonus at that level but there is no understanding that if the 

company hasn’t performed that well, you’re not going to get a bonus” (Participant 3, Female, 
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Age 40) – Theme 3(1) compensation 

“even though globally, regionally things were flattening off...notwithstanding the fact money 

coming (in) was reduced, there was an expectation of not just a bonus but a wage 

rise”(Participant 9, Male, Age 55) – Theme 3(1) compensation 

16 I should be rewarded for doing my job “they want you to give them a gold star for turning up” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37) – 

Theme 2(1) low performance/low reciprocity 

17 I should be rewarded even if I don’t get the correct 

outcome 

“They fail to identify, I think that you have to work and earn.  These are rewards for additional 

or above standard performance” (Participant 3, Female, Age 40) – Theme 2(1) low 

performance/low reciprocity 

18 Employees should be rewarded  for average 

performance 

 

2.  Desire for Control Over Work “wanting to dictate terms on what work they are willing or not willing to do” (Participant 10, 

Male, Age 45) – Theme 3(3) tasks 

“they will assume privileges...they’ll take days off, they’ll leave work early, they’ll take long 

lunch hours.  They will become bossy.  They will delegate work without authority...They will 

refuse work.  They will say ‘Well, I’m not doing that’” (Participant 15, Male, Age 69) – 

Category 3 Types of Preferential Treatment or Rewards Expected or Demanded 

19 I should be able to attend to personal matters on 

company time when it suits me. 

 

20 I only get paid to do what is in my job description so 

that’s what I do. 

 

21 I should be able to refuse job tasks  “I will not do that” (Participant 8,  Male, Age 41) – Theme 3(3) tasks 

22 I should have the right to demand work that is 

interesting to me 

 

23 I expect to be able to delegate tasks that I don’t want 

to do 

 

24 I want to work only in roles that significantly 

influence the rest of the organisation. 

“picking what they want, the high profile stuff” (Participant 17, Female, Age 37) – Theme 3(3) 

tasks 

25 Certain tasks are beneath me  

26 I only want positions that are critical to the success of 

the organisation 

 

27 I should be rewarded for doing any tasks outside of 

my job description. 

 

28 I should be able to take leave whenever it suits me  

29 I should be able to arrive or leave work when I want  
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30 Employers should accommodate my personal 

circumstances 

“I will tell you when my holiday is...”or “no, I don’t really want t do that project, that’s going 

to muck with my plans” (Participant 12, Female, Age 37) – Theme 3(4) work arrangements 

31 I ought to be allowed to set my own task deadlines  

32 An employer should let me organise my own 

workloads. 

 

33 I expect to be able to take breaks whenever I want  

34 Flexible work hours should always be given “...around issues like flexibility, working arrangements, needs...People would specify what days 

they were coming back...the days of the policy say they have to be operationally agreed.  But 

there was an entitlement...” (Participant 2, Female, Age 60) – Theme 3(4) work arrangements 

35 I would ensure I was fully informed of performance 

management processes in any organisation I worked 

for  

 

36 I believe it is essential to fully understand your 

employer’s grievance procedures  

 

3.  Externalised Responsibility “you have to be their mother and their teacher and their mentor and everything.  They think the 

responsibility is yours, it’s not theirs” (Participant 3, Female, Age 40) – Theme 2(1) low 

performance/low reciprocity 

37 Employers are responsible for training and 

developing employees 

“I want training, I want training, I want training” but when you ask ‘what are your goals, what 

are some of your 3-5 year goals?’ ‘Well, I don’t know’” (Participant 17, Female, Age 37) – 

Theme 3(5) training and development 

38 Any organisation I work for should provide me with 

training and development opportunities 

 

39 It is the employer’s responsibility to recognise any 

contribution I make to the organisation. 

 

40 The organisation is responsible for ensuring I meet 

my performance requirements 

 

41 It is my employer’s responsibility to set goals for my 

career 

 

42 I believe my employer should pay for my training 

and development  

 

43 It is the organisation’s fault if I don’t perform my job 

requirements. 

“They are the victim.  They don’t see that they played a part this at all and to me that is pure 

entitlement.” (Participant 14, Female, Age 51) – Sub-theme 4(1)(b) overt behaviours 
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4.  Excessive Self-regard “...special characteristics which enhance their value either to their boss or to the organisation 

as a whole.  There is a false sense of importance” (Participant 15, Male, Age 69) - Sub-theme 

1(1) self-esteem 

“view themselves as absolutely critical to the team and if they weren’t there, the team can’t 

function” (Participant 7, Male, Age 37) - Sub-theme 1(1) self-esteem 

44 My presence would add significant value to any 

organisation. 

 

45 I only want to work in positions that are critical to the 

success of the organisation 

 

46 I believe I have exceptional skills and abilities  

47 I deserve to have a job that is so essential, the 

organisation wouldn’t be able to survive without me 
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treatment, i.e. compensation, promotion, tasks, work arrangements, and training and 

development.  As recommended by DeVellis (2011), many more items were included 

than were expected to form the final scale in order to assist with gaining internal 

consistency.  

  Facet 1 - Reward as a Right.  The Reward as a Right facet is based upon the 

findings that suggest that entitled employees believe that positive outcomes in the form 

of compensation, promotion, tasks, work arrangements, and training and development 

are fundamental rights in the workplace (see Chapter 4, Study 2, Category 2, Theme 2).   

I propose that this facet encapsulates the Malignant Entitled and General Entitled 

employees who believe they deserve positive outcomes simply by virtue of being an 

employee (i.e. without regard to performance/reciprocity levels).   I consider this facet 

to also capture the Achievement Entitled employee who, while seen as displaying 

earned entitlement as a result of their performance, is still deemed to have unrealistic 

and excessive expectations of special treatment or rewards having regard to all the 

circumstances.  For example, despite high performance, an organisation may not be able 

to provide bonuses at a level expected or demanded of the entitled employee due to 

profit losses.  Thus, the entitled employee (whether a low, standard or high performer) 

views receiving rewards as simply being a right, possibly without considering 

reciprocity within the context of the employment relationship (Harvey & Martinko, 

2009, Naumann et al., 2002).      

 Facet 2 - Desire for Control Over Work.  The participants in Study 2 

suggested that entitled employees demand considerable control over all aspects of their 

work; hence, I labelled the second facet Desire for Control Over Work.  In relation to 

tasks, entitled employees seemingly expected to work only on tasks that they deemed to 

be interesting or meaningful and felt they had a right to refuse tasks they believed were 
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menial or beneath them despite these tasks being considered by the employer to be 

requirements of the role.  Entitled employees were also viewed by participant managers 

as expecting to work hours that suited their personal circumstances without regard to the 

needs or requirements of the employer or job.  Essentially, the Study 2 participants 

perceived that entitled employees felt it was their right to control the work environment 

by dictating to the employer the compensation expected; when they should be promoted 

(and to what position); what tasks they would (or would not) undertake; the hours they 

worked; the training and development they wanted to pursue; and even the environment 

they worked in.   

 Facet 3 – Externalised Responsibility.  I propose that the third facet, 

Externalised Responsibility, reflects the Study 2 participants’ views that entitled 

employees assigned excessive responsibility to the organisation, particularly in regard to 

career development.   For example, entitled employees expected the organisation to 

“tell” the employee which career they should choose and, as well, demanded 

organisational funding for training and development that had no relevance to the 

employee’s role or, in some cases, to any business activities undertaken by the 

organisation.  Furthermore, despite being described as demanding control over all 

aspects of the workplace, the Study 2 participants stated that entitled employees were 

quick to assign blame to anyone other than themselves when things went wrong.  

Therefore, this facet is also posited to capture aspects of this self-serving attribution 

bias, which has previously been related to entitlement (see Harvey & Martinko, 2009; 

Sedikides et al., 2004).     

 Facet 4 – Excessive Self-regard.  In relation to the fourth facet, Excessive Self-

regard, the Study 2 findings suggested that entitled employees believe they have 

exceptional skills and abilities and add such value to the organisation that they are 

indispensable.  These findings are consistent with the core elements of psychological 
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definitions of entitlement (as derived from narcissism) which include the individual’s 

belief that they are special or unique (Campbell et al., 2004; Terry & Raskin, 1988).   In 

addition, I propose that this facet captures the characteristics of high self-esteem or 

distorted sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 2012) that the Study 2 participants reported 

entitled employees displayed.  This belief in their own skills and abilities also aligns 

with the control over work facet in that the entitled employee expects or demands 

compensation, promotion, tasks, work arrangements or training and development that 

reflect the excessive self-regard they assign to themselves.    

 In summary, the items for the MEE were developed to capture the definition of 

employee entitlement, namely “an excessive self-regard leading to a belief in the 

automatic right to privileged treatment at work without regard to all of the 

circumstances relevant to the workplace context”.  I also conceptualised that employee 

entitlement reflects a lack of reciprocity, desire for control, assignment of external 

responsibility, and a sense of self-importance, uniqueness, or special value.  Thus, the 

initial items on the MEE were developed around four facets: Reward as a Right, Desire 

for Control Over Work, Externalised Responsibility, and Excessive Self-regard.   

Step 3 - Measure Format   

 I chose to use a six item response Likert scale which ranged from strongly 

disagree through to strongly agree.   DeVellis (2011) suggests that neither an even or 

odd number response format is better than the other.  I chose an even response format in 

order to force respondents to commit to one direction and avoid the possibility of 

respondents choosing a neutral midpoint response.   
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Step 4 - Expert Review of Initial Item Pool   

 The initial item pool was viewed by two expert researchers, both of whom are 

familiar with the entitlement research and literature (Gable & Wolf, 1993).  Expert 

review can also assist with content validity (Gable & Wolfe, 1993).   As a result, 13 

items were eliminated because they were deemed to be inappropriate, lengthy, difficult 

to read, or negatively worded.  DeVellis (2011, p. 84) recommends eliminating 

negatively worded items as the “disadvantages of items worded in an opposite direction 

outweigh any benefits”.  DeVellis (2011) also suggests eliminating double-barrelled 

items.  However, some of these items were retained (e.g. I should only get a pay rise if I 

exceed my standard performance requirements) because I was trying to capture the 

proposed link between entitlement and performance/reciprocity.   After expert review, 

34 items remained for the pilot test (see Procedure, Step 5 – Pilot Test below).    

Ethics 

 Ethics approval to collect the data analysed in this study was obtained by the 

Griffith University Human Ethics Committee.  All data were collected in accordance 

with the approved ethics protocol which included providing participants with the 

Participant Information Sheet (see Appendix G). 

Procedure 

 Step 5 - pilot test.  The 34 item revised measure (see Appendix H) was pilot 

tested with ten participants (Dawis, 1987) who were asked to provide feedback 

primarily in relation to the ease of understanding the items and the time taken to 

complete the scale.   These ten participants included five postgraduate students and five 

individuals employed in private and public sectors industries.  As a result of this pilot 
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test, three more items were removed and the phraseology for some of the items was 

revised, resulting in a 31 item scale (see Appendix I).   

 Step 6 – administer scale to development pool.  The 31 item MEE was 

administered to a sample of undergraduate and postgraduate business students.  A 

student sample was deemed appropriate given the number of participants required for 

scale development and validation, and the study design which included multiple 

administrations to address common method bias.  Despite being a student sample, the 

majority of participants reporting having work experience with the average work 

experience reported as 6.96 years.       

 Approximately 600 questionnaires were distributed.  In addition to the MEE, a 

number of other measures were administered in order to test for convergent and 

predictive validity (see Chapter 6: Study 3B).  Data collection was conducted across a 

number of courses and at a different time periods (see Table 11) and, therefore, not all 

measures were completed by all students.  This strategy ensured each participant was 

only exposed to a reasonable number of surveys and assisted with reducing common 

method bias. 

Sample   

 Data collection resulted in 307 useable responses to the MEE which is a 51% 

response rate.  Of these participants, 125 were male (40.7%) and 182 were female 

(59.3%).  The mean age was 24.42, with ages ranging from 18 to 55 years old.  One 

hundred and fifty-four participants indicated their country of birth as Australia (50.3%).  

Thirty-seven participants (12.1%) self-identified as being born in China with the 

remaining participants self-identifying from a range of countries, including the United 

States, India, the United Kingdom, and Canada.  One hundred and seventy-nine 

participants (58.3%) indicated English was their first language.   The mean work  
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Table 11. Study 3 - Data Collection Schedule 

Group Time 1 Time 2  Time 3  Time 4 Time 5 

1  

N = 40 

MEE 

 

PES 

SES 

(collected 1 week 

after time 1 data 

collection)  

VS 

II 

(collected 1 week 

after time 2 data 

collection) 

 

PRQ 

WLOCS 

(collected 4 

weeks after time 3 

data collection)  

MEE re-test 

(collected 7 

weeks after 

time 4 data 

collection) 

2  

N = 30 

MEE 

 

PES 

SES 

(collected 1 week 

after time 1 data 

collection) 

VS 

II 

(collected 1 week 

after time 2 data 

collection) 

 

PRQ 

WLOCS 

(collected 4 

weeks after time 3 

data collection) 

 

MEE re-test 

(collected 7 

weeks after 

time 4 data 

collection) 

3 

N = 100  

MEE 

WLOCS 

 

PES 

PRQ 

VS 

 (collected 12 

weeks after time 1 

data collection) 

   

4 

N = 80  

MEE 

WLOCS 

 

PES 

PRQ 

II 

(collected 11 

weeks after time 1 

data collection) 

   

5 

N = 100  

MEE 

WLOCS 

 

PES 

VS 

 (collected 7 

weeks after time 1 

data collection) 

   

6  

N = 100 

MEE 

WLOCS 

 

PES 

VS 

 (collected 7 

weeks after time 1 

data collection) 

   

7 

N = 100  

MEE 

WLOCS 

 

PES 

PRQ 

VS  

II 

 (collected 10 

weeks after time 1 

data collection) 

   

Group 8 

N = 20  

MEE 

WLOCS 

 

n/a    

Note. N is approximated as the actual distribution of surveys depended on the number of 

students attending class, MEE = Measure of Employee Entitlement, PES = Psychological 

Entitlement Scale, SES = Self-esteem Scale, WLOC = Work Locus of Control Scale, PRQ = 

Positive Reciprocity Questionnaire, VS = Vengeance Scale, II = Instigated Incivility Scale 

 

 

experience was 6.96 years, ranging from 6 months to 37 years.   Step 7 – Refinement of 

scale using item analysis, and Step 8- Evaluation of the Scale which includes examining 
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the factor structure, descriptive statistics, and test-retest reliability of the MEE are 

discussed next in the Results section. 

Results 

Step 7 - Refinement of scale using item analysis   

 As established in Study 1 (Chapter 3), I followed the data screening and 

cleaning procedure recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) including checking 

for data entry errors, missing data, outliers, and normality, on the 31 item scale.  The 

items My presence would add significant value to any organisation and Certain tasks 

are beneath me indicated missing data of 11 and 7 participants respectively.  These 

were not removed at this time but were flagged for further monitoring.  No out of range 

values were found.  The following items were positively skewed:  I deserve respect at 

work (M = 5.26); Any organisation should be grateful to have me as an employee (M = 

4.12); and, I have exceptional skills and abilities (M = 4.13).  Conversely, the following 

items were negatively skewed:  It is my employer’s responsibility to set goals for my 

career (M = 2.36); I should have more benefits than others at work (M = 2.55); and, It is 

the organisation’s fault if I don’t perform my job requirements (M = 2.36).  As 

suggested by Gable and Wolf (1993) these items were flagged for possible removal 

after further analysis. 

 Individual items on the MEE showed substantial correlations with other scale 

items, as well as the scale total which obtained a Cronbach’s alpha of .92.  However, the 

items I deserve respect at work and My level of effort would remain the same even if I 

got a pay raise reported greater Cronbach’s alpha than the overall scale.  I also checked 

the inter-item correlation matrix for any coefficients below .3 and above .7 (Field, 

2009).  Items with correlations below .3 may not be capturing the underlying 

dimensions of the scale and, therefore, should be eliminated.  Similarly, those above .7 
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may be so highly correlated as to indicate multicollinearity (very highly correlated 

variables) or singularity (perfectly correlated variables) and, therefore, should be 

eliminated (Field, 2009).  When the analysis was done on the 31 item scale, the items I 

deserve respect at work, My level of effort would remain the same even if I got a pay 

raise and My presence would add significant value to any organisation indicated 

negative correlations or did not correlate above .3 and, therefore, were removed (Field, 

2009).  Thus, 28 items remained in the scale at this point.    

Step 8 - Evaluation of the Scale 

 Factor structure.  I conducted a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) on the 

28 item MEE with varimax rotation.  I acknowledge there is ongoing debate as to which 

technique – PCA or Factor Analysis (FA) – should be used when analysing factor 

structure (see Field, 2009; Pallant, 2011; Stevens, 2002; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).   

Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) state that PCA analyses variance whereas FA analyses 

covariance or communality.  They also state that PCA extracts maximum variance with 

few orthogonal components whereas FA reproduces the correlation matrix with few 

orthogonal factors (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007, p. 635).  Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) 

also argue that PCA is suitable when reducing a large number of items down to a small 

number of components.  Therefore, as the purpose here was to extract maximum 

variance and reduce the items to a smaller number of components, PCA was 

undertaken.    Field (2009) and Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) also suggest varimax 

rotation as an acceptable method as it is a general approach which simplifies the 

interpretation of factors and is able to capture maximum variance.   

 Prior to performing PCA, the suitability of the data for factor analysis was 

assessed.  The data were analysed with cases excluded listwise and, at this stage, items 

loading below .40 were suppressed (Field, 2009; Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007).  The 
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Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .92 which exceeded the recommended value of .6 

(Kaiser, 1970, 1974; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

(Bartlett, 1954) was statistically significant 3269 (378 df, p = .000).   

 Principal components analysis revealed the presence of six components with 

eigenvalues exceeding 1.  Eigenvalues represent variance (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007, p. 

644).  The six components explained 34.97%, 6.36%, 6.15%, 4.40%, 3.85%, and 3.59% 

of the variance respectively (see Figure 3).  The scree plot revealed a break after the 

 

  Figure 3.  Scree Plot of 28 item MEE 

 

fourth component.  However, Horn (1965) suggests undertaking parallel analysis which 

compares the size of the eigenvalues obtained with eigenvalues obtained from a 

randomly generated data set of the same size.  As recommended by Pallant (2011), 

Monte Carlo PCA (Watkins, 2000) was used to conduct this parallel analysis.  The 

output contradicted the scree plot by showing three components with eigenvalues 

exceeding the corresponding criterion values for a randomly generated data matrix of 

the same size (28 variables x 307 respondents).  Therefore, I continued with a PCA 

forcing a three factor structure.  The three component solution explained a total of 
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47.48% with the individual components explaining variance as follows: Component 1 = 

34.97%, Component 2 = 6.36%, and Component 3 = 6.15%.    

 All items that cross-loaded above .40 were subsequently eliminated except for 

the item I deserve preferential treatment.  I decided to retain this item in Factor 2 given 

its clear relationship with the overall construct definitions of entitlement which state 

that an expectation of special treatment is a key component (Campbell et al., 2004; 

Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Raskin & Terry, 1988).  In addition, it was decided to 

eliminate the item I should be able to refuse job tasks (Factor 2).  Upon reflection and 

discussion with those who participated in the pilot study and the two expert reviewers, I 

decided that this item could potentially be ambiguous and impact upon face validity as 

employees or employers may both agree that employees may have the right to refuse job 

tasks (e.g. if the tasks are deemed to be hazardous, unsafe, unethical, or outside of the 

job requirements or the capabilities of the employee).  As a result of the PCA, 18 items 

remained in the scale, with nine items retained in Factor 1, five items retained in Factor 

2, and four items retained in Factor 3 (see Table 12). 

 Factor 1 – Reward as a Right.  I named Factor 1 Reward as a Right as all nine 

items in the factor represent the expectation for compensation, reward, and recognition 

as being automatic rather than having regard to all the circumstances.  For example, I 

expect regular pay increases regardless of how the organisation performs or I expect a 

bonus every year seemingly fails to consider external factors that may impact on an 

organisation’s actual ability to give raises.  The items Employees should be rewarded 

for average performance and I should get a pay rise if I perform my job to a satisfactory 

level reflect a misalignment between the employee and employer’s views as to the level 

of performance/reciprocity required in order to obtain rewards.  As indicated in the 

Study 2 findings, employers perceive that reward or recognition should reflect  
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Table 12. Measure of Employee Entitlement – Rotated Factor Matrix 

 

 

Items 

Component 

Reward as a Right Self-focus    

Excessive Self-

regard 

% of variance explained by each factor 34.97% 6.36% 6.15% 

9.   I should get a pay rise if I perform my job 

to a satisfactory level. 
.676 .112 .121 

8.   I expect regular pay increases regardless 

of how the organisation performs 
.652 .252 .128 

3.   I expect to be able to delegate tasks that I 

don’t want to do 
.647 .097 .072 

6.   It is my employer’s responsibility to set 

goals for my career 
.607 .188 -.020 

18. I expect a bonus every year .591 .303 .327 

2.   I expect regular promotions .589 -.195 .179 

5.   I deserve to be paid more than others .580 .324 .132 

20. Employees should be rewarded for 

average performance 
.560 .312 .195 

15. I should have the right to demand work 

that is interesting to me 
.496 .327 .196 

24. I expect to be able to take breaks 

whenever I want 

.123 .738 .144 

21. I should be able to take leave whenever it 

suits me 

.160 .731 .080 

23. Employers should accommodate my 

personal circumstances 

-.144 .644 .222 

26. It is the organisation’s fault if I don’t 

perform my job requirements 

.300 .641 -.049 

22. I deserve preferential treatment at work .442 .591 .169 

17. I believe I have exceptional skills and 

abilities 

.011 .055 .748 

28. I only want to work in positions that are 

critical to the success  

      of the organisation 

.235 .211 .709 

31. Any organisation should be grateful to 

have me as an employee 

.012 .218 .665 

11. I want to only work in roles that 

significantly influence the rest  

      of the organisation 

.366 .003 .603 

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation 

Items are numbered as per original questionnaire 

 

performance “above and beyond” as opposed to average or satisfactory performance 

(i.e. simply meeting basic performance requirements).   The item  It is my employer’s 

responsibility to set goals for my career also reflects an abdication of responsibility or 

reciprocity on the part of the entitled employee who, instead, assigns the responsibility 

to the employer. 

 Factor 2 – Self-focus.  The second factor was named Self-focus as the five 

items loading in this factor reflect a focus on self to the exclusion of others, as well as a 
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desire for differential or special treatment.  Items such as I deserve preferential 

treatment at work, employers should accommodate my personal circumstances, I should 

be able to take leave whenever it suits me, and I expect to be able to take breaks 

whenever I want are entirely focused on the employee’s needs or wants to the exclusion 

of the employer’s requirements.  Furthermore, the item  It is the organisation’s fault if I 

don’t perform my job requirements is reflective of a self serving attribution bias which 

is consistent with Harvey and Martinko (2009) and Sedikides et al. (2004). 

 Factor 3 – Excessive Self-regard.  Finally, Factor 3 was named Excessive Self-

regard as all four items reflect the entitled employee’s perception of the great value they 

offer to employers, for example, I believe I have exceptional skills and abilities.   Once 

again, this aligns with the Study 2 findings, as well as prior entitlement research where 

the individual sees themselves as unique or special (Campbell et al., 2004; Terry & 

Raskin, 1988).  Factor 3 also aligns with the Study 2 findings that entitled employees 

often refuse tasks that they feel are beneath them, and expect to only work in positions 

they deem worthy (e.g. I want to only work in roles that significantly influence the rest 

of the organisation, and I only want to work in positions that are critical to the success 

of the organisation).  Finally, this third factor represents the entitled employee’s belief 

that their unique skills and abilities offer exceptional value to the organisation (e.g. any 

organisation should be grateful to have me as an employee).   

 Descriptive statistics of the MEE.  Means, standard deviations, correlations, 

and Cronbach’s alphas of the composite 18 item scale and three sub-scales are reported 

in Table 13. 
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Table 13. Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Cronbach’s Alpha 

Reliability for the MEE and its Subscales 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 

1.  Reward as a Right 3.16 .80 (.84)    

2.  Self-focus 2.89 .85 .55** (.78)   

3.  Excessive Self-regard 3.76 .82 .49** .35** (.70)  

4.  MEE 3.23 .67 .91** .78** .66** (.88) 

n = 307 

** p < .01 

 

 Reliability of the composite score, as well as each of the three subscales, is 

acceptable as the Cronbach’s alpha is greater than .70 as recommended by Nunnally 

(1978).  The inter-correlations are all significant at the p < .01 level which, along with 

the acceptable alphas, suggests the scale can be used as a unitary measure. 

 Previous research suggested that males may indicate a higher sense of 

entitlement (Campbell et al., 2004).  Therefore, an independent samples t-test was 

conducted to compare scores of the MEE between males and females.  There was a 

significant difference in scores for males (M = 3.32, SD = .65) and females (M = 3.15, 

SD = .68); t(305)=2.29, p = .02 (two-tailed).  However, the magnitude of the differences 

in the means (mean difference = .18, 95% CI: .02 to .33) was a small effect (eta squared 

= .02) (Cohen, 1988, p. 284-7). 

 Test – retest reliability of the MEE.  A re-test of the MEE was administered to 

Group 1 participants 10 weeks after the original 31 item scale was administered.  The 

re-test participants included 8 males and 16 females with a mean age of 27.2 years.  The 

re-test resulted in a significant correlation with the first administration of .80, p < .01.    

The means, standard deviations, and Cronbach Alpha reliabilities for the re-test MEE 

are reported in Table 14.  
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Table 14. Means, Standard Deviations, and Cronbach’s Alpha (CA) for the Re -test 

MEE 

 M SD CA 

1.  MEE 3.74 .53 (.86) 

2.  Reward as a Right 3.75 0.67 (.83) 

3.  Self-focus 3.39 0.70 (.76) 

4.  Excessive Self-regard 4.16 0.65 (.63) 

n = 24 

 

 I acknowledge the lower alpha in the Excessive Self-regard subscale, however, 

the small sample size (only 24 participants) and the small number of items (four) can 

impact alphas (Cortina, 1993; Ponterrotto & Ruckdeschel, 2007).  Ponterrotto and 

Ruckdeschel (2007) also suggest that an alpha of .63, although only a fair fit, would be 

considered satisfactory when a scale has less than six items and fewer than 100 

participants as is the case in the test-retest sample.     

Discussion 

 My aim in Study 3A was to provide original and significant contribution to the 

management literature relating to workplace entitlement by developing and validating a 

new scale to measure employee entitlement which I define as “an excessive self-regard 

leading to a belief in the automatic right to privileged treatment at work without regard 

to all of the circumstances relevant to the workplace context”.  I drew from the Study 2 

findings, as well as extant literature (e.g. Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Martinko, 

2009; Kopp et al., 2011; Raskin & Terry, 1988) to develop the MEE.  The MEE is an 18 

item scale comprised of three subscales:  Reward as a Right, Self-focus, and Excessive 

Self-regard.     

 The initial items for the MEE were developed to reflect the five categories of 

demands that entitled employees make relative to compensation, promotion, work tasks, 

work arrangements, and training and development.  In addition, they were proposed to 

reflect four facets:  Reward as a Right, Desire for Control Over Work, Externalised 
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Responsibility, and Excessive Self-regard.   However, while the MEE was originally 

developed around the above four facets, the principal components analysis indicated 

that a three factor solution (i.e. Reward as a Right, Self-focus, and Excessive Self-

regard) effectively captured the underlying components envisaged in the initial four 

facet conceptualisation.   

 I propose that the nine item Reward as a Right subscale reflects the entitled 

employee’s lack of reciprocity and their belief that special treatment, compensation, 

rewards, and recognition should be conferred upon them simply by virtue of their role 

as an employee.  In effect, these expectations for special treatment, compensation, 

rewards, and recognition are treated as being automatically bestowed upon the 

employee.  I suggest that Factor 2, Self-focus, captures the entitled employee’s focus on 

themselves to the exclusion of the employer and co-workers, as well as their desire for 

differential or special treatment.  This facet combines an employee’s desire for control 

over their work (self focus), and their desire to externalise their responsibility and, as 

such, provides a more parsimonious conceptualisation for this facet.  In addition, this 

subscale contains items which reflect a self serving attribution bias which is consistent 

with Harvey and Martinko (2009) and Sedikides et al. (2004) who found that 

entitlement is linked to self-serving attribution bias.  The Excessive Self-regard subscale 

is indicative of the entitled employee’s belief that they are special, possess unique or 

exceptional skills and abilities, and as such, are highly desirable and indispensable to 

any employer. 

 Overall, the 18 item MEE showed acceptable reliability.  The initial test of the 

MEE obtained an alpha of .88 and the re-test obtained an alpha of .86.  The subscales 

also obtained acceptable alphas across the development and re-test with the exception of 

the Excessive Self-regard subscale.  This subscale obtained an alpha of .63 in the re-test 

sample.  However, Ponterrotto and Ruckdeschel (2007) suggest that such an alpha is 
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satisfactory when the subscale has less than six items and fewer than 100 participants 

completed the measure as was the case in the re-test sample.  The inter-correlations 

were all significant at the .01 level which, along with the acceptable alphas, supports 

using the MEE as a unitary measure.   

   Chapter Summary 

 In summary, Study 3A provided significant theoretical and practical contribution 

to the workplace entitlement literature through the development and internal validation 

of the MEE, a new construct to measure entitlement in the workplace.  Study 3A 

responded to Research Questions 2 and 3.   The 18 item MEE captures the new 

definition of employee entitlement that I developed from the Study 2 findings, namely:  

“an excessive self-regard leading to a belief in the automatic right to privileged 

treatment at work without regard to all of the circumstances relevant to the workplace 

context”.  The MEE shows acceptable reliability and internal validity, and will provide 

researchers and practitioners with a context specific measure to capture entitlement in 

the workplace, rather than relying on general measures of entitlement which may not 

have direct applicability to employment contexts.  However, during the scale 

development process, it is also important to test the external validity of a measure, and I 

will now turn to the next chapter which discusses Study 3B:  External Validity Testing 

of the Measure of Employee Entitlement.
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CHAPTER 6: STUDY 3B - EXTERNAL VALIDITY TESTING OF THE MEASURE 

OF EMPLOYEE ENTITLEMENT (MEE) 

Chapter Overview 

 My aim in Study 3B is to externally validate a self-report measure of employee 

entitlement which I name the Measure of Employee Entitlement (MEE), an 18 item scale 

consisting of three subscales: Reward as a Right, Self-focus, and Excessive Self-regard.  The 

MEE is tested for convergent validity against the Psychological Entitlement Scale (PES, 

Campbell et al., 2004), Rosenberg’s (1965, 1989) Self-esteem Scale, the Work Locus of 

Control Scale (WLOC, Spector, 1988), and the Positive Reciprocity Questionnaire (PRQ, 

Perugini et al., 2003).  Predictive validity is tested using the Vengeance scale (Stuckless & 

Goranson, 1988), and the Instigated Incivility Scale (Blau & Andersson, 2003).  In this 

Chapter, I also aim to respond to Research Questions 1, 2, and 3: 

1. Is there a link between employee entitlement and vengeance attitudes and 

retaliatory behaviour?   

2. How is a sense of entitlement amongst employees (i.e. “employee entitlement”) 

conceptualised in the workplace?  

3. What are the underlying dimensions of employee entitlement in the workplace?   

 This Chapter begins with a brief overview of the research.  I follow with a hypotheses 

development section outlining the variables that I intend to test against the MEE in relation to 

convergent and predictive validity.  The Method, Results, and Discussion sections follow the 

Hypotheses Development section.  Finally, I conclude this Chapter with a summary. 
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Research Overview 

 In continuing with the eight step scale development process outlined in the preceding 

chapter, this Chapter outlines Step 8 – validity, specifically, external validity.  As external 

validity, including three types of external validity (i.e. convergent, divergent, and predictive), 

were described in Chapter 5, they will not be discussed in detail here.  In this Study I have 

focussed on convergent and predictive validity only as these are more significant in 

developing a new measure.  It is important to note, however, that external validity testing is 

an ongoing process and, according to Kline (1993), is a most important approach where 

scales are to be used to “extend psychological knowledge” (p. 27).   

 Carmines and Zeller (1979) suggest that external validity consists of a three step 

process.  The process commences with hypotheses development relating to the variables of 

interest, and is followed by empirical testing of the relationships, and explanation of the 

findings in terms of how they provide clarity about the construct.  I followed this three step 

process when examining the external validity of the MEE, with the following section 

outlining the hypotheses development relative to the specific variables I chose to test against 

the MEE in relation to convergent and predictive validity. 

Hypotheses Development  

Convergent Validity  

 Psychological entitlement.  Psychological entitlement is defined by Campbell et al. 

(2004) as a personality trait that one deserves more and is entitled to more than others.  

Campbell et al. (2004) also describe psychological entitlement as a general form of 

entitlement that is experienced across situations, rather than referring to entitlement that 

results from a specific situation.  As described previously, when defining employee 

entitlement, I referred to extant literature, including Campbell et al.’s (2004) work on 
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psychological entitlement, as well as Harvey and Martinko (2009) and Naumann et al. (2002) 

who adapt and apply the conceptualisation of psychological entitlement to the workplace.  

While the MEE was developed to capture entitlement in a specific situation (i.e. the 

workplace), it does have conceptual similarities to psychological entitlement, including a 

sense of deservingness, expectations of preferential treatment, and beliefs of uniqueness or 

specialness.  Therefore, I propose that:    

Hypothesis 1.  The MEE is positively related to the Psychological Entitlement Scale. 

 Self-esteem.  Self-esteem relates to the worth that an individual assigns to his or her 

self (Rosenberg, 1965).  As discussed in the Literature Review (Chapter 2), prior 

conceptualisations of narcissism suggest that it may be associated with self-esteem (see 

Campbell et al., 2002; Emmons, 1984, 1987; Raskin & Terry, 1988).   Due to entitlement’s 

close relationship with narcissism, several studies have also investigated the association 

between entitlement and self-esteem.  However, inconsistent results have been obtained 

between self-esteem and different measures of entitlement.   

 In relation to narcissistic entitlement, Emmons (1984) did not find a significant 

relationship with self-esteem, but Trzesniewski et al. (2008) found a very low positive 

relationship between narcissistic entitlement and self-esteem.  In relation to psychological 

entitlement, Campbell et al. (2004) report a weak correlation of .13, p < .05 between the PES 

and the Self-esteem scale, however, Brown et al. (2009), Kopp et al. (2011), Lessard et al. 

(2011), and Greenberger et al. (2008) did not find a significant relationship between 

psychological entitlement and self-esteem.    

 Similarly, inconsistent results have been obtained between various measures of 

academic entitlement and self-esteem.  Kopp et al. (2011) found a positive relationship 

between self-esteem and their academic entitlement questionnaire.  Greenberger et al. (2008) 

found that their academic entitlement scale was negatively related to self-esteem.  Chowning 
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and Campbell (2009) report that the externalised responsibility subscale of their academic 

entitlement scale is negatively related to self-esteem, but the entitled expectations subscale 

had no relationship to self-esteem.  Lessard et al. (2011) report a negative relationship 

between self-esteem and exploitive entitlement but a positive relationship between self-

esteem and non-exploitive entitlement. 

 As illustrated above, research in different areas of entitlement produces different 

results with respect to its relationship with self-esteem.  However, based on Campbell et al.’s 

(2004) findings of a weak but positive relationship between psychological entitlement and 

self-esteem, as well as the Study 2 findings which suggest that managers perceive that 

entitled employees display behaviours consistent with excessive self-esteem, I propose:   

Hypothesis 2. The MEE is positively related to Rosenberg’s (1965, 1989) Self Esteem 

Scale. 

 Work Locus of Control (WLOC).  Locus of control refers to the degree of control 

individuals believe they have over events in their lives (Levenson, 1973, 1974; Rotter, 1966).  

Those with an internal locus of control believe they control events through their own 

behaviour whereas individuals with an external locus of control believe that what happens to 

them is controlled by others or “luck” or “chance” (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003; 

Levenson, 1974; Rotter, 1966).  Spector (1982) subsequently developed the construct work 

locus of control to refer to locus of control specifically as it relates to organisational 

behaviour.  Spector (1982) suggests that employees with an external locus of control would 

look to others for direction and have a higher need for extrinsic motivation.  In Study 2, 

managers noted that entitled employees looked to the manager and organisation to provide 

direction for the employee, and the entitled employee’s focus on rewards and recognition 

controlled by others.  Therefore, the Study 2 findings provide preliminary support that 

entitled employees may have an external work locus of control. 
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 In relation to prior research that considers entitlement and locus of control, Sauley and 

Bedeian (2000) examined the related construct of equity sensitivity and found a positive 

relationship between entitlement and external locus of control.  The academic entitlement 

literature has also considered the relationship between entitlement and locus of control.  Kopp 

et al.’s (2011) Academic Entitlement Questionnaire was positively related to Levenson’s 

(1973) Locus of Control-Chance and Locus of Control-Powerful Others subscales which 

relate to external locus of control.  Interestingly, Kopp et al. (2011) also reported positive 

correlations between the PES (Campbell et al., 2004) and all three of Levenson’s (1973) 

Locus of Control subscales.  Based on the above research and Study 2 findings, I propose 

that:     

Hypothesis 3 – the MEE is positively related to the Work Locus of Control Scale. 

 Positive reciprocity.   As previously discussed, the construct of entitlement includes 

a belief that entitled individuals are perceived as being unable or unwilling to reciprocate or, 

alternatively, do not reciprocate at a level that is deemed acceptable in the circumstances by 

other parties (Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Naumann et al., 2002).  Prior research suggests that 

entitled employees have expectations or demands relating to treatment and compensation 

“without regard to performance” and, as such, are viewed as not considering their obligations 

in the employer/employee relationship to reciprocate by performing (Harvey & Harris, 2010; 

Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Naumann et al., 2004).  Equity sensitivity, a related construct, also 

suggests that entitleds feel little or no obligation to reciprocate (Huseman et al., 1985, 1987).   

 The findings in Study 2 are not entirely consistent with the prior research on 

employee entitlement that suggests entitled employees provide little or no reciprocation to the 

employer in the form of performance.  The Study 2 findings suggest that, indeed, some 

entitled employees do perform and, in fact, are high performers.  The data reveal that these 

particular employees may use their high performance to justify their entitlement demands.  
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However, I argue that despite reciprocation in the form of high performance, entitled 

employees may still fail to engage in positive reciprocity as it relates to adherence to policies 

or procedures, or cultural values and norms, which are also relevant factors considered by 

employers when considering reciprocity obligations in the employer/employee relationship.   

Therefore, I hypothesise that:  

Hypothesis 4 – the MEE is negatively related to the Positive Reciprocity 

Questionnaire. 

Predictive Validity  

 As previously stated, research demonstrates that entitlement has positive associations 

with aggression ( Campbell et al., 2004); supervisor conflict (Harvey & Martinko, 2009); 

and, co-worker abuse (Harvey & Harris, 2010).  Co-worker perceptions of entitlement have 

also been linked to job tension and depression (Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010).  One of the 

primary aims of my overall research program was to extend this current research on 

workplace entitlement which focuses on its relationship with negative or counterproductive 

workplace behaviours.   

 Studies 1 and 2 of my research program explored the relationship between entitlement 

and vengeance attitudes and retaliatory behaviour.  The results in Study 1 suggest that 

psychological entitlement has a positive association with vengeance attitudes across 

interpersonal (fair and unfair) and distributive (fair) justice conditions, but the relationship 

with organisational retaliatory behaviour (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997, 2004) was inconsistent.  

The Study 2 findings indicate that, at least from the perspective of managers, entitled 

employees engage in covert and overt retaliatory aggression when they do not get the special 

treatment or compensation they expect.   As such, I consider it is important to examine the 

predictive validity of the MEE with vengeance.   However, in addition, I wish to explore the 
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relationship between employee entitlement and instigated incivility, a construct which 

focuses on individuals who actually “initiate” rude or discourteous behaviours.  

 Vengeance.  As outlined in the Literature Review (Chapter 2) and Study 1 (Chapter 

3), vengeance is a favourable attitude towards inflicting harm in response to perceptions of 

being wronged (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992).  Prior research suggests that entitled 

individuals may retaliate to seek justice (Bishop & Lane, 2002).  Narcissism and narcissistic 

entitlement have also been linked to vengeance (Brown, 2004) and lack of forgiveness 

(Exline et al., 2004; Exline & Zell, 2009).  I also found significant positive relationships 

between psychological entitlement and vengeance in Study 1 in both interpersonal (fair and 

unfair) justice conditions, as well as the distributive (fair) justice condition.  Therefore, I 

hypothesise as follows: 

Hypothesis 6 – the MEE is positively related to vengeance. 

 Instigated Incivility.  Instigated incivility is derived from Andersson and Pearson's 

(1999, p. 456) research that defined workplace incivility as “low-intensity deviant behaviour 

with ambiguous intent to harm”. Examples of behaviours that are said to be uncivil include 

such things as ignoring colleagues, swearing, gossiping, eye rolling, and leaving dirty dishes 

in the office (Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001).  The research on workplace incivility 

has predominantly been focused on gathering data from individuals who report having 

“received or experienced” incivility at the hands of a supervisor or co-worker which is 

measured with the Workplace Incivility measure (Cortina et al., 2001).   

 However, Blau and Andersson (2005) shifted their focus to consider “initiated or 

instigated” incivility which aims to capture low intensity deviant behaviour that is started by 

the individual.  Hence, they adapted the Workplace Incivility measure to capture this 

instigated incivility.   Their initial study found that distributive injustice, job dissatisfaction, 

and work exhaustion were antecedents to instigated incivility (Blau & Andersson, 2005).  
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Based on previous research that links entitlement to  aggression, supervisor conflict, and co-

worker abuse ( Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009), I 

propose that:  

Hypothesis 8 – the MEE is positively related to the Instigated Incivility Scale. 

 In summary, the MEE is externally validated against the following measures:  PES 

(Campbell et al., 2004); Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1966, 1987); WLOC (Spector, 1988), 

PRQ (Perugini et al., 2003), Vengeance scale (Stuckless & Goranson, 1988), and the 

Instigated Incivility Scale (Blau & Andersson, 2003).   

Method 

Ethics 

 Ethics approval to collect the data analysed in this study was obtained by the Griffith 

University Human Ethics Committee.  All data were collected in accordance with the 

approved ethics protocol which included providing participants with the Participant 

Information Sheet (see Appendix J). 

Procedure 

 As discussed in Chapter 5: Study 3A, the measures were administered along with the 

MEE to a sample of undergraduate and postgraduate business students.  As set out in Table 

11 (see Chapter 5: Study 3A), data were collected across a number of courses, therefore, not 

all measures were completed by all students.  The measures were also administered at 

different time periods in an effort to minimise common method bias.   A student sample was 

considered suitable given the study design which necessitated a large sample.   
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Sample   

 Table 15 sets out the demographic information applicable to each sample relative to 

the variable of focus in each of the external validity testing samples.  It is noted that, despite 

being a student sample, the mean work experience across the different samples was 8.5 years. 

Measures 

 A number of measures as described below were used to test the external validity of 

the MEE (see Appendix K for all measures). 

 MEE.  Employee entitlement was measured using the MEE, an 18 item scale 

consisting of three subscales:  Reward as a Right, Self-focus, and Excessive Self-regard.  A 

six point response format (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree) is used. 

 

Table 15.  Study 3B - Participant Demographics for External Validity Testing of the 

MEE 

 

Type of Validity 

Testing and 

Study Variable 

of Interest 

Groups administered 

to (see Table 6.4 – 

Study 3 Data 

Collection Schedule) 

Males 

(number 

and 

percentage) 

Females 

(number 

and 

percentage) 

Mean 

Age 

(years) 

Mean Work 

Experience 

(years) 

Convergent 

Validity 

     

Psychological 

Entitlement  

n = 137 

1,2,3,4,5,6, and 7 45 (32.8%) 92 (67.2%) 25.6 8.1 

Self-esteem 

n = 47 

1 and 2 19 (40.4%) 28 (50.96%) 29.7 11.4 

Work Locus of 

Control  

n = 172 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7, and 8 62 (36%) 110 (64%) 24.2 7.0 

Positive 

Reciprocity 

n = 189 

1,2,3,4, and 7 73 (38.6%) 116 (61.4%) 24.2 6.9 

Predictive 

Validity 

     

Vengeance 

n = 117 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7, and 8 39 (33.3%) 78 (66.7%) 25.7 8.5 

Instigated 

Incivility 

n = 72 

1,2,4, and 7 23 (31.9%) 49 (68.1%) 26.6 8.8 
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 Psychological entitlement.  Psychological entitlement was measured using the PES 

(Campbell et al., 2004).  A seven point response format (1=strong disagreement to 7= strong 

agreement) was used.  The items include statements such as Great things should come to me 

and I feel entitled to more of everything.  An acceptable Cronbach’s alpha of .86 was 

obtained.  

 Self-esteem.  Rosenberg’s (1965, 1989) Self-esteem scale is a well-validated and 

often used 10 item scale.  Items 2, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 10 are reverse scored.  Examples of items 

include On the whole I am satisfied with myself and all in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a 

failure (reversed).  It is scored using a four item Likert scale ranging from 1= strongly agree 

through to 4 = strongly disagree.   An acceptable Cronbach’s alpha of .80 was obtained. 

 Work locus of control.  The Work Locus of Control scale (Spector, 1988) is a 16 

item scale which considers how individuals view rewards or outcomes, including promotions, 

favourable circumstances, salary increases, and career advancement as being determined by 

their own actions (internal) or external forces.   The scale includes eight externally worded 

and eight internally worded items.  Externally worded items include Getting the job you want 

is mostly a matter of luck and Promotions are usually a matter of good fortune.  Internally 

worded items (items 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 11, 14 and 15) are reverse scored and include A job is what 

you make of it and Most people are capable of doing their jobs well if they make the effort.  

The scale uses a 6 item Likert format (1 = disagree very much) to (6 = agree very much).  

High scores on the scale represent a greater external work locus of control.  Spector (1988) 

obtained alphas ranging from .75 through to .85.  The alpha obtained here was .80.   

 Positive reciprocity.  The Positive Reciprocity Questionnaire (Perugini et al., 2003) 

is a 9 item scale including items such as If someone is helpful with me at work, I am pleased 

to help him/her and I’m willing to do a boring job to return someone’s previous help.  A 7 

item Likert scale is used as the response format: 1 = not true for me through to 7 = very true 
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for me.  Perugini et al. (2003) obtained reliabilities of .76, .79, and .74.   An alpha of .82 was 

obtained in this study.   

 Vengeance.  Vengeance was measured using Stuckless and Goranson’s (1992) 20 

item Vengeance scale.  A seven point response format (1=disagree strongly to 7=agree 

strongly) was used.  Items include statements such as I try to even the score with anyone who 

hurts me and People who insist on getting revenge are disgusting.  Items 4,5,8,9,11,13,16, 18 

and 19 are reverse scored.  Stuckless and Goranson (1992) obtained a Cronbach alpha of .92.  

An acceptable alpha of .91 was obtained in this study. 

 Instigated incivility.  Blau and Andersson (2005) developed the six item Instigated 

Incivility scale to measure initiators of workplace incivility as opposed to those who may 

have experienced workplace incivility.  The lead-in to the scale reads “How often have you 

exhibited one of the following behaviours in the past year to someone you have worked 

with?”  I revised this to also include the phrase: “if you have not been employed in the past 

year, please consider your experiences of university group work” in order to capture these 

participants.  Example scale items include Put down others or were condescending to them in 

some way and Addressed someone in unprofessional terms either privately or publicly.  A 

four item Likert is used (1 = hardly ever, once every few months or less) to (4 = frequently, at 

least once a day).  Blau and Andersson (2005) obtained an alpha of .89. An acceptable alpha 

of .77 was obtained here.  

Results 

Differences in Group Means   

 As data were collected from different groups, one-way between groups analyses of 

variance were conducted (as appropriate) to explore any differences in the group mean scores 

of each validation measure.  I did not find any significant differences between the groups in 
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any of the validation studies and, as such, the analyses were conducted using the respective 

combined groups. 

Convergent Validity 

 The MEE was assessed for concurrent validity against the PES (Campbell et al., 

2004), the Self -esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1965, 1989), and the WLOC (Spector, 1988). 

  Psychological entitlement - descriptive statistics and correlations. To test 

Hypotheses 1, I conducted correlations to see if there was a significant relationship between 

the MEE and PES.  Table 16 presents the means, standard deviations, correlations, and alphas 

among the MEE and its subscales and the PES.

Table 16.  Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the MEE and Psychological 

Entitlement Scale 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 

 

5 

1.  MEE 3.20 .67 (.88)     

     2.  Reward as a Right 3.17 .79 .91** (.84)    

     3.  Self-focus 2.83 .86 .78** .55** (.79)   

     4.  Excessive Self-regard 3.74 .83 .66** .42** .36** (.69)  

5.  Psychological Entitlement 3.82 1.04 .52** .47** .30** .48** (.86) 

n = 137, Cronbach alphas in parentheses 

*p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

 Significant positive correlations emerged between the MEE, each of its subscales and 

the PES.  Thus, Hypothesis 1 that the MEE will be positively associated with the PES is 

supported. 

  Self-esteem - descriptive statistics and correlations.    To test Hypothesis 2, I 

conducted correlations to see if there was a significant relationship between employee 

entitlement and self-esteem.   Table 17 presents the means, standard deviations, correlations, 

and alphas among the MEE and its subscales and the Self-esteem scale.  
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Table 17. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the MEE and Self-esteem  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 

 

5 

1.  MEE 3.22 .65 (.87)     

     2.  Reward as a Right 3.23 .76 .89** (.81)    

     3.  Self-focus 2.89 .86 .84** .60** (.83)   

     4.  Excessive Self-regard 3.63 .84 .62** .31* .42** (.67)  

5.  Self-esteem 3.21 .48 -.18 -.34* -.17 .28† (.80) 

n = 47, Cronbach alphas in parentheses 

*p < .05, ** p < .01, †p < .10 

 

 The results indicate a significant negative relationship between self-esteem and the 

self-focus subscale of the MEE.  In addition, a significant positive relationship was obtained 

between the Excessive Self-regard subscale and the Self-esteem scale which, prima facie, 

makes sense given the items within this subscale purport to capture perceptions of high self 

worth.  However, overall, a significant relationship between the MEE and self-esteem did not 

emerge, thus Hypothesis 2 is not supported. 

 Work locus of control - descriptive statistics and correlations.    To test 

Hypothesis 3, I conducted correlations to see if there was a significant relationship between 

the MEE and work locus of control.   Table 18 presents the means, standard deviations, 

correlations, and alphas among the MEE and its subscales and the WLOC scale.   

Table 18. Descriptive Statitistics and Correlations for the MEE and Work Locus of 

Control Scale 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 

 

5 

1.  MEE 3.28 .62 (.85)     

     2.  Reward as a Right 3.20 .75 .90** (.82)    

     3.  Self-focus 2.94 .83 .80** .57** (.78)   

     4.  Excessive Self-regard 3.87 .76 .54** .27** .26** (.68)  

5.  WLOC 2.81 .55 .36** .40** .34** -.04 (.80) 

n = 172, Cronbach alphas in parentheses 

*p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

The composite MEE was significantly positively related to the WLOC scale providing 

support for Hypothesis 3.  The WLOC scale was also positively correlated with the Reward 
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as a Right and Self-focus subscales.  However, no relationship emerged between the 

Excessive Self-regard subscale and the WLOC scale.   

  Positive reciprocity - descriptive statistics and correlations.    To test Hypothesis 

4, I conducted correlations to see if there was a significant relationship between employee 

entitlement and positive reciprocity.   Table 19 presents the means, standard deviations, 

correlations, and alphas among the MEE and its subscales and the Positive Reciprocity 

Questionnaire.  

Table 19.  Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the MEE and Positive Reciprocity 

Questionnaire 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 

 

5 

1.  MEE 3.18 .67 (.88)     

     2.  Reward as a Right 3.12 .82 .91** (.85)    

     3.  Self-focus 2.81 .84 .74** .49** (.77)   

     4.  Excessive Self-regard 3.76 .82 .68** .47** .34** (.68)  

5.  Positive Reciprocity 5.55 .77 -.19** -.16* -.13† -.17* (.82) 

n = 189, Cronbach alphas in parentheses 

*p < .05, ** p < .01, †p < .10 

  

The composite MEE, as well as the three subscales show significant negative correlations 

with the PRQ, supporting Hypothesis 4. 

Predictive Validity 

 Vengeance - descriptive statistics and correlations.    To test Hypothesis 6, I 

conducted correlations to see if there was a significant relationship between the MEE and 

Vengeance scale.   Table 20 presents the means, standard deviations, correlations, and alphas 

among the MEE and its subscales and the Vengeance Scale.   



 

 

178 

 

Table 20. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the MEE and the Vengeance Scale  

 

Variable 

 

M 

 

SD 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

1.  MEE 3.21 .67 (.88)     

     2.  Reward as a Right 3.15 .77 .91** (.84)    

     3.  Self-focus 2.87 .88 .78** .55** (.80)   

     4.  Excessive Self-regard 3.76 .82 .67** .47** .35** (.71)  

5.  Vengeance 3.25 .94 .27** .20* .24** .25** (.91) 

n = 117, Cronbach alphas in parentheses 

*p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

As indicated in Table 20, Hypothesis 6 – that the MEE will be positively related to vengeance 

is supported.   

  Instigated Incivility - descriptive statistics and correlations.    To test Hypothesis 

7, I conducted correlations to see if there was a significant relationship between the MEE and 

Instigated Incivility.   Table 21 presents the means, standard deviations, correlations, and 

alphas among the MEE and its subscales and the Instigated Incivility Scale.   

Table 21.  Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the MEE and Instigated Incivility 

Scale 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 

 

5 

1.  MEE 3.16 .61 (.85)     

     2.  Reward as a Right 3.08 .76 .89** (.83)    

     3.  Self-focus 2.78 .85 .76** .46** (.74)   

     4.  Excessive Self-regard 3.84 .73 .59** .33** .31** (.63)  

5.  Instigated Incivility 1.95 .59 .20† .16 .13 .20† (.77) 

n = 72, Cronbach alphas in parentheses 

*p < .05, ** p < .01, †p < .10 

 

In conducting this analysis I relaxed the significance level to p < .10 as the sample size for 

this predictive validity test was not the same size as I had for testing the Vengeance Scale.  

Based on this relaxed significance level, a significant positive relationship emerged between 

the MEE and Instigated Incivility, thus Hypothesis 7 is supported.  In addition, a significant 

positive relationship emerged between Instigated Incivility and the Excessive Self-regard 

subscale, but no relationships emerged between Instigated Incivility and the Reward as a 

Right and Self-focus subscales.  
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Discussion 

 My aim in Study 3B was to externally validate the 18 item MEE, including its three 

subscales: Reward as a Right, Self-focus, and Excessive Self-regard, against other variables.   

The external validation studies focused on convergent and predictive validity.  Convergent 

validity was tested against psychological entitlement (Campbell et al., 2004), self-esteem 

(Rosenberg, 1965, 1989), work locus of control (Spector, 1988), and positive reciprocity 

(Perugini et al., 2003).  Predictive validity was tested against vengeance (Stuckless & 

Goranson, 1992), and instigated incivility (Blau & Andersson, 2005). 

 In relation to convergent validity, the MEE shows a significant, yet moderate, positive 

correlation with the PES (Campbell et al., 2004).  This moderate relationship suggests that 

while the two measures may have conceptual similarities, they are not so similar as to be 

redundant.  These conceptual similarities include a belief in the right to special treatment, a 

sense of superiority, and a focus on self to the exclusion of others.   

 However, the MEE captures these concepts within the context-specific domain of the 

workplace, which researchers such as Johns (2006), Jordan et al. (2010), and Rousseau and 

Fried (2001) argue is necessary to progress organisational research.  For example, instead of 

capturing general beliefs such as I feel entitled to more of everything as does the PES 

(Campbell et al., 2004), the MEE captures this belief relative to the individual’s role as an 

employee, for example I deserve to be paid more than others.  This is consistent with 

researchers such as Chowning and Campbell (2009), Kopp et al. (2011), and Zitek et al. 

(2010) who argue that individuals may not identify with general entitlement beliefs, and 

entitlement may not arise across all life contexts, but may be related to an individual’s role in 

a specific context.  As such, the MEE may be more appropriate for use in researching 

entitlement in the workplace, as opposed to the PES (Campbell et al., 2004), which measures 

general entitlement across situations. 
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 Despite the hypothesis that employee entitlement would be positively associated with 

self-esteem, the results here did not entirely support this.  The composite MEE did not show a 

significant relationship with self-esteem which reflects Brown et al. (2009), Greenberger et 

al. (2008), Kopp et al. (2011), and Lessard et al. (2011) who did not find significant 

relationships between psychological entitlement and self-esteem.  However, the Excessive 

Self-regard subscale showed a weak but positive relationship with the Self-esteem scale.  

Arguably, these results should be expected given that the items on the Excessive Self-regard  

subscale were largely derived from the Study 2 findings, which reflected the managers 

perceptions that entitled employees exhibited inflated self-worth and value, which the 

managers referred to as excessive self-esteem.   

 Conversely, the Reward as a Right subscale of the MEE showed a significant negative 

relationship with self-esteem which is reflective of some results obtained in the academic 

entitlement literature.   Lessard et al. (2011) reported that the exploitive entitlement subscale 

of their academic entitlement scale was negatively related to self-esteem.  As I propose that 

the Reward as a Right subscale of the MEE captures an exploitive component in that entitled 

employees do not necessarily consider the employer’s needs or the need to reciprocate, the 

results obtained are consistent with Lessard et al. (2011).  Overall, the inconclusive results 

suggest a need for further theoretical development into the links between employee 

entitlement and self-esteem.  Alongside this, as discussed in Study 2, research should also 

consider employee entitlement’s relationship with self-efficacy. 

 The MEE was positively associated with the Work Locus of Control scale which is 

said to measure an external locus of control (Spector, 1988).  Spector (1982) suggests that 

employees with an external work locus of control would look to others to direct them in 

relation to work-related activities (i.e. tasks, career goals, training) and would be more likely 

to be extrinsically motivated.   The positive association between the MEE and the WLOC 
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give further support to the Study 2 findings wherein managers indicated that entitled 

employees expected the organisation to take responsibility for the employee’s training and 

development and career path.  The results are also consistent with prior academic entitlement 

research (Kopp et al., 2011) and equity sensitivity research (Sauley & Bedeian, 2000) that 

found entitlement to be positively related to external locus of control.     

 Finally, with respect to convergent validity, the significant negative relationship that 

resulted between the MEE and positive reciprocity gives some support to the idea that my 

measure of employee entitlement captures the phenomenon of employees who may not 

consider it necessary to provide positive reciprocity to the employer.  The results herein also 

give some support to prior definitions of entitlement which conceptualise the construct as 

failing to consider reciprocity within exchange relationships (Harvey & Martinko, 2008; 

Naumann et al., 2002).  In order to further tease apart employee entitlement’s association 

with reciprocity levels, it would also seem beneficial for future research to consider employee 

entitlement’s relationship with the norm of negative reciprocity, particularly given that (like 

entitlement) negative reciprocity beliefs have also been linked to vengeance (see Bies & 

Tripp, 2005; Eisenberger et al., 2004; Perugini et al., 2003, Tripp et al., 2002).   

 In regard to predictive validity, I continued to focus on the relationship between 

entitlement and counterproductive workplace behaviour.  The MEE was found to be 

positively related to both vengeance and instigated incivility.   Higher scores on the 

vengeance scale indicate a positive attitude towards inflicting harm upon perceiving that one 

has been unfairly treated (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992).  This definition of vengeance 

indicates that there is clear intent to inflict harm in response to a trigger event (i.e. the 

perception of unfair treatment); thus, the vengeance construct captures a positive intent to 

react by responding with hurtful behaviour.  The positive relationship between the MEE and 

vengeance is consistent with prior research that has linked narcissism with vengeance 
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(Bishop & Lane, 2002), narcissistic entitlement with vengeance (Brown, 2004) and lack of 

forgiveness (Exline et al., 2004), and psychological entitlement with lack of forgiveness 

(Exline & Zell, 2009).  This finding is also consistent with the findings in Study 1, which 

found a positive relationship between psychological entitlement and vengeance in the fair and 

unfair interpersonal justice conditions, and fair distributive justice condition.   

 Instigated incivility is posited to capture initiated low-intensity deviant behaviour but, 

unlike vengeance attitudes, the intent to harm is ambiguous (Blau & Andersson, 2005).  

Further, unlike vengeance attitudes which are triggered by an event, instigated incivility 

relates to behaviours that are initiated by the individual.  The results indicate a relatively 

weak positive relationship between the MEE and instigated incivility.  While the Excessive 

Self-regard subscale has a significant positive relationship with instigated incivility, the 

Reward as a Right and Self-focus subscales do not have significant relationships with the 

MEE.  The findings provide preliminary evidence that entitled employees may be more likely 

to initiate negative behaviours in the workplace such as ignoring colleagues, swearing, or 

gossiping, which is consistent with prior research that links entitlement with 

counterproductive workplace behaviours such as supervisor conflict (Harvey & Martinko, 

2009), and co-worker abuse (Harvey & Harris, 2010).  However, given the relatively weak 

relationships, future research should further examine the relationship between employee 

entitlement and instigated incivility.   

Chapter Summary 

 In summary, Study 3B provided significant theoretical and practical contribution to 

the literature relating to workplace entitlement by externally validating the measure for 

convergent, and predictive validity.  The external validation studies indicate that the while the 

18 item MEE is related to the PES (Campbell et al., 2004), a general measure of entitlement, 

this is only a moderate relationship suggesting that they are capturing similar dimensions but 
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are not redundant.  The MEE was positively related to an external work locus of control, 

suggesting that entitled employees have a higher need for extrinsic motivation (Spector, 

1982).  The MEE was negatively related to positive reciprocity which aligns with prior 

conceptualisations that propose entitled individuals do not necessarily consider reciprocity in 

exchange relationships (see Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Naumann et al., 2002).   The results 

did not indicate significant relationships between the MEE and self-esteem, which suggests a 

need to explore the relationship between employee entitlement and self-esteem further.  

Finally, the MEE was positively related to vengeance and instigated incivility, which extends 

the research linking employee entitlement to counterproductive workplace behaviour.  

Overall, results of Study 3B, in combination with Study 3A, indicate that the MEE is a valid 

and reliable scale to measure entitlement in the workplace.  In my final chapter, I integrate 

and discuss the findings from Studies 1, 2, and 3. 
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CHAPTER 7: INTEGRATION AND DISCUSSION 

Chapter Overview  

 My aim in this Chapter is to integrate and discuss the results from Studies 1, 2, and 3, 

as well as compare and contrast my findings to the present body of management literature on 

entitlement in the workplace.  Theoretical and practical implications of my program of 

research are discussed.  I also consider the limitations applicable to the three studies and, in 

light of these limitations, outline opportunities for future research.   

Research Overview 

 Interest in the concept of sense of entitlement is increasing given recent research 

which argues that societal levels of entitlement are rising ( Brown et al., 2009; Twenge, 2006; 

Twenge & Campbell, 2008, 2009).  Correspondingly, these increasing levels of entitlement in 

society are also suspected to be transferring to specific contexts including the workplace.  

Arguably, one of the reasons entitlement has captured the attention of management 

researchers is due to its links with counterproductive workplace behaviours such as 

aggression (Campbell et al., 2004; Reidy et al., 2008; Trzesniewski et al., 2008), conflict 

(Moeller et al., 2009), supervisor conflict (Harvey & Martinko, 2009), and co-worker abuse 

(Harvey & Harris, 2010).  Counterproductive behaviours are important to organisations 

because of the resultant economic and emotional costs to both the organisation and its 

employees (Bowling & Gruys, 2010; Vardi & Weitz, 2004).   

 However, despite suggestions that sense of entitlement is escalating and some prior 

evidence that shows it may be associated with counterproductive workplace behaviours, very 

little research on entitlement within the workplace has been conducted.  I proposed that one 

of the reasons for the paucity of research is the lack of a clear and consistent 

conceptualisation of workplace entitlement, as well as a measure to capture the specificities 
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of entitlement in the workplace context.  My research program contributes to the theoretical 

and practical body of knowledge relating to employee entitlement with the primary purpose 

to explore entitlement in the workplace, including its relationship with counterproductive 

workplace attitudes and behaviours.   Specifically, the following Research Questions were 

addressed:   

 1.  Is there a link between employee entitlement and vengeance attitudes and 

 retaliatory behaviour?  

 2.  How is a sense of entitlement amongst employees (i.e. “employee or workplace 

 entitlement”) conceptualised in the workplace?  

3.  What are the underlying dimensions of employee entitlement in the workplace?   

 In order to address the research aims and questions, three studies were undertaken 

using a sequential mixed methods approach whereby each of the studies built on the previous 

study’s findings.  In Study 1, I used a quasi-experimental design to examine entitlement’s 

relationship with vengeance and organisational retaliatory behaviour within fair and unfair 

interpersonal and distributive justice conditions.  This study tested Research Question 1, and 

relied on current conceptualisations and measures of entitlement, including the Psychological 

Entitlement Scale (PES, Campbell et al., 2004), and the Narcissistic Entitlement subscale 

(Raskin & Terry, 1988), with both of these scales treating entitlement as a stable personality 

trait.  The inconsistent results obtained in Study 1 led me to question whether these general 

conceptualisations and measures of entitlement capture the intricacies of entitlement in a 

workplace context.   

 The aim of Study 2 was to explore managers’ perceptions of employee entitlement, 

including its relationship with retaliatory behaviours, which addressed Research Questions 1, 

2, and 3.  I conducted interviews with 20 managers given that qualitative methods such as 

interviews capture perceptions and provide rich descriptions of behaviour, which was 
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required in order to advance our understanding of entitlement in the workplace (Denzin & 

Lincoln, 2000).  The findings from Study 2 were not entirely consistent with the current 

conceptualisations of employee entitlement, which enabled me to present a revised 

conceptualisation and definition of employee entitlement.   On this basis, in Study 3, I aimed 

to develop and validate a new scale to capture workplace entitlement, the Measure of 

Employee Entitlement, which addressed Research Questions 1, 2, and 3.    

 The studies within the present program of research have illuminated the concept of 

workplace entitlement as illustrated in Figure 4.  Together, the three studies have highlighted 

that individual differences, broad situational factors, and most importantly, contextual factors 

specific to the workplace, contribute to employee entitlement.  This is contrary to the position 

of current research which largely treats entitlement solely as a global personality trait 

(Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010).   

 The findings also identified a preliminary typology consisting of two categories of 

entitlement, earned and unearned, and three types of entitled employees: Malignant, General, 

and Achievement Entitleds.  These types of entitled employees are primarily differentiated on 

the basis of their performance levels, but share common characteristics relating to a focus on 

self, which manifests in an expectation for privileged treatment as a right in relation to 

compensation, promotion, tasks, work arrangements, and training and development.  

 Identification of these common characteristics assisted with the development and 

validation of the MEE, an 18 item scale consisting of three factors:  Reward as a Right, Self-

focus, and Excessive Self-regard.  The MEE showed acceptable internal consistency and test-

retest reliability, and internal and external validity.  The MEE also showed positive 

relationships with psychological entitlement, work locus of control, instigated incivility, and 

vengeance, a negative relationship with positive reciprocity, and a non-significant 

relationship with self-esteem. 
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Low                 Performance                        High 

Malignant 
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Achievement 

entitlement 

Earned Unearned 

Individual Contributions 

 Self-focused personality 

traits 

Workplace Contextual Contributions 

 Policies 

 Lack of knowledge/poor management 

skills 

 Trigger events 

 Organisational culture 

 Education level 

 Profession/industry/position status 

 Tenure/work experience 

 

 

Broad Situational Contributions 

 Societal values and norms 

 Parenting 

 Education system 

 Socio-economic conditions 

Employee Entitlement 

Measure of Employee Entitlement 

 Reward as a right 

 Self-focus 

 Excessive Self-regard 

Applicable to expectations relating to: 

 Compensation 

 Promotion 

 Tasks 

 Work arrangements 

 Training & development 

 

Employee Entitlement’s 

Relationship with other 

variables 

 Psychological entitlement (+) 

 Positive reciprocity (-) 

 Work locus of control (+) 

 Self-esteem (ns) 

 Instigated incivility (+) 

 

  

Covert 

 Withholding effort 

 Absenteeism 

 Sulking 

 Gossip/undermining 

manager 

Overt 

 Complaining 

 Tantrums 

 Refusal to work 

 Threats 

 Unfounded 

allegations of 

bullying against 

manager 

 Vengeance (+) 

Expectations for positive 

outcomes unmet or 

perceptions of unfair 

interpersonal justice 

Retaliatory 

Behaviour 

Figure 4. A Conceptualisation of Employee Entitlement 
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 The findings across all three studies added to our knowledge of entitlement’s 

relationship with counterproductive behaviour.  Specifically, the findings illustrate the 

importance of vengeance attitudes when entitled employees’ expectations for privileged 

treatment are unmet or they perceive unfair interpersonal treatment which can 

ultimately lead to them engaging in overt and covert retaliatory behaviour.   Each of 

these major findings will be discussed in further detail in the following paragraphs 

under the two headings: A New Conceptualisation of Employee Entitlement as a Multi-

factorial Construct, and Employee Entitlement and Counterproductive Workplace 

Behaviours. 

Major Findings 

A New Conceptualisation of Employee Entitlement as a Multi-factorial Construct   

 Individual differences contributing to entitlement – focus on self.  Current 

research on entitlement in the workplace (see Fisk, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; 

Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010; Naumann et al., 2002) draws on constructs such as 

psychological entitlement (Campbell et al., 2004), and narcissistic entitlement (Raskin 

& Terry, 1988) that conceptualise entitlement as a stable individual personality trait.  

Harvey and Martinko’s (2009) conceptualisation of employee entitlement, utilised in 

Study 1, drew on Snow et al. (2001) who suggest entitlement relates to a desire for 

special treatment.  Snow et al.’s (2001) definition is associated with Raskin and Terry’s 

(1998) narcissistic entitlement concept which involves expecting special privileges, and 

is identified as a particularly maladaptive form of entitlement (Emmons, 1984, 1987; 

Pryor et al., 2008; Watson et al., 1984).  Prior research has linked entitlement with other 

“self-focused” personality characteristics such as excessive self-esteem and self-serving 

attribution bias (Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Moeller et al., 2009; 

Sedikides et al., 2004).  The entitled employee’s overarching focus on self is reflected in 
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all three studies in my program of research.   In addition, the Study 2 findings give rise 

to the suggestion that, like narcissistic entitlement, there may be a more maladaptive 

form of employee entitlement (i.e. Malignant Entitlement). 

 Self-esteem.  While it is difficult to attribute one term that encapsulates these 

self-focused beliefs and attitudes, some managers did frame these beliefs and attitudes 

within the context of inflated self-esteem.  Past research has suggested that a sense of 

entitlement may have conceptual overlay with self-esteem (Campbell et al., 2004; 

Greenberger et al., 2008).  This is similar to prior research that has also suggested that 

narcissism may simply be a form of, or subcategory, of exaggerated self-esteem 

(Bushman & Baumeister, 1998).   

Nonetheless, the research with respect to the relationship between self-esteem 

and entitlement has been inconsistent.  In relation to psychological entitlement, 

Campbell et al. (2004) found a weak correlation between the psychological entitlement 

scale and Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965, 1989).  Trzesniweski et al. (2008) found 

a very low positive relationship between the two variables.  Conversely, Emmons 

(1984) did not find a significant relationship between narcissistic entitlement and self-

esteem, and Brown et al. (2009), Greenberger et al. (2008), Kopp et al. (2011), and 

Lessard et al. (2011) did not find a significant relationship between psychological 

entitlement and self-esteem.   

 In Study 3, scale development of the MEE resulted in a factor that I 

subsequently named Excessive Self-regard, which was found to have a significant 

positive relationship with self-esteem (r = .28, p < .10).  In contrast, the Reward as a 

Right subscale showed a significant negative relationship with self-esteem, while the 

Self-focus subscale and composite MEE had a non-significant relationship with self-

esteem.   One explanation for this result may be that in assessing low to high level 

performing entitled employees, I have increased the amount of variance between self-
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esteem and the MEE subscales to make this relationship non significant.  Perhaps, high 

performing entitled employees have higher levels of self-esteem and, as such, expect 

preferential treatment as a means for the organisation to acknowledge this.  On the other 

hand, low performing entitled employees may believe they have lower value and, 

therefore, they require preferential treatment and rewards in order to boost their 

currently low levels of self-esteem.   

 Alternatively, while the managers in Study 2 explicitly discussed the 

relationship between entitlement and self-esteem, their description of entitled employees 

(believing they had exceptional skills and abilities in the workplace), could be 

interpreted as inferring that self-efficacy (and not self-esteem) may play a role in 

workplace entitlement.  Self-efficacy relates to an individual’s belief in their capability 

to attain goals (Bandura, 2006).  Bandura (2012) states that employees who have high 

self-efficacy will find ways to reach their goals, whereas those with low self-efficacy 

will believe their efforts are futile and will give up.  Bandura (2012) also asserts that 

self-efficacy may differ across different domains, and may also differ across various 

activities within the same domain. 

 In Study 2, in the case of the Achievement Entitled, managers felt that some of 

these entitled employees did display high levels of skills, particularly in relation to 

performance.  It may be the case that Achievement Entitleds have high self-efficacy, 

leading them to have high performance levels, which the managers link to having 

earned entitlement to a degree.  On the other hand, the Malignant and General Entitleds 

may have low self-efficacy which could lead them to reduced performance levels and 

less effective goal setting as they see their efforts as futile.   I suggest that future 

research considers the relationship between employee entitlement and self-efficacy, 

particularly in relation to the preliminary typology of entitled employees identified in 

Study 2.   
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 Self-serving attribution bias and work locus of control.  Within the 

workplace context, the managers in Study 2 stated that entitled employees seem to 

believe that their unique skills and abilities add significant value to the organisation, 

resulting in a demand to control their work environment, but at the same time they were 

seen by the managers as failing to take responsibility for things such as their career 

development, and particularly failed to take responsibility for adverse outcomes. This 

may reflect a self serving attribution bias which is consistent with Harvey and Martinko 

(2009), as well as Sedikides et al. (2004, p. 401) who suggest that the entitlement side 

of narcissistic behaviour is often linked to “the tendency to take credit for success but 

disavow blame for failure”.  The successful development and validation of the MEE 

also gives support to the link between entitlement and self-serving behaviour as items 

on the measure were developed to reflect this type of behaviour (e.g. It is the 

organisation’s fault if I don’t perform my job requirements).  This apparent 

contradiction in terms of desire for control and assignment of responsibility provides 

further support to Chowning and Campbell (2009) and Kopp et al. (2011) who, in 

relation to academic entitlement, suggested that entitlement reflects a desire for personal 

control, as well as an external locus of control which is reflected in Studies 2 and 3.   

In Study 3, employee entitlement was found to have a significant positive 

relationship with external work locus of control (Spector, 1988).   These results are 

consistent with prior research on academic entitlement by Kopp et al. (2011) who found 

a positive relationship between academic entitlement and external locus of control.  In 

addition, prior research relating to equity sensitivity by Sauley and Bedeian (2000) 

found a positive relationship between entitlement as measured on the Equity Sensitivity 

Instrument (Huseman et al., 1985, 1987) and external locus of control. 

Malignant entitlement.  The managers also identified a particular category of 

entitled individuals – the Malignant Entitled – whom they posited would display 
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entitlement across all situations.  Further, they considered this type of entitled individual 

to be incorrigible, and given their association with counterproductive behaviours, the 

managers preferred that these employees be expeditiously removed from the 

organisation.  This characterisation of the Malignant Entitled employee appears to have 

conceptual overlay with narcissistic entitlement.   

Narcissistic entitlement is purported to reflect a more maladaptive form of 

entitlement than psychological entitlement (Campbell et al., 2004; Emmons, 1984, 

1987; Pryor et al., 2008, Watson et al., 1984).  In addition, narcissistic entitlement is 

frequently linked with the exploitive component of narcissism (see Ackerman et al., 

2001; Emmons, 1984,1987; Kubarych et al., 2004; Watson et al., 1984).  Prior research 

reports that exploitive/entitled individuals are described by third parties as being 

unfeeling, confrontational, and unreliable (Ackermann et al., 2011).  McCullough et al. 

(2003) also state that exploitive/entitled individuals self-report greater involvement in 

interpersonal conflicts, as well as self-identifying as the victim within these relational 

conflicts.  It is possible that the Malignant Entitled employee identified in Study 2 may 

be associated with narcissistic entitlement as relied on in Study 1, and I suggest future 

research examines this relationship.   

From these descriptions of characteristics associated with self-esteem or self-

efficacy, links to self-serving attribution bias, and external work locus of control, and 

alongside the managers’ perceptions that certain entitlement employees are 

irredeemable, the inference is made that entitlement may be a stable personality trait 

which cannot be altered.  This aligns with recent conceptualisations of entitlement in the 

management and psychology literature (see Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Martinko, 

2009; Raskin & Terry, 1988).  However, the findings in Studies 2 and 3 provided 

evidence that broad situational factors and, crucially, contextually specific work and 

organisational factors contribute to or reinforce sense of employee entitlement.   
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 Broad situational and workplace specific factors contributing to 

entitlement.  In Study 2, the managers stated that general societal factors, including 

permissive parenting styles, and economic conditions such as labour shortages, may 

contribute to a sense of entitlement in the workplace.  The managers’ views are similar 

to arguments raised by Feather (2003), Major (1996), and Lerner (1987) who suggest 

that cultural and societal rules, values, and norms may influence entitlement.  

Significantly, the participant managers stated that the organisation’s environment 

allowed entitlement to germinate and grow, and they identified four areas where 

organisations contributed to employee entitlement: policy and procedure 

mismanagement, poor management practice, organisational culture, and trigger events.  

More common work related factors such as education levels, profession and industry 

status, and tenure and work experience were also noted as being factors that entitled 

employees used to justify their demands for special treatment, which is consistent with 

Roehling et al.’s (2010) propositions.   The Study 2 findings identified five specific 

categories in relation to the types of privileged treatment entitled employees demanded 

at work:  compensation, promotion, tasks, work arrangements, and training and 

development, and Study 3 subsequently successfully developed and validated the MEE 

which captures the entitled employees’ expectations in relation to these categories.   

 The Study 2 and 3 findings indicate that when these particular categories are 

taken together with the stated organisational contributions to entitlement, it seems that 

employee entitlement is not solely characterised by general entitlement beliefs (i.e. 

expectation of special treatment across all life situations).  Rather, as Kopp et al. (2011) 

argued in relation to academic entitlement, workplace entitlement may be directed 

towards demands explicitly relating to the individual’s role as an employee.  The Study 

2 and 3 findings suggest that, similar to academic and victim entitlement definitions, 
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entitlement cannot be wholly explained as a stable personality trait, but needs to 

consider contextual issues as well.   

 In relation to academic entitlement, Kopp et al. (2011) and Chowning and 

Campbell (2009) stated that entitlement may differ across specific contexts and may be 

related to an individual’s role in a particular context.  Similarly, discussing victim 

entitlement, Zitek et al. (2010) proposed that entitlement is not necessarily a general 

trait that crosses all situations, but may be dynamic and subject to situational cues.   

Thus, while the Study 2 and 3 findings do not unequivocally resolve the debate over 

whether entitlement is trait or state-based, the findings strongly indicate that entitlement 

in the workplace should not be viewed only as a personality trait, but in order to 

advance our knowledge of the concept, research should consider treating employee 

entitlement as a multi-factorial construct, which includes workplace specific 

contributors.    

 Performance and reciprocity levels.  As noted in my literature review (Chapter 

2), current definitions of entitlement tend to treat entitlement as a stable personality 

trait, and identify a lack of performance and reciprocity to be critical components to 

employee entitlement (Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Naumann et al., 2002).  For example, 

Harvey and Martinko (2009, p. 461) adapted the general definition of entitlement to the 

workplace by extending the definition to include “without regard to performance 

levels”.  This purported to capture the belief that employees who display a sense of 

entitlement do not necessarily consider their own performance levels when making their 

demands for special treatment.   

 Naumann et al. (2002) also shared this view that reciprocity is a key component 

of employee entitlement.  However, in contrast to Harvey and Martinko (2009), 

Naumann and colleagues (2002) construe employee entitlement as relating to an 

employee’s compensation expectations, not performance levels.  In spite of prior 
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conceptualisations of workplace entitlement such as Harvey & Martinko (2009), and  

Naumann et al. (2002) stating that performance and reciprocity levels are important to 

the entitlement construct, no prior research appears to have empirically tested the 

relationship.  Therefore, I specifically explored the relationship between entitlement and 

reciprocity in both Studies 2 and 3.   

 In contrast to the current definition which suggests that entitled employees make 

demands without regard to performance (Harvey & Martinko, 2009), the participant 

managers in Study 2 identified many entitled employees who were high performers, and 

who relied on this high performance to justify their entitlement.  The Study 3 results 

found that employee entitlement was negatively related to positive reciprocity, which 

support prior propositions (e.g. Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Naumann et al., 2004) that 

entitled employees may not consider reciprocity or, in this case, at least not positive 

reciprocity.  In combination, the data from Studies 2 and 3 indicate that performance is 

considered by some entitled employees, and that the focus of researchers should be on 

the level of reciprocity as a whole, and not just performance or compensation per se.   

 Rather than viewing all entitled employees as low performers as the current 

research tends to, and as assumed in Study 1, the Study 2 findings suggest that 

employee entitlement should be conceptualised on the basis of a continuum consisting 

of low to high performance levels.  This is somewhat reflective of Lessard et al. (2011) 

who conceptualise academic entitlement as having exploitive and non-exploitive 

dimensions with exploitive entitleds taking advantage of others and the situation, and 

not putting in as much effort, whereas non-exploitive entitleds still believe they deserve 

more, but do not necessarily exploit others to attain their desired outcomes.  In the case 

of entitled employees in the present research, high performance led the participant 

managers to view demands by these Achievement Entitled employees as earned, at least 

to an extent, because they provided some reciprocity to the organisation in the form of 



 

 

196 

 

performance.  On the other hand, and in line with current research such as Harvey and 

Martinko (2009), Malignant or General Entitled employees were identified as low or 

standard performers.  The participant managers said Malignant and General Entitled 

employees exhibit unearned entitlement because their poor performance levels were 

deemed to fall below the accepted levels of reciprocity expected by the managers in the 

employment relationship.    

 While this conceptualisation of workplace entitlement does show some links 

with Naumann et al. (2002) who considered employee entitlement as existing on two 

dimensions, Naumann and colleagues (2002) focused on reciprocity levels and 

entitlement levels relative to the compensation plans applicable to the types of entitled 

employees in each quadrant of their two-by-two typology.  Naumann et al. (2002, p. 

150) also specifically stated that entitled employees’ perceptions “are not necessarily a 

function of an individual’s level of performance”.  Conversely, managers’ perceptions 

of entitled employees, as illustrated in the Study 2 findings, clearly indicate that the 

employee’s performance levels are linked to whether entitlement is perceived to be 

earned or unearned. 

 However, high performance was not the sole factor that managers view as giving 

rise to expectations of rewards, which is consistent with Feinberg (1970).  Rather, the 

participant managers identified other characteristics such as adherence to organisational 

policies, procedures, norms, values, economic position, and core business propositions 

and goals, as important factors when considering reciprocity levels, and particularly, 

unacceptable reciprocity levels, that may lead managers to label an employee as 

entitled.   Thus, despite displaying high performance which is generally viewed 

positively, and participant managers labelling Achievement Entitled employees as 

having earned some entitlement based on their high performance, these employees were 

still viewed as displaying excessive entitlement.  This cast these high achieving entitled 
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employees in a negative light overall because they continued to make their demands 

without regard to the totality of reciprocity in all the circumstances, as I have reflected 

in my new definition of employee entitlement.  The Study 3 results provide additional 

evidence to support the hypothesis that entitled employees may not provide reciprocity 

in the workplace context.     

 All three subscales, as well as the composite MEE, showed significant negative 

relationships with the Positive Reciprocity Questionnaire (Perugini et al., 2003).  The 

Study 3 findings provide empirical evidence to support current conceptualisations by 

authors including Harvey and Martinko (2009) and Naumann et al. (2002) that entitled 

employees may not provide positive reciprocity.  Thus, Studies 2 and 3, as well as prior 

research such as Harvey and Martinko (2009), and Naumann et al. (2002), support the 

proposition that a lack of reciprocity should be considered an essential component to the 

concept of employee entitlement.     

  Summary of the new conceptualisation of employee entitlement.  In 

summary, Studies 2 and 3 responded to Research Questions 1 and 2 which related to 

how entitlement is conceptualised in the workplace, as well as how it can be effectively 

measured.  Overall, the findings from Studies 2 and 3 support a new definition of 

employee entitlement which is “an excessive self-regard leading to a belief in the 

automatic right to privileged treatment at work without regard to all of the 

circumstances relevant to the workplace context”.  Significantly, instead of treating 

employee entitlement as a personality trait as current research tends to and as applied in 

Study 1, this new conceptualisation describes employee entitlement as a multi-factorial 

construct, influenced by both individual differences, and broad situational factors, and 

workplace specific factors.     

 Notably, the Study 2 findings also resulted in the identification of a new 

typology of employee entitlement which characterises entitlement in the workplace as 
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being earned or unearned (from the perspective of the managers) based on their 

performance levels which range from low to high on a continuum.  Within unearned 

entitlement, the managers identified Malignant and General Entitleds, and within earned 

entitlement, the managers identified Achievement Entitleds, suggesting a preliminary 

typology that requires further research.  Thus, the Study 3 findings resulted in the 

development and validation of a self-report scale, the MEE, which I propose captures 

this new conceptualisation of employee entitlement, but requires further investigation.     

 In addition, the Study 2 and 3 findings are consistent with prior research that 

portrays the entitled individual as appearing to have a high self-belief in their own skills 

and abilities which gives rise to a perception that they feel they are special and unique.   

Studies 2 and 3 further developed the profile of the entitled employee as an individual 

who expects privileged treatment in the workplace relative to compensation, promotion, 

tasks, working arrangements, and training and development, and who may not engage in 

the positive reciprocity expected by managers in order to fulfil all requirements deemed 

necessary to be eligible to receive the treatment, rewards, and recognition expected.  

The Study 2 and 3 findings indicate the entitled employee appears to desire control over 

their work environment, but at the same time and in contradiction, assigns excessive 

responsibility to the employer to ensure their expectations in regard to privileged 

treatment and compensation are met.  Ostensibly, this assignment of responsibility may 

also reflect a belief that the likelihood of receiving this preferential treatment and 

rewards is controlled by luck or chance (i.e. an external work locus of control).  In 

addition to the program of studies resulting in a new conceptualisation of employee 

entitlement, all three studies provide further evidence that employee entitlement is 

positively associated with counterproductive workplace behaviour as will be discussed 

next.     
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Employee Entitlement and Counterproductive Workplace Attitudes and 

Behaviours 

 Entitlement, vengeance attitudes and retaliatory behaviour.  In all three 

studies, I aimed to add to the growing body of research that has considered entitlement 

and counterproductive workplace behaviours (see Fisk, 2010; Harvey & Harris, 2010; 

Harvey & Martinko, 2009, Hochwarter et al., 2007, 2010).  However, my research 

program specifically focused on entitlement’s relationship with vengeance attitudes 

(Stuckless & Goranson, 1992) and organisational retaliatory behaviour (Skarlicki & 

Folger, 1997).  Vengeance was defined as an individual’s attitude towards inflicting 

harm because of a perception of being wronged (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992).  

Retaliatory behaviour was described as behaviour enacted by individuals in response to 

a perception of organisational misdeeds (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997, 2004).  These 

variables were chosen as foci because I believed that it was important to understand 

how entitled employees may react when do not receive the preferential treatment or 

rewards they desire which, in turn, they may perceive as being treated unfairly or 

wronged (Harvey & Martinko, 2009).   Both vengeance attitudes and organisational 

retaliatory behaviour have theoretical underpinnings within organisational justice 

perceptions in that both constructs are predicated on reactive behaviour as a result of 

perceptions of being treated unfairly in the workplace.   

 The findings from Studies 1 and 3 suggest that vengeance attitudes may play an 

important role in the relationship between entitlement and counterproductive workplace 

behaviours although there was some inconsistency in the results.  In Study 1, 

entitlement was positively related to vengeance attitudes in both the fair and unfair 

interpersonal justice conditions, as well as the fair distributive justice condition.  

Similarly, in Study 3, the composite MEE, as well as each of the three subscales, was 

found to be positively associated with the vengeance scale.  However, in the Study 1 
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distributive (unfair) justice condition, no relationship was found between entitlement 

and vengeance.    

 One possible explanation for this is that the results in the distributive (unfair) 

justice condition are indicative of other variables influencing the relationship between 

entitlement and vengeance.  While Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) theory of reasoned 

action underpinned Study 1, Ajzen (1991) subsequently revised the theory.  Like the 

theory of reasoned action, the theory of planned behaviour suggests that intention (i.e. 

vengeance attitude) is precursive to behaviour (i.e. organisational retaliatory behaviour) 

and intention emerges from attitudes, beliefs, and subjective norms.  However, Ajzen 

(1991) broadened these precursors to also include perceived behavioural control 

(emphasis added).  Therefore, based on the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991), I 

posit that there may be other variables present that are acting as behavioural controls 

between entitlement and vengeance.   

 For example, Brouer et al. (2011) propose that some entitled individuals may 

have higher levels of political skill, which may be a behavioural control that impacts the 

relationship between entitlement, vengeance, and retaliatory behaviour.  Similarly, 

Harvey & Harris (2010) found a positive relationship between entitlement and political 

behaviour, suggesting that entitled individuals may use political behaviour to “remedy” 

a problematic situation.  It is possible then, that the entitled individuals in the 

distributive (unfair) condition perceived they had alternate behavioural controls 

available to them (i.e. political skill) that impacted upon the relationship between 

entitlement and vengeance.      

 Equity versus expectancy.  Another explanation for the results in Study 1 may 

be that the entitled individual’s perceptions of procedural justice are of importance 

alongside interpersonal and distributive justice.  Indeed, Skarlicki and Folger (1997) 

found a complex interaction amongst procedural, interpersonal, and distributive justice 
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in relation to organisational retaliatory behaviour.  The potential importance of 

procedural justice was raised in the Study 2 findings when the participants indicated that 

apparently equitable application of policies and procedures that did not result in a 

positive response to the entitled employee’s demands, could be viewed as unfair.  The 

managers also perceived entitled employees as having no qualms in expecting the 

manager to “bend the rules” in order to meet the entitled employee’s demands, deeming 

it unfair if this did not eventuate.  This finding is consistent with research relating to the 

equity sensitivity construct that proposes that entitled individuals are satisfied when 

they receive more, which they deem as being fair.  However, it is deemed as unfair 

when they receive equal or less in comparison to others (Huseman et al., 1985, 1987).   

 On the other hand, Huseman et al. (1985), also argues that expectancy theory 

(Vroom, 1964) may be at play here.  Equity theory (Adams, 1963, 1965) suggests that 

individuals compare their inputs in the relationship to the outputs, and then compare the 

input against the perceived input/outcome ration of other individuals.  If they do not 

perceive fairness or equity in this process, they will become distressed, and in order to 

reduce this stress, will seek to restore equity (Adams, 1963, 1965).  One option for 

restoring equity, may include engaging in retaliatory behaviour (Skarlicki & Folger, 

1997).  In contrast, expectancy theory is concerned with relationships amongst effort, 

performance, and rewards, which are labelled expectancy, instrumentality, and valence 

(Vroom, 1964).  In the workplace, expectancy theory states that an employee’s effort 

may be dependent upon expectations that this effort will result in performance at a 

sufficient level to obtain an outcome, and that outcome is attractive to the employee 

(Vroom, 1964). 

 It may be that entitled employees see effort and performance as weak 

antecedents to their rewards, and instead, may place greater emphasis on alternative 

criteria such as their self described uniqueness, tenure, work experience, or professional 
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status, as identified in Study 2, as being sufficient for their rewards.  Rather than being 

focused on equitable distribution of rewards, or application of policies and process, 

entitled employees may simply have an “expectancy to be fulfilled”.  Therefore, it may 

be that they do not engage in retaliatory behaviour in response to perceptions of 

unfairness in relation to rewards, but may engage in retaliatory behaviour in response to 

unfulfilled expectations (Brouer et al., 2011).  As the hypothetical scenarios used in 

Study 1 were based on equity perceptions relative to interpersonal and distributive 

justice, entitled individuals may not have viewed them as being relevant trigger events 

to elicit an intention to engage in organisational retaliatory behaviour.    

 Entitled employee as victim.  Taken as a whole, the results also give rise to the 

possibility that entitled employees could view themselves as being victimised when 

their expectations for preferential treatment in relation to compensation, promotion, 

tasks, work arrangements, and training and development are not responded to positively 

by the organisation.  This perception of being victimised aligns with Zitek et al. (2010) 

who argue that being a victim can be an antecedent to entitlement.  As a result of this 

sense of victimisation, it could be argued that some entitled employees feel justified in 

engaging in covert or overt retaliatory behaviour to alleviate their suffering.   

 Indeed, the Study 2 findings suggested that managers consider entitled 

employees as perceiving themselves as victims and behaving in a “childlike” fashion 

when they did not receive preferential treatment.    This childlike behaviour was said to 

manifest in a number of overt and covert behaviours, or a combination of the two.  

Overt behaviours included tantrums, complaining, refusing to work, threats, and in two 

cases, making apparently unfounded allegations of bullying.  Covert behaviours 

included sulking, withholding effort, absenteeism, and attempting to damage the 

manager’s reputation through gossip.   
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 Entitlement and instigated incivility.  In contrast to vengeance attitudes and 

organisational retaliatory behaviours which are said to be preceded by a trigger event, 

Study 3 also considered the relationship between employee entitlement and instigated 

incivility.   Instigated workplace incivility is derived from Andersson and Pearson’s 

(1999, p 456) construct of workplace incivility that is defined as “low-intensity deviant 

behaviour with ambiguous intent to harm”.  While workplace incivility is concerned 

with disrespectful, rude, or condescending behaviour that an individual has experienced 

from both supervisors and co-workers, instigated workplace incivility considers these 

behaviours from the perspective of being initiated by the individual.   Thus, the 

Instigated Workplace Incivility Scale (Blau & Andersson, 2005) purports to capture 

initiated incivility as opposed to reactive or retaliatory behaviours that are said to occur 

in response to an event perceived by the individual to be unfair.   

 Results of a correlation analyses between the MEE and the Instigated Incivility 

Scale (Blau & Andersson, 2005) found a significant but relatively weak positive 

relationship between the two variables.  This suggests that entitled employees may be 

more likely to engage in low level deviant behaviours even in the absence of a trigger 

event giving rise to perceptions of unfairness or unfulfilled expectations.  This finding 

provides further support to prior research that links entitlement to other 

counterproductive workplace behaviours such as aggression, co-worker abuse, and 

supervisor conflict (Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Martinko, 

2009).  However, I note that no significant relationships were found between instigated 

incivility and the Reward as a Right and Self-focus subscales.   Therefore, future 

research should investigate these relationships further.     

 Summary of employee entitlement and counterproductive workplace 

attitudes and behaviours.  Notably, the findings from all three studies continue to 

provide support that entitlement is associated with negative attitudes and behaviours.  In 
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particular, the findings from my three studies suggest that entitled employees are likely 

to have positive attitudes towards vengeance.  Indeed, they may also be quite likely to 

act on these positive revenge attitudes by engaging in overt and covert 

counterproductive behaviours.  More specifically, from the Study 2 findings, entitled 

employees seem to have a propensity to behave in a childlike manner by throwing 

tantrums and sulking.   The Study 3 findings also suggest that entitled employees may 

be more likely to initiate low level intensity counterproductive workplace behaviours.  

However, there were some inconsistencies in the findings and, therefore, I suggest that 

future research should continue to examine the relationship between employee 

entitlement and counterproductive workplace behaviours in greater depth.    

Theoretical Contributions 

 My program of research has significantly contributed to extending the 

management research on entitlement in the workplace, including its relationship to 

counterproductive workplace behaviour.  Importantly, I have significantly contributed 

to the research by expanding the nomological framework of employee entitlement from 

a management perspective which gives particular consideration to how context 

influences entitlement in the workplace.  To date, research on workplace entitlement has 

not examined employee entitlement exclusively from the viewpoint of managers nor has 

prior research used qualitative methods to investigate the concept of employee 

entitlement.   

 By using a qualitative research method to elicit information from managers 

about entitlement in the workplace, I determined that the current psychological 

definitions of entitlement which describe it as a global and stable personality trait for 

expectations of preferential treatment in regard to compensation and rewards without 

regard to performance (Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Martinko, 2009) may not be 



 

 

205 

 

complete.  Indeed, my findings indicate that, at least from a management perspective, 

employee entitlement is a multi-factorial construct, influenced by personality, situation, 

and context specific factors.  Context specific factors include poor policy development 

and application, poor managerial skills, organisational culture, and trigger events.  In 

addition, work-related factors such as education level, professional and industry status, 

and tenure and work experience appear to contribute to employee entitlement. 

 Contrary to Harvey & Martinko’s (2009, p. 461) definition which identifies 

entitled employees as expecting preferential treatment “without regard to performance”, 

as well as Naumann et al.’s (2002) conceptualisation of entitled employees as failing to 

reciprocate, I have identified that entitled employees may actually vary in performance 

levels, ranging from low to high performers.  In addition, my research identified five 

specific areas relevant to the workplace where entitled employees expect privileged 

treatment, i.e. compensation, promotion, tasks, work arrangements, and training and 

development.    

 Therefore, my research findings assisted in developing a new definition of 

entitlement specific to the workplace, namely “an excessive self-regard leading to a 

belief in the automatic right to privileged treatment at work without having regard to all 

of the circumstances relevant to the workplace context”.  By considering organisational 

factors in the definition and measure of employee entitlement, researchers can begin to 

develop a consistent and coherent body of research on employee entitlement, including 

continuing to extend research on its relationship with counterproductive workplace 

behaviour, as well as other variables.   

 In relation to entitlement and counterproductive workplace behaviours, my 

program of research provides original contribution by considering the relationship 

between entitlement and vengeance attitudes and retaliatory behaviour.   Specifically, it 

has extended the current literature in this area by highlighting the importance of 
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vengeance attitudes in relation to counterproductive behavioural responses.  It has also 

illustrated that entitled employees may engage in retaliatory behaviour as a result of a 

trigger event that has caused them to feel victimised, and may also engage in 

counterproductive workplace behaviour as a matter of course, i.e. as instigators of 

incivility.  In addition, my research has identified that when entitled employees do not 

receive the privileged treatment they demand in regard to compensation, promotion, 

tasks, work arrangements, or training and development, they may retaliate with overt 

and covert aggressive behaviours.  These include tantrums, sulking, absenteeism, 

threats, gossiping, and outright refusal to undertake tasks.    

 My program of research has also added to the theoretical research on employee 

entitlement by developing arguments about its relationship with other variables, 

including positive reciprocity, work locus of control, and self-esteem.  The Study 3 

results showed that the MEE has a negative relationship with positive reciprocity, 

thereby adding to current research (e.g. Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Naumann et al., 

2002) that suggests entitlement may indicate a lack of reciprocity.  The MEE has a 

positive relationship with the Work Locus of Control Scale (Spector, 1988) which 

suggests that entitled employees may have an external work locus of control.  Finally, 

despite past literature which has suggested high self-esteem may play a role in 

entitlement, the MEE was not significantly related to self-esteem, suggesting a need for 

further theoretical development as to the linkage (if any) between entitlement and self-

esteem.  
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Practical Implications 

 Perhaps most importantly, my research has developed a self-report scale to 

capture employee entitlement which has significant practical implications for 

researchers and organisations.  The MEE will assist research in the area of workplace 

entitlement by providing a context specific measure that can be consistently used to 

develop a coherent body of research.  Employers can also use this instrument to assess 

entitlement levels within individual employees or to identify context specific trends in 

relation to expectations relating to compensation, rewards, promotions, tasks, work 

arrangements, and training and development.  Given my findings in relation to high 

performing entitleds, I recommend that the results of the MEE are not necessarily 

considered in isolation, but alongside other pertinent information such as performance 

reviews, policies, procedures, climate and culture.  My expanded construct definition 

for employee entitlement can assist organisations in identifying and managing this 

phenomenon, which is clearly important to organisations in light of its relationship with 

counterproductive workplace behaviour which we know has enormous monetary and 

emotional cost to organisations (Bowling & Gruys, 2010; Vardi & Weitz, 2004).  

 The results in my research program also suggest that employee sense of 

entitlement may be context specific rather than applicable to all situations.  

Significantly, the findings from Study 2 suggest that organisations may actually cause 

or contribute to employee entitlement through policy mismanagement, poor 

management practices, organisational culture, and trigger events.  As such, Study 2 also 

identified actions that can be undertaken by the organisation to practically prevent or 

manage employee entitlement, which is an important area for managers and HR 

practitioners in particular. 

 My research findings indicate that employee entitlement can potentially be 

addressed through effective communication, as well as managerial training and 
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development particularly in relation to conflict management.  With respect to 

communication, managers need to be cautious given Harvey and Martinko’s (2009) 

findings that suggest communication may increase frustration levels in entitled 

employees potentially leading them to engage in counterproductive workplace 

behaviours.  Thus, although managers should be mindful about communication, it 

seems imperative that they are consistent and clear in the communication, particularly in 

regard to the organisation’s expectations relating to the links between effort, 

performance, and rewards.  Furthermore, participant managers indicated that a 

collaborative approach must be implemented in order to effectively deal with employee 

entitlement.   

 Despite the findings that identified specific actions the organisation could 

undertake to address employee entitlement, the managers also identified a particular 

sub-set of entitled employees whom they felt would be immune to any steps undertaken 

by the organisation to manage entitlement.  These were labelled Malignant Entitled 

employees.  In these limited cases, the participant managers felt the only solution was to 

terminate the employment relationship as expeditiously as possible. 

 In relation to counterproductive workplace behaviours, my findings indicate that 

managers should be aware that entitled employees may have a predisposition towards 

vengeance attitudes.  My findings also indicate that these vengeance attitudes may give 

rise to covert or overt aggressive behaviours in response to trigger events that cause the 

entitled employee to feel victimised.  These findings reinforce the recommendation that 

organisations need to develop clear policies and procedures relating to the links between 

effort, performance, and compensation or rewards.  Further, these policies and 

procedures must be applied consistently and transparently amongst employees and, as 

well, are clearly communicated at the recruitment stage and reinforced throughout the 

employment relationship.    
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Limitations 

 Despite the significant theoretical and practical contributions that my program of 

research has made to the management research on employee entitlement, as with any 

program of research, there were limitations to each of the three studies.   As outlined 

below, limitations are identified in relation to the sample size, and the use of student and 

representative samples, as these may impact the generalisability of the findings.  The 

use of self-report measures and common method bias, as well as interviewee and 

interviewee bias are also potential limitations as outlined below.      

Sample 

 Sample size.  Each of the three studies has potential limitations relating to 

sample size.  In Studies 1 and 3, administration of the surveys was conducted across 

different time periods in order to address common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 

Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).  Despite these split administrations being methodologically 

sound, in some instances this decision resulted in low sample sizes once the surveys 

were matched.  Some of this is attributable to dropout rates and some is due to 

participants not completing all measures in both surveys.  In Study 1, I used a 

bootstrapping method in the mediation analyses in order to overcome the limitations the 

small sample size posed.  Bootstrapping is proposed to assist when sample sizes are 

small as it generates large numbers of new samples based on the original sample and 

computes the indirect effect in each sample (Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008).  For Study 

3, I undertook a power analysis which indicated it was appropriate to use the statistical 

tests reported.   

 Similar to Studies 1 and 3, the relatively small sample size (20) in Study 2 may 

limit the generalisability of the findings.  However, in line with Sandberg (2000), this 

sample size is sufficient to answer my research questions.  Furthermore, the interview 
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data approached saturation at around interview 15, but I continued with the final five 

interviews to allow even more certainty around the information gathered.  Nonetheless, 

the opportunity for a second interview with participants may allow time for further 

reflection on the topic, including responses to particular, relevant behaviours, 

potentially allowing even more detailed and considered responses.  

 Student and representative samples.  The development of Studies 1 and 3 

around a student sample, and use of a representative sample in Study 2 may result in a 

limitation in terms of the generalisability of the findings.  In particular, the relatively 

young average ages of participants in Studies 1 and 3 may be influencing the findings 

between entitlement and vengeance.  Past research by Stuckless and Goranson (1982) 

and Cota-McKinley et al. (2001) indicates that vengeance attitudes tend to decrease 

with age.  Therefore, there is a possibility that the younger age of participants has 

influenced the results that suggest entitlement is positively related to vengeance.  

 Further, the young age may also limit the generalisability to a workplace 

population although the majority of participants in Study 1 (88.5%) reported having 

work experience.  The sample used for development of the MEE in Study 3 reported 

having an average of 7 years work experience, and the average for all samples used in 

the validation studies was 8.4 years of work experience.  Therefore, the levels of work 

experience in the samples in both Studies 1 and 3 strengthen the applicability of the 

results to a working population.  

 Similar to the issues raised with respect to the student samples in Studies 1 and 

3, the majority of interviewees in Study 2 were from Generation X and the Baby 

Boomer generation.  All of the participants in Study 2 were employed in white collar 

organisations.  Therefore, the interviewees may not be representative of the broader 

management group.   To overcome these issues, future interviewees could be drawn 
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from a broader range of age groups and the study could perhaps have a broader frame of 

reference, including blue collar environments.  

Use of Self-report Measures and Social Desirability 

 Another potential limitation to Studies 1 and 3 is the use of self-report measures.  

In particular, Podsakoff and Organ (1986) suggest that self-report measures may give 

rise to social desirability.  Social desirability occurs when respondents misrepresent 

their responses in order to conform to perceived social norms (Neuman, 2006).  Snow et 

al. (2001) state that entitled individuals always view themselves positively and Harvey 

and Martinko (2009) also suggest they utilise a self-serving attribution bias which may 

indicate a propensity to underreport their likelihood of engaging in counterproductive 

workplace behaviour.    

Common Method Variance 

 Common method variance is defined as “systematic error variance shared among 

variables measured with and introduced as a function of the same method and/or 

source” (Richardson, Simmering, & Sturman, 2009, p. 763).  Despite collecting data at 

two time periods in Study 1, and having multiple data collections in Study 3, some of 

the variables that were analysed were collected at the same time which may have 

resulted in common method bias.   However, authors (e.g. Brannick, Chan, Conway, 

Lance, & Spector, 2010; Spector, 2006) have recently stated that concerns relating to 

common method variance may be overstated.   Given that the purpose of Studies 1 and 

3 was to capture personality traits, attitudes, and behaviours, it was deemed most 

appropriate to use self-report measures (Gupta & Beehr, 1982; Podsakoff & Organ, 

1986). 
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Interviewee and Interviewer Bias 

 While the qualitative design of Study 2 added a much needed perspective to 

entitlement research, all interviews are subject to biases associated with retrospection 

and self-perception (Fisk & Neville, 2011).   The interviewees volunteered on the basis 

of interest in this area and, therefore, could be bringing a particular perspective to this 

interview study.  Furthermore, given the vast majority of participants reported having 

experienced negative impacts associated with entitled employees, these difficulties may 

have resulted in a negative bias to their opinion, particularly in regard to the overt and 

covert retaliatory behaviour entitled employees were said to engage in when the 

organisation did not respond favourably to their demands. 

 Similarly, interviewer bias may occur when the interviewer imposes their own 

reference frame on the interviewees (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002).   In order to address 

interviewer bias, I used a number of different probes as suggested by Easterby- Smith et 

al. (2002) and Neuman (2006).  Probes are described as neutral requests by the 

interviewer to clarify the interviewee responses, and include questions such as “Could 

you explain that more for me?” or “What you seem to be saying/feeling is...” (Easterby-

Smith et al., 2002; Neuman, 2006).  I also employed non-verbal probes such as pausing, 

in order to allow the interviewees time to collect their thoughts and respond to the 

question in their own time.  The above limitations suggest a need for further research on 

employee entitlement in general, as well as its relationship with retaliatory attitudes and 

behaviours in particular.        

Future Directions 

 As indicated in Chapters 5 and 6, the MEE shows good potential for expanding 

our understanding of entitlement in the workplace.  The MEE, however, requires further 

refinement despite showing promising reliability and validity in these initial studies.   
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Specifically, the MEE needs to be tested in an organisational setting to further address 

generalisability.   

Future research would benefit from further investigation of the preliminary 

categories and types of entitled employees identified in Study 2.  In particular, further 

research should tease out the differences amongst Malignant, General, and Achievement 

Entitleds.  As proposed, the differences amongst these types should include examining 

self-esteem and self-efficacy levels, as well as internal and external locus of control.  

While not a focus of the research program, participant managers in Study 2 

alluded to entitled employees appearing to have difficulties with emotion regulation, 

particularly in light of their propensity to engage in retaliatory behaviours when the 

organisation did not response positively to their demands.  Several managers also 

suggested that entitled employees appeared to lack emotional intelligence.  Therefore, 

future research should consider the relationship between employee entitlement and 

emotion regulation and emotional intelligence.    

 Future research should also continue to investigate the relationship between 

employee entitlement and counterproductive workplace behaviours.  In Study 3, the 

MEE was positively related to vengeance and instigated incivility although the 

relationship between employee entitled and instigated incivility was relatively weak.  

Therefore, future research should consider teasing out the differences between entitled 

employees who may initiate counterproductive behaviours versus those who may 

engage in counterproductive behaviours in response to trigger events.  This has 

particular implications for organisations, as they may be able to take steps to eliminate 

potential trigger events, thereby possibly reducing reactive negative behaviours.  

Finally, in continuing on with the theoretical underpinnings of the theory of planned 

behaviour (Ajzen, 1991), future research should examine contextual norms and values, 



 

 

214 

 

as well as other individual differences (for example, political skills and self-monitoring) 

that may moderate entitlement’s relationship with counterproductive behaviours.   

Conclusion 

 This program of research had two primary purposes:  to further examine the 

relationship between entitlement and counterproductive workplace attitudes and 

behaviours, and to explore what entitlement looks like in the workplace.  I examined 

whether the current conceptualisation and scales used to measure workplace or 

employee entitlement were adequate or comprehensive enough for the workplace 

context, whether the organisational or workplace context contributed to employee 

entitlement, managers’ perceptions of employee entitlement, and whether entitlement 

predicts vengeance attitudes and retaliatory behaviour.  

 Importantly, I developed a new construct definition and scale for employee 

entitlement which has significant theoretical and practical implications in terms of 

expanding the nomological network of employee entitlement.  Similar to other context 

specific disciplines such as law, criminology, marketing and, in particular, academia, 

my results provide evidence that organisational and workplace contexts do play a role in 

the construct of employee entitlement.  My results extend our knowledge about the 

relationships between employee entitlement and psychological entitlement, positive 

reciprocity, work locus of control, and self-esteem.  My research has also identified that 

vengeance attitudes may play a critical role in the relationship between entitlement and 

counterproductive workplace behaviour, particularly retaliatory behaviour.  Overall, it is 

proposed that my research findings as a whole, and specifically the new construct 

definition and the Measure of Employee Entitlement, will assist in developing a more 

consistent and coherent body of research on workplace entitlement.  This is clearly 

important given prior research that indicates a sense of entitlement amongst employees 
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across organisations is on the rise, as well as the negative individual and organisational 

outcomes found to be associated with employee entitlement.    



 

 

216 

 

REFERENCES 

Ackerman, R.A., Witt, E.A., Donnellan, M.B., Trzesniewski, K.H., Robins, R.W., & 

Kashy, D.A. (2011). What does the Narcissistic Personality Inventory really 

measure? Assessment, 18(1), 67-87. 

Adams, J.S. (1963). Towards an understanding of inequity. The Journal of Abnormal 

and Social Psychology, 67(5), 422-436. 

Adams, J.S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), (Vol. 2, pp. 

267-299). New York, NY: Academic Press. 

Ajzen, I. (1988). Belief, attitude, intention and behaviour: An introduction to theory and 

research. Buckingham, UK: Open University Press. 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes,50, 179-211. 

Allen, T.D., Johnson, H.M., Xu, X., Biga, A., Rodopman, O.B., & Ottinot, R.C. (2009). 

Mentoring and protegé narcissistic entitlement. Journal of Career Development, 

35(4), 385-405. 

American Psychiatric Association (1987).  Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 

Disorders (DSM-III-R). Arlington, VA: American Psychiatric Association. 

American Psychiatric Association (2000). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 

Disorders (DSM-IV-TR). Arlington, VA: American Psychiatric Association. 

Andersson, L.M., & Pearson, C.M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility 

in the workplace. The Academy of Management Review, 24(3), 452-471. 

Aquino, K., & Douglas, S. (2003). Identity threat and antisocial behavior in 

organizations: The moderating effects of individual differences, aggressive 

modeling, and hierarchical status. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 90(1), 195-208. 

Aquino, K., Lewis, M.U, & Bradfield, M. (1999). Justice constructs, negative 

affectivity, and employee deviance: A proposed model and empirical test. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 20(7), 1073-1091. 

Aquino, K., Tripp, T.M., & Bies, R.J. (2006). Getting even or moving? Power, 

procedural justice, and types of offense as predictors of revenge, forgiveness, 

reconciliation, and avoidance in organizations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

91(3), 653-668. 



 

 

217 

 

Babbie, E.R. (2007). The practice of social research. Belmont, CA: Thomson 

Wadsworth. 

Bandura, A. (2012).  On the functional properties of perceived self-efficacy re-visited.  

Journal of Management, 38(1), 9-44.  

Barclay, L.J., Skarlicki, D.P., & Pugh, S.D. (2005). Exploring the role of emotions in 

injustice perceptions and retaliation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(4), 629-

643. 

Baron, R.A., & Neuman, J.H. (1996). Workplace violence and workplace aggression: 

Evidence of their relative frequency and potential causes. Aggressive Behavior, 

22(3), 368-372. 

Baron, R.M., & Kenny, D.A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in 

social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182. 

Bartlett, M. (1954). A note on the multiplying factors for various chi square 

approximations. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, 16, 296-298. 

Bazeley, P. (2007).  Qualitative data analysis with NVivo.  London, UK: Sage 

Publications Ltd. 

Beech, A.R., Fisher, D., & Ward, T. (2005). Sexual murderers' implicit theories.  

Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 20(11), 1366-1389. 

Beech, A.R., Ward, T., & Fisher, D. (2006). The identification of sexual and violent 

motivations in men who assault women:  Implication for treatment.  Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 21(12), 1366-1389. 

Bennett, R.J., & Robinson, S.L., (2003). The past, present and future of workplace 

deviance research, In J. Greenberg (Ed.), Organizational Behavior: The State of 

the Science (2
nd

 ed., pp. 235-268).Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Inc. 

Bies, R.J., & Moag, J.F. (1986). Interactional justice: Communication criteria of 

fairness. In R.J. Lewicki, B.H. Sheppard, & M.H. Bazerman (Eds.), (Vol. 1, pp. 

43-55). Greenwich, CT: JAI. 

Bies, R.J., & Tripp, T.M. (1995). Beyond distrust: "Getting even" and the need for 

revenge. In R.M. Kramer & T. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations (pp. 246-260). 

Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Bies, R.J., & Tripp, T.M. (1998). Revenge in organizations: The good, the bad, and the 

ugly. In R.W. Griffin, A. O'Leary-Kelly & J.M. Collins (Eds.), Dysfunctional 



 

 

218 

 

behavior in organizations: Violent behaviors in organizations (Vol. 1, pp. 49-67). 

Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Bies, R.J., & Tripp, T.M. (2005). The study of revenge in the workplace: Conceptual, 

ideological, and empirical issues. In S. Fox & P.E. Spector (Eds.), 

Counterproductive work behavior: Investigations of actors and targets (pp. 65-81). 

Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

Bishop, J., & Lane, R.C. (2002). The dynamics and dangers of entitlement. 

Psychoanalytic Psychology, 19(4), 739-758. 

Blaikie, N. (2007). Approaches to social enquiry (2nd ed.). Cambridge, UK: Polity 

Press. 

Blakely, G.L., Andrews, M., & Moorman, R.H. (2005). The moderating effects of 

equity sensitivity on the relationship between organizational justice and 

organizational citizenship behaviors. Journal of Business and Psychology, 20(2), 

259-273. 

Blau, G., & Andersson, L.M. (2005). Testing a measure of instigated workplace 

incivility. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 78(4), 595-

614. 

Bowling, N.A. & Gruys, M.L. (2010). Overlooked issues in the conceptualization and 

measurement of counterproductive work behavior. Human Resource Management 

Review, 20 (1), 54–61.  

Boyatzis, R.E. (1998). Transforming qualitative information: Thematic analysis and 

code development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Boyd, H.C., & Helms, J.E. (2005). Consumer entitlement theory and measurement. 

Psychology & Marketing, 22(3), 271-286. 

Brannick, M.T., Chan, D., Conway, J.M., Lance, C.E., & Spector, P.E. (2010). What is 

method variance and how can we cope with it? A panel discussion. Organizational 

Research Methods, 13(3), 407-420. 

Brewer, J., & Hunter, A. (1989). Multimethod research: A synthesis of styles. Newbury 

Park, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Briggs, S.R., & Cheek, J.M. (1986). The role of factor analysis in the development and 

evaluation of personality scales. Journal of Personality, 54(1), 106-148. 

Brouer, R.L., Wallace, A.S., & Harvey, P. (2011). When good resources go bad: The 

applicability of Conservation of Resource Theory to psychologically entitled 

employees. In P.L. Perrewé & D.C. Ganster (Eds.), The Role of Individual 



 

 

219 

 

Differences in Occupational Stress and Well Being (pp. 109-150). Bingley, UK: 

Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Brown, R.P. (2004). Vengeance is mine: Narcissism, vengeance, and the tendency to 

forgive. Journal of Research in Personality, 38(6), 576-584. 

Brown, R.P., Budzek, K., & Tamborski, M. (2009). On the meaning and measure of 

narcissism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35(7), 951-964. 

Bushman, B.J., & Baumeister, R.F. (1998). Threatened egotism, narcissism, self-

esteem, and direct and displaced aggression: Does self-love or self-hate led to 

violence? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(1), 219-229. 

Butori, R. (2010). Proposition for an improved version of the Consumer Entitlement 

Inventory.  Psychology & Marketing, 27(3), 285-298. 

Byrne, Z.S., Miller, B.K., & Pitts, V.E. (2010). Trait entitlement and perceived 

favorability of human resource management practices in the prediction of job 

satisfaction. Journal of Business Psychology, 25(3), 451-464. 

Cain, N., Pincus, A.L., & Ansell, E.B. (2008).  Narcissism at the crossroads: Phenotypic 

description of pathological narcissism across clinical theory, social/personality 

psychology, and psychiatric diagnosis.  Clinical Psychology Review, 28(4), 638-

656. 

Campbell, W.K., Rudich, E.A., & Sedikides, C. (2002). Narcissism, self-esteem, and 

the positivity of self-views: Two portraits of self-love. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 28(3), 358-368. 

Campbell, J.D., Trapnell, P.D., Heine, S.J., Katz, I.M., Lavallee, L.E., & Lehman, D.R. 

(1996). Self-concept clarity: Measurement, personality correlates, and cultural 

boundaries. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(1), 141-156. 

Campbell, W.K., Bonacci, A.M., Shelton, J., Exline, J.J., & Bushman, B.J. (2004). 

Psychological entitlement: Interpersonal consequences and validation of a self-

report measure. Journal of Personality Assessment, 83(1), 29-45. 

Carmines, E.G., & Zeller, R.A. (1979).  Reliability and validity assessment. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Chowning, K., & Campbell, N.J. (2009). Development and validation of a measure of 

academic entitlement: Individual differences in students’ externalized 

responsibility and entitled expectations. Journal of Educational Psychology, 

101(4), 982-997. 



 

 

220 

 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioural sciences (2nd ed.). 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum Associates. 

Colquitt, J.A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct 

validation of a measure. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 386-400. 

Corry, N., Davis-Merritt, R.D, Mrug, S., & Pamp, B. (2008). The factor structure of the 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory. Journal of Personality Assessment, 90(6), 593-

600. 

Cortina, J.M. (1993). What is coefficient alpha? An examination of theory and 

applications. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(1), 98-104. 

Cortina, L.M., Magley, V.J., Williams, J.H., & Langhout, R.D. (2001). Incivility in the 

workplace: incidence and impact. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 

6(1), 64-80. 

Cota-McKinley, A.L., Woody, W.D., & Bell, P.A. (2001). Vengeance: Effects of 

gender, age, and religious background. Aggressive Behaviour, 7(5), 343-350. 

Creswell, J.W. (2003). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 

approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Creswell, J.W., & Plano Clark, V.L. (2007). Designing and conducting mixed methods 

research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Cronbach, L.J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. 

Psychometrika, 16, 297-334. 

Dawis, R.V. (1987). Scale construction. Journal of Counselling Psychology, 34(4), 481-

489. 

DeVellis, R.F. (2011). Scale Development Theory and Applications (3rd ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Inc. 

Denzin, N.K., & Lincoln, Y.S. (2000). Introduction: The discipline and practice of 

qualitative research. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of 

Qualitative Research (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Derber, C. (1978). Unemployment and the entitled worker: Job entitlement and radical 

political attitudes among the youthful unemployed. Social Problems, 26(1), 26-37. 

Detert, J.R., Trevino, L.K., Burris, R.R., & Andiappan, M. (2007). Managerial modes of 

influence and counterproductivity in organizations: A longitudinal business-unit-

level investigation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(4), 328. 

Dimotakis, N., Ilies, R., & Mount, M.K. (2008). Intentional negative behaviours at 

work. Research in Personnel and Human Resources Management, 27, 247-277. 



 

 

221 

 

Dubovsky, S.L. (1986). Coping with entitlement in medication education. The New 

England Journal of Medicine, 315(26), 1672-1674. 

Easterby-Smith, M., Thorpe, R., & Lowe, A. (2002). Management research: An 

introduction (2nd ed.). London, UK: Sage Publications Inc. 

Einarsen, S., Hoel, H., Zapf, D., & Cooper, C. (2003). The concept of bullying at work: 

The European tradition. In S. Einarsen, H. Hoel, D. Zapf & C. Cooper (Eds.), 

Bullying and emotional abuse in the workplace: International perspectives in 

research and practice. London, UK: Taylor & Francis. 

Eisenberger, R., Lynch, P., Aselage, J., & Rohdieck, S. (2004).  Who takes the most 

revenge? Individual differences in negative reciprocity norm endorsement.  

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 787-799. 

Emmons, R.A. (1984). Factor analysis and construct validity of the Narcissistic 

Personality Inventory. Journal of Personality Assessment, 48(3), 291-300. 

Emmons, R.A. (1987). Narcissism: Theory and measurement. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 52(1), 11-17. 

Exline, J.J., & Zell, A.L. (2009). Empathy, self-affirmation, and forgiveness: The 

moderating roles of gender and entitlement. Journal of Social and Clinical 

Psychology, 28(9), 1071-1099. 

Exline, J.J., Baumeister, R.F., Bushman, B.J., Campbell, W.K., & Finkel, E.J. (2004). 

Too proud to let go: Narcissistic Entitlement as a barrier to forgiveness. 

Personality Processes and Individual Differences, 87(6), 894-912. 

Feather, N.T. (1999). Judgments of deservingness: Studies in the psychology of justice 

and achievement. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 3(2), 86-107. 

Feather, N.T. (2003). Distinguishing between deservingness and entitlement: Earned 

outcomes versus lawful outcomes. European Journal of Social Psychology, 33(3), 

367-385. 

Feinberg, J. (1970). Doing and deserving.  Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Field, A. (2009). Discovering Statistics Using SPSS (3rd ed.). London, UK: Sage 

Publications Inc. 

Fielding, N.G., & Fielding, J.L. (1986). Linking data. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage 

Publications Inc. 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention and behavior: An 

introduction to theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 



 

 

222 

 

Fisk, G.M. (2010). “I want it all and I want it now!” An examination of the etiology, 

expression, and escalation of excessive employee entitlement. Human Resource 

Management Review, 20(2), 102-114.  

Fisk, G.M, & Neville, L.B. (2011). Effects of customer entitlement on service workers’ 

physical and psychological well-being: A study of waitstaff employees. Journal of 

Occupational Health Psychology, 16(4), 391-405. 

Folger, R., & Skarlicki, D.P. (1998). A popcorn metaphor for employee aggression. In 

R.W. Griffin, A. O'Leary-Kelly & J.M. Collins (Eds.), Dysfunctional behavior in 

organisations: Violent and deviant behavior. Stamford, CT: JAI Press. 

Folger, R., & Skarlicki, D.P. (2005). Beyond counterproductive work behavior: Moral 

emotions and deontic retaliation versus reconciliation. In S. Fox & P.E. Spector 

(Eds.), Counterproductive work behavior: Investigations of actors and targets (pp. 

83-105). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

Fox, S., & Spector, P.E. (Eds.). (2005). Counterproductive work behavior: 

Investigations of actors and targets. Washington, D.C.: American Psychological 

Association. 

Furnham, A. (1988). Lay theories: Everyday understanding of problems in the social 

sciences. Oxford, UK: Pergamon Press. 

Gable, R.K., & Wolf, M.B. (1993). Instrument development in the affective domain: 

Measuring attitudes and values in corporate and school settings. Boston, MA: 

Kluner Academic. 

Garner, B.A. (Ed.). (2009). Black's Law Dictionary (9
th

 ed.).  St. Paul, MN: West Key 

Giacalone, R.A., & Greenberg, J. (1997). Antisocial behavior in organizations. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Golmaryami, F., & Barry, C. (2010). The associations of self-reported and peer-reported 

relational aggression with narcissism and self-esteem among adolescents in a 

residential setting. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 39(1), 

128-133. 

Greenberg, J. (1987). A taxonomy of organizational justice theories. Academy of 

Management Review, 12(1), 9-22. 

Greenberg, J. (1990). Organizational justice: yesterday, today, and tomorrow. Journal 

of Management, 16(2), 432-468. 

Greenberg, J. (1993). The social side of fairness:  Interpersonal and informational 

classes of organizational justice. In R. Cropanzano (Ed.), Justice in the workplace: 



 

 

223 

 

Approaching fairness in human resource management (pp. 79-103). Hillsdale, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Greenberger, E., Lessard, J., Chen, C., & Farruggia, S.P. (2008). Self-entitled college 

students: Contributions of personality, parenting, and motivational factors. Journal 

of Youth Adolescence, 37, 1193-1204. 

Greene, J.C., & Caracelli, V.J. (1997).  Defining and describing the paradigm issue in 

mixed-method evaluation. New Directions for Evaluation, 5–17. 

Griffin, M.A., Neal, A., & Parker, S.K. (2007). A new model of work role performance: 

Positive behaviour in uncertain and interdependent contexts. Academy of 

Management Journal, 50(2), 327-347. 

Griffin, R.W., & Lopez, Y.P. (2005). “Bad behavior” in organisations: A review and 

typology for future research. Journal of Management, 31(6), 988-1005. 

Guba, E.G. (1990). The alternative paradigm dialog. In E.G. Guba (Ed.), The Paradigm 

Dialog (pp. 17-27). Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Guba, E.G., & Lincoln, Y.S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative resarch. In 

N.K. Denzin & Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research (pp. 105-

117). London, UK: Sage Publications. 

Gupta, N., & Beehr, T.A. (1982). A test of the correspondence between self-reports and 

alternative data sources about work organizations. Journal of Vocational 

Behaviour, 20(1), 1-13. 

Hams, B. (2012, May 2).  Sense of entitlement sapping Canada's productivity.  

Financial Post.  Retrieved from  business.financialpost.com/ 

Harter, S. (1990). Identity and self development. In S. Feldman & G. Elliott (Eds.), At 

the threshold: The developing adolescent (pp. 352-387). Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

Business School Press. 

Harvey, P., & Harris, K.J. (2010). Frustration-based outcomes of entitlement and the 

influence of supervisor communication. Human Relations, 63(11), 1639-1660.  

Harvey, P., & Martinko, M.J. (2009). An empirical examination of the role of 

attributions in psychological entitlement and its outcomes. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 30(4), 459-476. 

Hayes, A.F. (2009). Beyond Baron and Kenny: Statistical mediation analysis in the new 

millennium. Communication Monographs, 76(4), 408-420.  

Hellerman, M., & Kochanski, J. (2009, August 14). Reducing the sense of entitlement: 

Pay for performance for 2010 and beyond. Society for Human Resource 



 

 

224 

 

Management.   Retrieved from 

http://www.shrm.org/hrdisciplines/compensation/Articles/Pages/EntitlementPay.as

px 

Herschcovis, M.S., Turner, N., Barling, J., Arnold, K.A., Dupré, K.E., Inness, M., 

LeBlanc, M.M., & Sivanathan, N. (2007). Predicting workplace aggression: A 

meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 228-238. 

Hochwarter, W.A., Summers, J.K., Thompson, K.W., Perrewé, P.L., & Ferris, G.R. 

(2010). Strain reactions to perceived entitlement behaviour by others as a 

contextual stressor: Moderating role of political skill in three samples. Journal of 

Occupational Health Psychology, 15(4), 388-398. 

Hochwarter, W.A., Meurs, J.A., Perrewé P.L., Royle, M.T., & Matherly, T.A. (2007). 

The interactive effect of attention control and the perceptions of others’ entitlement 

behaviour on job and health outcomes. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 22(5), 

506-528. 

Hogue, M., Yoder, J., & Singleton, S. (2007). The gender wage gap: An explanation of 

men’s elevated wage entitlement. Sex Roles, 56(9-10), 573-579. 

Horn, J.L. (1965). A rationale and test for the number of factors in factor analysis.  

Psychometrika, 30, 179-185. 

Huseman, R.C., Hatfield, J.D., & Miles, E.W. (1985). Test for individual perceptions of 

job equity: Some preliminary findings. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 61, 1055-

1064. 

Huseman, R.C., Hatfield, J.D., & Miles, E.W. (1987). A new perspective on equity 

theory: The equity sensitivity construct. Academy of Management Review, 12(2), 

222-234. 

Johns, G. (2006).  The essential impact of context on organizational behavior.  Academy 

of Management Review, 31(2), 386-408. 

Jones, D.A. (2009).  Getting even with one's supervisor and one's organization: 

Relationships among types of injustice, desires for revenge, and counterproductive 

work behaviors.  Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30(4), 525-542. 

Jones, D.A. (2010).  Getting even for interpersonal mistreatment in the workplace:  

Triggers of revenge motives and behavior. In J. Greenberg (Ed.), Insidious 

Workplace Behavior (pp. 101-147).  New York, NY: Routledge Taylor & Francis 

Group.  

http://www.shrm.org/hrdisciplines/compensation/Articles/Pages/EntitlementPay.aspx
http://www.shrm.org/hrdisciplines/compensation/Articles/Pages/EntitlementPay.aspx


 

 

225 

 

Jordan, P.J., Dasborough, M.T., Daus, C., & Ashkanasy, N.M. (2010). A call to context: 

Comments on emotional intelligence and emotional and social competencies. 

Industrial and Organizational Psychology: Perspectives on Science and Practice, 

3(2), 145-148. 

Judge, T.A., Erez, A., Bono, J.E., & Thoresen, C.J. (2003). The core self-evaluations 

scale: Development of a measure, 56(2), 303-331. 

Kaiser, H. (1970). A second generation Little Jiffy. Psychometrika, 35, 401-415. 

Kaiser, H. (1974). An index of factorial simplicity. Psychometrika, 39, 31-36. 

Keashly, L. (1998). Emotional abuse in the workplace: Conceptual and empirical issues. 

Journal of Emotional Abuse, 1(1), 85-116. 

King Jr, W.C., Miles, E.W., & Day, D.D. (1993). A test and refinement of the equity 

sensitivity construct. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 14(4), 301-317. 

Kline, P. (1993). The handbook of psychological testing. London, UK: Routledge. 

Kopp, J.P., Zinn, T.E., Finney, S.J., & Jurich, D.P. (2011). The development and 

evaluation of the academic entitlement questionnaire. Measurement and 

Evaluation in Counselling and Development, 44(2), 105-129. 

Koslowsky, M. (2000). A new perspective on employee lateness. Applied Psychology: 

An International Review, 49(3), 390-407. 

Kubarych, T.S., Deary, I.J., & Austin, E.J. (2004). The Narcissistic Personality 

Inventory: Factor structure in a non-clinical sample. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 36, 857-872. 

Lamb, S. (1996).  The trouble with blame. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Lansberg, I. (1988). Social categorization, entitlement, and justice in organizations: 

Contextual determinants and cognitive underpinnings. Human Relations, 41(12), 

871-898. 

Lasch, C. (1979). The culture of narcissism: American life in an age of diminishing 

expectations. New York, NY: Norton. 

Lerner, M.J. (1987). Integrating societal and psychological rules of entitlement: The 

basic task of each social actor and fundamental problem for the social sciences. 

Social Justice Research, 1(1), 107-125. 

Lessard, J., Farruggia, S.P., Chen, C., & Greenberger, E. (March, 2006).  Development 

of a multidimensional measur eof self-entitlement.  Poster presented at the biennial 

meeting of the Society for Research on Adolescence, San Francisco, CA. 



 

 

226 

 

Lessard, J., Greenberger, E., Chen, C., & Farruggia, S. (2011). Are youths’ feelings of 

entitlement always “bad”?: Evidence for a distinction between exploitive and non-

exploitive dimensions of entitlement. Journal of Adolescence, 34(3), 521-529. 

Levenson, H. (1973). Multidimensional locus of control in psychiatric patients. Journal 

of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 41(3), 397-404. 

Levenson, H. (1974). Activism and powerful others: distinctions within the concept of 

internal-external control. Journal of Personality Assessment, 38(4), 377-383. 

Leventhal, G.S. (1976). The distribution of rewards and resources in group and 

organizations. In L. Berkowitz & W. Walster (Eds.), Advances in experimental 

social psychology (Vol. 9, pp. 91-131). New York, NY: Academic Press. 

Leymann, H., & Gustafsson, A. (1996). Mobbing at work and the development of post-

traumatic stress disorders. European Journal of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 5(2), 251-275. 

Lincoln, Y.S. (1990). The making of a constructivist: A remembrance of 

transformations past. In E. G. Guba (Ed.), The Paradigm Dialog (pp. 67-102). 

Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Lynch, J. (2010, May 21).  Entitled employees? We've created a monster! HRM Today.  

Retrieved from www.hrmtoday.com. 

MacKinnon, D., Lockwood, C., & Williams, J. (2004). Confidence limits for the 

indirect effect: Distribution of the product and resampling methods. Multivariate 

Behavioural Research, 39(1), 99-128. 

Madill, A., Jordan, A., & Shirley, C. (2000). Objectivity and reliability in qualitative 

analysis: Realist, contextualist and radical constructionist epistemologies. British 

Journal of Psychology, 9(1), 1-20. 

Major, B. (1994). From disadvantage to deserving: Comparisons, justifications, and the 

psychology of entitlement. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental Social 

Psychology (pp. 293– 335). New York, NY: Academic Press. 

Major, B., & Konar, E. (1984). An investigation of sex differences in pay expectations 

and their possible causes. Academy of Management Journal, 27(4), 777-792. 

Martinko, M.J., Gundlach, M.J., & Douglas, S.C. (2002). Toward an integrative theory 

of counterproductive workplace behavior: a causal reasoning perspective. 

International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 10(1/2), 36-50. 



 

 

227 

 

Marziano, V., Ward, T., Beech, A.R., & Pattison, P. (2006). Identification of five 

fundamental implicit theories underlying cognitive distortions in child abusers:  A 

preliminary study.  Psychology, Crime & Law, 12(1), 97-105. 

McCullough, M.E., & Hoyt, W.T. (2002). Transgression-related motivational 

dispositions: Personality substrates of forgiveness and their links to the Big Five. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(11), 1556-1573. 

McCullough, M.E., Emmons, R.A., Kilpatrick, S.D., & Mooney, C.N. (2003). 

Narcissists as “victims”: The role of narcissism in the perception of transgressions. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(7), 885-893. 

Merrell, K., Buchanan, R., & Tran, O. (2006). Relational aggression in children and 

adolescents: A review with implications for school settings. Psychology in the 

Schools, 43(3), 345-360. 

Miller, J.D., & Campbell, W.K. (2010). The case for using research on trait narcissism 

as a building block for understanding Narcissistic Personality Disorder. 

Personality Disorders: Theory, Research, and Treatment, 1(3), 180-191. 

Miller, J.D., Price, J., & Campbell, W.K. (2012).  Is the Narcissistic Personality 

Inventory still relevant? A test of independent grandiosity and entitlement scales in 

the assessment of narcissism.  Assessment, 19(1), 8-13. 

Moeller, S.J., Crocker, J., & Bushman, B.J. (2009). Creating hostility and conflict: 

Effects of entitlement and self-image goals. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 45, 448-452. 

Moorman, R.H. (1991).  Relationship between organizational justice and organizational 

citizenship behaviours: Do fairness perceptions influence employee citizenship? 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(6), 845-855. 

Naumann, S.E., Minsky, B.D., & Sturman, M.C. (2002). The use of the concept 

“entitlement” in management literature: A historical review, synthesis, and 

discussion of compensation policy implications. Human Resource Management 

Review, 12(1), 145-166. 

Neuman, J.H., & Baron, R.A. (1998). Workplace violence and workplace aggression: 

Evidence concerning specific forms, potential causes, and preferred targets. 

Journal of Management, 24(3), 391-419. 

Neuman, J.H., & Baron, R.A. (2005). Aggression in the workplace: A social-

psychological perspective. In S. Fox & P.E. Spector (Eds.), Counterproductive 



 

 

228 

 

work behavior: Investigations of actors and targets (pp. 13-40). Washington, DC: 

American Psychological Association. 

Neuman, W.L. (2006). Social research methods: Qualitative and quantitative 

approaches (6th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education, Inc. 

Novick, M.R. (1966). The axioms and principal results of classical test theory. Journal 

of Mathematical Psychology, 3(1), 1-18. 

Nunnally, J.C. (1978). Psychometric Theory (2nd ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 

Nunnally, J.C., & Bernstein, I.H. (1994). Psychometric Theory (3rd ed.). New York, 

NY: McGraw-Hill, Inc. 

O'Leary-Kelly, A.M., & Newman, J. (2003). The implications of performance feedback 

research for understanding antisocial work behaviour. Human Resource 

Management Review, 13(4), 605-629. 

Pallant, J. (2011). SPSS Survival Manual (4th ed.). Crows Nest, NSW: Allen & Unwin. 

Patton, M.Q. (2002).  Qualitative research and evaluation methods (3
rd

 ed.).  Thousand 

Oaks, CA:  Sage Publications, Inc. 

Pearson, C.M., Andersson, L.M., & Wegner, J.W. (2001). When workers flout 

convention: A study of workplace incivility, Human Relations, 54(11), 1387-1419. 

Pelham, B.W., & Hetts, J.J. (2001). Underworked and overpaid: Elevated entitlement in 

men’s self-pay. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 37(2), 93–103. 

Pendergast, S., & Pendergast, T. (2002).  "1970s: Film and Theater".  Bowling, 

Beatniks, and Bell-bottoms: Pop Culture of 20
th

 Century America. Gale Virtual 

Reference Library, 4, 961-962.  Retrieved from ttp://www.gale.cengage.com/pdf/ 

samples/sp656755.pdf 

Penney, L.M., & Spector, P.E. (2008). Emotions and counterproductive work behavior. 

In N.M. Ashkanasy & C.L. Cooper (Eds.). Research companion to emotion in 

organizations (pp.183-196). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar. 

Perugini, M., Gallucci, M., Presaghi, F., & Ercolani, A. (2003). The personal norm of 

reciprocity. European Journal of Personality, 17(4), 251-283. 

Peterson, D. (2002). Deviant workplace behaviour and the organization's ethical 

climate. Journal of Business & Psychology, 17(1), 47-61. 

Pincus, A.L., & Lukowitsky, M.R. (2010). Pathological narcissism and Narcissistic 

Personality Disorder. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 6, 8.1-8.26. 



 

 

229 

 

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.Y., & Podsakoff, N.P. (2003). Common 

method bias in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and 

recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. 

Podsakoff, P.M., & Organ, D.W. (1986).  Self-reports in organizational research:  

Problems and prospects. Journal of Management, 12(4), 531-543 

Polaschek, D.L.L., & Gannon, T.A. (2004).  The implicit theories of rapists: What 

convicted offenders tell us.  Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 

16(4), 299-314. 

Ponterotto, J.G., & Ruckdeschel, D.E. (2007). An overview of coefficient alpha and a 

reliability matrix for estimating adequacy of internal reliability coefficients with 

psychological research measures. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 105(3), 997-1014. 

Preacher, K., & Hayes, A. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect 

effects in simple mediation models. Behaviour Research Methods, Instruments and 

Computers, 36(4), 717-731. 

Preacher, K., & Hayes, A. (2008). Contemporary approaches to assessing mediation in 

communication research. In A. Hayes, M. Slater, & L. Snyder (Eds.), The Sage 

sourcebook of advanced data analysis methods for communication research (pp. 

13-54). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Inc. 

Pryor, L.R., Miller, J.D., & Gaughan, E.T. (2008). A comparison of the psychological 

entitlement scale and the narcissistic personality inventory’s entitlement scale: 

Relations with general personality traits and personality disorders. Journal of 

Personality Assessment, 90(5), 517-520. 

Raskin, R.N., & Terry, H. (1988). A principal-components analysis of the Narcissistic 

Personality Inventory and further evidence of its construct validity. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 54(5), 890-902. 

Reidy, D.E., Zeichner, A., Foster, J.D., & Martinez, M.A. (2008). Effects of narcissistic 

entitlement and exploitativeness on human physical aggression. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 44, 865-875. 

Richardson, H.A., Simmering, M.J., & Sturman, M.C. (2009).  A tale of three 

perspectives: Examining post hoc statistical techniques for detection and correction 

of common method variance. Organizational Research Methods, 12(4), 762-800. 

Rinsley, D.B. (1982). Borderline and other self disorders. New York, NY: Aronson. 

Robinson, S.L., & Bennett, R.J. (1995). A typology of deviant workplace behaviors: A 

multidimensional scaling study. Academy of Management Journal, 38(2), 555-572. 



 

 

230 

 

Robinson, S.L., & O'Leary-Kelly, A.M. (1998). Monkey See, Monkey Do: The 

influence of work groups on the antisocial behavior of employees. Academy of 

Management Journal, 41(6), 658-672. 

Roehling, MV., Roehling, P.V., & Boswell, W.R. (2010). The potential role of 

organizational setting in creating “entitled” employees: An investigation of the 

antecedents of equity sensitivity. Employee Responsibility and Rights Journal, 22, 

133-145. 

Rogers, K., & Kelloway, E.K. (1997). Violence at work: Personal and Organizational 

Outcomes. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 2(1), 63-71. 

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 

University Press. 

Rosenberg, M. (1989). Society and the adolescent self-image. (Rev. ed.), Middletown, 

UK: Wesleyan University Press. 

Rotter, J. (1966). Generalized expectancies of internal versus external control of 

reinforcements. Psychological Monographs: General and Applied, 80(1), 1-28. 

Rousseau, D.M., & Fried, Y. (2001).  Location, location, location: contextualizing 

organisational research.  Journal of Organisational Behaviour, 22(1), 1-13. 

Rust, J., & Golombok, S. (1989). Modern psychometrics: The science of psychological 

assessment. London, UK: Routledge. 

Sandberg, J. (2000). Understanding human competence at work: An interpretive 

approach. Academy of Management Journal, 43(1), 9-25. 

Sarantakos, S. (2005). Social research (3rd ed.). New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Sauley, K.S., & Bedeian, A.G. (2000). Equity sensitivity: Construction of a measure 

and examination of its psychometric properties. Journal of Management, 26(5), 

885-910. 

Scott, B.A., & Colquitt, J.A. (2007). Are organizational justice effects bounded by 

individual differences? An examination of equity sensitivity, exchange ideology 

and the Big Five. Group & Organization Management, 32(3), 290-325. 

Sedikides, C., Rudish, E.A., Gregg, A.P., Kumashiro, M., & Rusbult, C. (2004). Are 

normal narcissists psychologically healthy? Self-esteem matters. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 87(3), 400-416. 

Shore, T.H. (2004). Equity sensitivity theory: Do we all want more than we deserve? 

Journal of Managerial Psychology, 19(7), 722-728. 



 

 

231 

 

Skarlicki, D.P., Barclay, L.J., & Pugh, S.D. (2008). When explanations for layoffs are 

not enough: Employer's integrity as a moderator of the relationship between 

informational justice and retaliation. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology, 81(1), 123-146. 

Skarlicki, D.P., & Folger, R. (1997). Retaliation in the workplace: The roles of 

distributive, procedural and interactional justice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

82(3), 434-443. 

Skarlicki, D.P., & Folger, R. (2004). Broadening our understanding or organizational 

retaliatory behavior. In R.W. Griffin & A.M. O'Leary-Kelly (Eds.), The dark side 

of organizational behaviour (pp. 373-402). San Francisco, CA: John Wiley & 

Sons. 

Skarlicki, D.P., Folger, R., & Tesluk, P. (1999). Personality as a moderator in the 

relationship between fairness and retaliation. The Academy of Management 

Journal, 42(1), 100-108. 

Smola, K.W., & Sutton, C.D. (2002). Generational differences:  Revisiting generational 

work values for the new millennium. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23(4), 

363-382. 

Snow, J.N., Kern, R.M., & Curlette, W.L. (2001). Identifying personality traits 

associated with attrition in systematic training for effective parenting groups. The 

Family Journal: Counselling and Therapy for Couples and Families, 9(2), 102-

108. 

Spector, P.E. (2006). Method variance in organizational research. Organizational 

Research Methods, 9(2), 221-232. 

Spector, P.E. (1982). Behavior in organizations as a function of employees’ locus of 

control. Psychological Bulletin, 91(3), 482-497. 

Spector, P.E. (1988). Development of the Work Locus of Control scale. Journal of 

Occupational Psychology, 61(4), 335-340. 

Stevens, J. (2002). Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences (4th ed.). 

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum Associates. 

Stevenson, A., & Waite, M. (Eds.). (2011). Concise Oxford English Dictionary (12th 

ed.). New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Stinson, F.S., Dawson, D.A., Goldstein, R.B., Chou, S.P., Huang, B., Smith, S.M., 

Ruan, W.J., Pulay, A.J., Saha, T.D., Pickering, R.P., & Grant, B.F. (2008). 

Prevalence, correlates, disability, and comorbidity of DSM-IV narcissistic 



 

 

232 

 

personality disorder: Results from the wave 2 national epidemiologic survey on 

alcohol and related conditions. Journal of Clinical Psychiatry, 69(7), 1033-1045. 

Stuckless, N., & Goranson, R. (1992). The Vengeance Scale: Development and 

validation of a measure of attitudes toward revenge. Journal of Social Behavior 

and Personality, 7(1), 25-42. 

Super, D.A. (2004). The political economy of entitlement.  Columbia Law Review, 

104(3), 633-729. 

Tabachnick, B.G., & Fidell, L.S. (2007). Using Multivariate Statistics (5th ed.). Boston, 

MA: Pearson Education, Inc. 

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (1998). Mixed methodology: Combining qualitative and 

quantitative approaches (Vol. 46). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Tepper, B.J. (2007). Abusive supervision in work organizations: Review, synthesis, and 

research agenda. Journal of Management, 33(3), 261-289. 

Thibault, J., & Walker, L. (1975). Procedural justice: A psychological analysis. 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 

Tripp, T.M., Bies, R.J., & Aquino, K. (2002). Poetic justice or petty jealousy? The 

aesthetics of revenge. Organizational Behaviour and Human Decision Processes, 

89(1), 966-984. 

Tripp, T.M., Bies, R.J., & Aquino, K. (2007). A vigilante model of justice: Revenge, 

reconciliation, forgiveness, and avoidance. Social Justice Research, 20(1), 10-34. 

Trzesniewski, K.H., Donellan, M.B., & Robins, R.W. (2008). Do today’s young people 

really think they are so extraordinary? Psychological Science, 19(2), 181-188. 

Twenge, J.M. (2006). Generation Me. New York, NY: Free Press (Simon & Schuster, 

Inc.). 

Twenge, J.M., & Campbell, S.M. (2008). Generational differences in psychological 

traits and their impact on the workplace. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 23(8), 

862-877. 

Twenge, J.M., & Campbell, W.K. (2009). The narcissism epidemic: Living in the age of 

entitlement. New York: Free Press (Simon & Schuster, Inc.). 

Tyler, T.R., & Bies, R.J. (1990). Beyond formal procedures: The interpersonal context 

of procedural justice. In J.S. Carroll (Ed.), Applied Social Psychology and 

Organizational Settings.(pp. 77-98). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 



 

 

233 

 

van Dijk, E., & De Cremer, D. (2006). Self-benefiting in the allocation of scarce 

resources: leader-follower effects and the moderating effect of social value 

orientations. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32(10), 1352-1361. 

Vardi, Y. (2001). The effects of organizational and ethical climates on misconduct at 

work. Journal of Business Ethics, 29(4), 325-337. 

Vardi, Y., & Weitz, E. (2004). Misbehavior in organisations: Theory, research, and 

management. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 

Vroom, V. (1964). Work and Motivation. New York, NJ: John Wiley. 

Walsh, I.J., & Bartunek, J.M. (2011). Cheating the fates: Organizational foundings in 

the wake of demise. Academy of Management Journal, 54(5), 1017-1044. 

Watkins, M. (2000). Monte Carlo PCA for parallel analysis. State College, PA: Ed & 

Psych Associates. 

Watson, P.J., Grisham, S.O., Trotter, M.V., & Biderman, M.D. (1984). Narcissism and 

empathy: Validity evidence for the Narcissistic Personality Inventory, 48(3), 301-

305. 

Werbel, J., & Balkin, D.B. (2009). Are human resource practices linked to employee 

misconduct? Human Resource Management Review, 20(4), 317-236. 

Westerman, J.W., Bergman, J.Z., Bergman, S.M., & Daly, J.P. (2012).  Are universities 

creating Millennial narcissistic employees? An empirical examination of 

narcissism in business students and its implications.  Journal of Management 

Education, 36(1),  5-32  

Williams, H M., Parker, S.K., & Turner, N. (2010). Proactively performing teams: The 

role of work design, transformational leadership, and team composition. Journal of 

Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83, 301-324. 

Witte, T.H., Callahan, K.L., & Perez-Lopez, M. (2002). Narcissism and anger: An 

exploration of underlying correlates. Psychological Reports, 90(3, Part 1), 871-

875). 

Zapf, D. (1999). Organizational, work group related and personal causes of 

mobbing/bullying at work. International Journal of Manpower, 20(1/2), 70-85. 

Zitek, E.M., Jordan, A.H., Monin, B., & Leach, F.R. (2010). Victim entitlement to 

behave selfishly. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(2), 245-255. 



 

 

234 
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Participant Information Sheet 

 

Project Title:  Personality traits, skills, abilities, leadership and behavioural outcomes 

 

Chief Investigator: 

Professor Peter Jordan 

Department of Management 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 3717 

Email: 

peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au 

Chief Investigator: 

Dr Sheryl Ramsay 

Department of 

Management 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 7460 

s.ramsay@griffith.edu.au 

PhD Researcher: 

Kristie Westerlaken 

Department of Management 

Griffith business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 7998 

k.westerlaken@griffith.edu.au 

 

The purpose of the project is to examine how personality traits, skills and abilities 

interact with leadership to produce behavioural outcomes.  The research will be 

conducted during two separate time periods.  At time one, you will be asked to complete 

a questionnaire which will ask you to rate your perception of yourself in terms of 

personality traits, skills and abilities.  At time two, you will be asked to read a scenario 

and pretend you are the employee in the scenario.  You will then be asked to complete a 

questionnaire relating to behaviours.  You will be requested to assign a unique identifier 

name to both questionnaires in order to match your responses.  This unique identifier 

name will not be able to identify you personally and will only be used for the purposes 

of matching the questionnaire responses. 

 

 As part of this PhD research project we are inviting you to participate 

completing a survey. The questionnaires will be distributed to every 

participant.  You will be asked to complete and return the questionnaires using 

a unique identifier to protect your identity.  We recommend that you return 

the questionnaires regardless of whether or not you elect to complete it (fully or 

in part), thus masking your participatory status from your peers and 

researchers. 

 

 All data collected as a result of this research will be treated confidentially.  

Department of Management 

 

Telephone +61 (0)7 3735 6574  

Facsimile +61 (0)7 3735 3887  

 

Griffith University 

Kessels Road, Nathan  

Queensland 4111 Australia 
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 Participation is voluntary and refusal to participate will involve no penalty.  You 

may discontinue participation at any time without comment or penalty.  

 

 Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on 

Ethical Conduct in Human Research.  If potential participants have any concerns or 

complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project they should contact the 

Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

 Feedback will be in the form of a report outlining the aggregated results and 

outcomes of the research. The report will be available to you on request by emailing 

the PhD researcher. 

 

 If you complete and return the questionnaire, you will be deemed to have consented 

to your participation in the research. Please detach this sheet and retain it for your 

later reference. 

 

Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 
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APPENDIX B: STUDY 1 - TIME 1 QUESTIONNAIRE

  

“PERSONALITY TRAITS, SKILLS, ABILITIES, LEADERSHIP AND 

BEHAVIOURAL OUTCOMES” 

QUESTIONNAIRE – TIME 1 

 

 As part of this study you will be asked to complete two questionnaires on two 

occasions. Your responses will be collated across these time periods using a Unique 

Identifier created by yourself. As this code is unique to yourself, only you will be able 

to identify your individual responses. 

 

Recalling your Unique Identifier 

 

First letter of your mother’s first name ___ 

The last letter of your surname (last name) at birth ___ 

The day on which you were born (two digits, e.g. If you were born 

on the 1
st
 day of the month = 01) 

______ 

 

For example: 

 

If your mother’s first name starts with  F 

If your surname (last name) ends with  N 

If the day on which you were born is 01 

Your Unique Identifier would be:  FN01 

 

Your Unique Identifier is: 

 

 

PART 1.  This section asks some general questions about you.  Please answer all 

questions.   

Gender: Male  _____               Female  _____ 

Year of birth:  _______________        Nationality:  ________________ 

 

Is English your first language?  Yes  _____   No  ______ 

 

Do you have work experience?  Yes ____    No  _____ 

 

If yes:  Part-time ____  Full-time  ____ or Both  ____   

 Number of years of work experience: 0-4  _____ 5-9 ____ 10 plus  ____   
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PART 2.  This questionnaire is to describe your personality traits, skills and abilities as 

you perceive them.  Please answer all items on this answer sheet.   

 

A number of descriptive statements are listed on the following pages.  Please refer to 

the rating scales and judge how applicable each statement is to you.  The word “others” 

may mean your peers, clients, direct reports, supervisors, and/or all of these individuals. 

 

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 

emotions.  Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next 

to that word.  Please indicate how you are feeling at present, using the following 

scale to record your answers: 

 

1=very 

slightly or not 

at all 

2=a little 3=moderately 4=quite a bit 5=extremely 

 

 Interested  Irritable 

 Distressed  Alert 

 Excited  Ashamed 

 Upset  Inspired 

 Strong  Nervous 

 Guilty  Determined 

 Scared  Attentive 

 Hostile  Jittery 

 Enthusiastic  Active 

 Proud  Afraid 

 

INSTRUCTIONS:  Please think about teams you have worked in and how you 

typically behave and indicate your level of agreement with the following 

statements:   

1=strongly 

disagree 

2=disagree 3=Not 

sure tend 

to 

disagree 

4=neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

5=not 

sure 

tend to 

agree 

6=agree 7=strongly 

agree 

 

1 I respect the opinion of team members, even if I think 

they are wrong 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 I can explain the emotions I feel to team members 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3 I can read my fellow team members “true” feelings, even 

if they try to hide them. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4 I can discuss the emotions I feel with other team 

members. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5 When I am frustrated with fellow team members, I can 

overcome my frustration 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6 I am able to describe accurately the way others in the 

team are feeling 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7 When deciding on a dispute, I try to see all sides of a 

disagreement before I come to a conclusion 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 My enthusiasm can be contagious for members of my 

team 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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9 When I talk to a team member I can gauge their true 

feelings from their body language. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10 If I feel down, I can tell team members what will make 

me feel better 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11 I can tell when team members don’t mean what they say 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12 I am able to cheer team members up when they are 

feeling down 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13 I can talk to other members of the team about the 

emotions I experience 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14 I can get my fellow team members to share my keenness 

for a project 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15 I can provide the “spark” to get fellow team members 

enthusiastic 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16 I give a fair hearing to my fellow team members’ ideas 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

INSTRUCTIONS:  Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 

statements:   

1=strongly 

disagree 

2=disagree 3-neutral 4=agree 5=strongly 

agree 

 

1 I am confident I get the success I deserve in life 1 2 3 4 5 

2 Sometimes I feel depressed 1 2 3 4 5 

3 When I try, I generally succeed 1 2 3 4 5 

4 Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless 1 2 3 4 5 

5 I complete tasks successfully 1 2 3 4 5 

6 Sometimes, I do not feel in control of my work 1 2 3 4 5 

7 Overall, I am satisfied with myself 1 2 3 4 5 

8 I am filled with doubts about my competence 1 2 3 4 5 

9 I determine what will happen in my life 1 2 3 4 5 

10 I do not feel in control of my success in my career 1 2 3 4 5 

11 I am capable of coping with most of my problems 1 2 3 4 5 

12 There are times when things look pretty bleak and hopeless to 

me 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

INSTRUCTIONS:  Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 

statements:   

1=strongly 

disagree 

2=disagree 3=slightly 

disagree 

4=neutral 5=slightly 

agree 

6=agree 7=strongly 

agree 

 

 1 I spend a lot of time and effort at work/university 

networking with others 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 2 I am able to make most people feel comfortable and at 

ease around me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 3 I am able to communicate easily and effectively with 

others 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 4 It is easy for me to develop good rapport with most 

people 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 5 I understand people very well 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 6 I am good at building relationships with influential 

people at work/university 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 7 I am particularly good at sensing the motivations and 

hidden agendas of others 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 8 When communicating with others, I try to be genuine in 

what I say and do 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 9 At work/university, I know a lot of important people and 

am well connected 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10 I spend a lot of time at work/university developing 

connections with others 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11 I am good at getting people to like me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12 It is important that people believe I am sincere in what I 

say and do 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13 I try to show a genuine interest in other people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14 I am good at using my connections and networks to 

make things happen at work/university 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15 I have good intuition or savvy about how to present 

myself to others 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16 I always seem to instinctively know the right things to 

say or do to influence others 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17 I pay close attention to people’s facial expressions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18 I have developed a large network of colleagues and 

associates at work/university whom I can call on for 

support when I really need to get things done 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

INSTRUCTIONS:  Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 

statements:   

1=strong 

disagreeme

nt 

2=moderate 

disagreemen

t 

3=slight  

disagreeme

nt 

4=neither 

agreement 

nor 

disagreeme

nt 

5=slight 

agreement 

6=moderate 

agreement 

7= strong 

agreemen

t 

 

1 I honestly feel I’m just more deserving than others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 Great things should come to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3 I demand the best because I am worth it 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4 I do not necessarily deserve special treatment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5 I deserve more things in my life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6 People like me deserve an extra break now and then 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7 Things should go my way 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 I feel entitled to more of everything 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

INSTRUCTIONS:  Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 

statements:   

0=certainly, 

always false 

1=generally 

false 

2=somewhat 

false, but 

with 

exception 

3=somewhat 

true, but 

with 

exception 

4=generally 

true 

5=certainly, 

always true 

 

1 In social situations, I have the ability to alter my behaviour if 

I feel that something else is called for 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

2 I am often able to read people’s true emotions correctly 0 1 2 3 4 5 
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through their eyes  

3 I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, 

depending on the impression I wish to give them  

0 1 2 3 4 5 

4 In conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest change 

in the facial expression of the person I’m conversing with  

0 1 2 3 4 5 

5 My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes to 

understanding others’ emotions and motives  

0 1 2 3 4 5 

6 I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in bad 

taste, even though they may laugh convincingly  

0 1 2 3 4 5 

7 When I feel that the image I am portraying isn’t working, I 

can readily change it to something that does  

0 1 2 3 4 5 

8 I can usually tell when I’ve said something inappropriate by 

reading it in the listener’s eyes 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

9 I have trouble changing my behaviour to suit different 

people and different situations 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

10 I have found that I can adjust my behaviour to meet the 

requirements of any situation I find myself in 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

11 If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at once from that 

person’s manner of expression 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

12 Even when it might be to my advantage, I have difficulty 

putting up a good front 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

13 Once I know what the situation calls for, it’s easy for me to 

regulate my actions accordingly 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

 

INSTRUCTIONS:  Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 

statements:   

1=disagre

e strongly 

2= disagree 3=disagre

e slightly 

4=neither 

disagree nor 

agree 

5=agre

e 

slightly 

6=agree 7= agree 

strongly 

 

1 It’s not worth my time or effort to “pay back” someone 

who has wronged me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 It is important for me to get back at people who have 

hurt me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3 I try to even the score with anyone who hurts me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4 It is always better not to seek vengeance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5 I live by the motto “let bygones be bygones” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6 There is nothing wrong in getting back at someone who 

has hurt you 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7 I don’t just get mad, I get even 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 I find it easy to forgive those who have hurt me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9 I am not a vengeful person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10 I believe in the motto “an eye for an eye a tooth for a 

tooth” 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11 Revenge is morally wrong 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12 If someone causes me trouble, I’ll find a way to make 

them regret it 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13 People who insist on getting revenge are disgusting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14 If I am wronged, I can’t live with myself unless I get 

revenge 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



 

 

241 

 

15 Honour requires that you get back at someone who has 

hurt you 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16 It is usually better to show mercy than to take revenge 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17 Anyone who provokes me deserves the punishment that I 

give them 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18 It is always better to “turn the other cheek” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19 To have a desire for vengeance would make me feel 

ashamed 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20 Revenge is sweet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

THE END 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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APPENDIX C: STUDY 1 - TIME 2 QUESTIONNAIRE

 

“PERSONALITY TRAITS, SKILLS, ABILITIES, LEADERSHIP AND 

BEHAVIOURAL OUTCOMES” 

QUESTIONNAIRE – TIME 2 

 As part of this study you will be asked to complete two questionnaires on two 

occasions. Your responses will be collated across these time periods using a Unique 

Identifier created by yourself. As this code is unique to yourself, only you will be able 

to identify your individual responses. 

 

Recalling your Unique Identifier 

 

First letter of your mother’s first name ___ 

The last letter of your surname (last name) at birth ___ 

The day on which you were born (two digits, ex. If you were born on 

the 1
st
 day of the month = 01) 

___ 

 

For example: 

 

If your mother’s first name starts with  F 

If your surname (last name) ends with  N 

If the day on which you were born is 01 

Your Unique Identifier would be:  FN01 

 

Your Unique Identifier is: 

 

 

PART 1.  This section asks some general questions about you.  Please answer all 

questions.   

Gender: Male  _____               Female  _____ 

Year of birth:  _______________        Nationality:  ________________ 

 

Is English your first language?  Yes  _____   No  ______ 

 

Do you have work experience?  Yes ____    No  _____ 

 

If yes:  Part-time ____  Full-time  ____ or Both  ____   

 Number of years of work experience: 0-4  _____ 5-9 ____ 10 plus  ____   
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PART 2.  This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings 

and emotions.  Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space 

next to that word.  Please indicate how you are feeling at present.  Use the 

following scale to record your answers: 

 

1=very 

slightly or not 

at all 

2=a little 3=moderately 4=quite a bit 5=extremely 

 Interested  Irritable 

 Distressed  Alert 

 Excited  Ashamed 

 Upset  Inspired 

 Strong  Nervous 

 Guilty  Determined 

 Scared  Attentive 

 Hostile  Jittery 

 Enthusiastic  Active 

 Proud  Afraid 

 

 

Below are a number of pairs of statements that you may or may not identify with.  For 

each item, please circle which of the two statements you MOST identify with.  If you 

identify with both statements, circle the one that you feel most comfortable identifying 

yourself with.  If you do not identify with either statement, then circle the one that is 

least objectionable.  Please try to answer ALL of the questions and do not skip any.  

Only give one answer for each pair of statements: please circle either A or B. 

 

1 A. I just want to be reasonably happy. 

B. I want to amount to something in the eyes of the world. 

2 A. I insist upon getting the respect that is due me. 

B. I usually get the respect that I deserve. 

3 A. I expect a great deal from other people. 

B. I like to do things for other people. 

4 A. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve. 

B. I take my satisfactions as they come. 

5 A. I have a strong will to power. 

B. Power for its own sake doesn’t interest me. 

6 A. The thought of ruling the world frightens the hell out of me. 

B. If I ruled the world, it would be a much better place. 

 

 

PLEASE CONTINUE TO PART 3 



 

 

244 

 

PART 3: Please read the story below and imagine that you are the employee in the 

situation described. 

 

NOTE:  Only one scenario was linked to a data collection 

 

Interpersonal (Fair) Justice Scenario 

You’ve been working at the same store for the past two years.  A new boss has 

recently transferred into your store from a nearby location.  You’ve noticed 

several things in the three months since your new boss arrived.  First, your 

boss is very polite and understanding to you and never makes comments that 

could seem offensive.  Also your boss seems particularly respectful to you and 

to others.  More importantly, your boss is very considerate and thoughtful 

when conducting evaluations for your performance.  These evaluations are of 

particular importance because they determine pay increases.  When issues 

come up at work, your boss is courteous and sensitive to your needs and 

always treats you with dignity.  In general, you feel that your boss treats you 

very fairly from an interpersonal perspective.  
 

Interpersonal (Unfair) Justice Scenario 

You’ve been working at the same store for the past two years.  A new boss has 

recently transferred into your store from a nearby location.  You’ve noticed 

several things in the three months since your new boss arrived.  First, your 

boss is very harsh and inconsiderate to you and often makes comments that 

you find offensive.  Also, your boss often treats you and others in a very 

disrespectful manner.  More importantly, your boss is very insensitive when 

conducting evaluations for your performance.  These evaluations are of 

particular importance because they determine pay increases.  When issues 

come up at work, your boss is usually quite disrespectful and insensitive.  In 

general, you feel that your boss treats you very unfairly from an interpersonal 

perspective.  

 

Distributive (Fair) Justice Scenario 

You’ve been working at the same store for the past two years.  A new boss has 

recently transferred into your store from a nearby location.  You’ve noticed 

several things in the three months since your new manager arrived.  First, 

your manager frequently rewards those who perform their job duties well.  It 

seems that your manager always notices and rewards your strong effort.  In 

addition, your manager considers your effort and work accomplishments 

when evaluating performance.  This is particularly important because these 

evaluations decide raises.  As a result, you feel that you are sufficiently 

rewarded for your performance and feel satisfied with your pay.  In general, 

you feel that the rewards you receive at work are fair.  

 

Distributive (Unfair) Justice Scenario 

You’ve been working at the same store for the past two years.  A new boss has 

recently transferred into your store from a nearby location.  You’ve noticed 

several things in the three months since your new boss arrived.  First, your 

boss frequently does not reward those who perform their job duties well.  It 

seems that your boss ignores your strong effort.  In addition, when evaluating 

your performance, your boss does not seem to take into consideration your 

effort or work accomplishments.  This is particularly important because these 
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evaluations decide pay increases.  As a result, you feel that you are not 

sufficiently rewarded for your performance and feel dissatisfied with your pay.  

In general, you feel that the rewards you receive at work are unfair. 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS (a):  As the employee in the story above, please respond to the 

questions below. 

 

1=to a very 

little extent 

2=to a little 

extent 

3= to a 

moderate 

extent 

4=to a great 

extent 

5=to a very 

great extent 

 

Interpersonal Justice Scenarios 

1. Has your boss treated you in a polite manner? 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Has your boss treated you with dignity? 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Has your boss treated you with respect? 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Has your boss refrained from improper remarks or 

comments? 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Distributive Justice Scenarios 

1. Does your reward reflect the effort you have put 

into your work? 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Is your reward appropriate for the work you have 

completed? 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Does your reward reflect what you have contributed 

to the organisation? 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Is your reward justified, given your performance? 1 2 3 4 5 

 

INSTRUCTIONS (b):  As the employee in the story above, please refer to the scale 

of behaviours below and state how likely you would be to consider engaging in the 

behaviours described.  Please answer all items on this answer sheet.   

1=extremely 

unlikely 

2=very 

unlikely 

3= likely 4=very likely 5=extremely 

likely 

 

1. Damage equipment or work process 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Take supplies home without permission 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Waste company materials 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Call in sick when not ill 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Speak poorly about the company to others 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Refuse to work weekends or overtime when 

asked 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Leave a mess unnecessarily (do not clean up) 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Disobey a supervisor’s instructions 1 2 3 4 5 

9. “Talk back” to your boss 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Gossip about your boss 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Spread rumors about coworkers 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Give a coworker(s) the “silent treatment” 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Fail to give coworker(s) required information 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Try to look busy while wasting time 1 2 3 4 5 
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15. Take an extended coffee or lunch break 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Intentionally work slower 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Spend time on personal matters while at work 1 2 3 4 5 

 

THE END 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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APPENDIX D: STUDY 2 - PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Participant Information Sheet 

 

 

Project Title:  Employee Sense of Entitlement in Organisations 

 

Chief Investigator: 

Professor Peter Jordan 

Department of Management 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 3717 

Email: 

peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au 

Chief Investigator: 

Dr Sheryl Ramsay 

Department of 

Management 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 7460 

s.ramsay@griffith.edu.au 

PhD Researcher: 

Kristie Westerlaken 

Department of Management 

Griffith business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 7998 

k.westerlaken@griffith.edu.au 

 

Study overview 

In recent times, there have been reports of increasing perceptions of entitlement 

displayed by employees regardless of performance.  Little research has been undertaken 

to understand this phenomenon and, in particular, managerial response to these 

employees.  This study is part of a doctoral research program where the overall purpose 

is to examine employee sense of entitlement in the workplace.  The purpose of this 

study is to examine managers’ perceptions of employees who display a sense of 

entitlement and any impacts to themselves and other employees.    

 

What you will be asked to do 
Your participation in this study will consist of an interview of approximately one hour 

duration.  With your consent, the interview will be recorded and transcribed.  You will 

be provided with a copy of your transcript and you will be asked to make additions or 

deletions if necessary. Once the audiotapes are transcribed, they will be destroyed as 

soon as practicable. 

 

The basis by which participants will be selected or screened 
The potential participants will include managers currently employed in different 

organisations.  Potential participants will initially be recruited through the researchers’ 

networks.  It is anticipated that a snowball effect will then be utilised to recruit further 

participants.  

Department of Management 

 

Telephone +61 (0)7 3735 6574  

Facsimile +61 (0)7 3735 3887  

 

Griffith University 

Kessels Road, Nathan  

Queensland 4111 Australia 
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The expected benefits of the research 

The background to the research includes recent reports of perceptions of employees 

displaying a “sense of entitlement” in the workplace.  For the most part, these reports 

are based on anecdotal evidence although there is some empirical research that supports 

these reports.  Entitlement behaviour appears to have implications for most 

organisations, particularly as it has been linked to workplace misunderstandings and 

conflict.  It is anticipated that this study will add to our body of knowledge in relation to 

how organisations and, specifically, managers deal with the positive and negative 

outcomes associated with employees who display a high sense of entitlement.  Practical 

outcomes from the research may include management training and development. 

 

Risks to you 
It is not believed that the research will pose any risk to the participants although some 

questions will relate to eliciting information about your own emotional and physical 

responses to dealing with entitled employees.  It is believed that any risks associated 

with this line of questioning are minimal, especially given the voluntary and fully 

informed nature of the involvement.  Should you become distressed by the content of 

the interviews, the researchers will make available support arrangements to you.   

  

Your confidentiality 
All information collected as a result of this research will remain anonymous and 

confidential.  At the conclusion of the research process, the information will be 

reported in summary form with any names or identifying features altered to ensure 

anonymity and confidentiality. 

 

Your participation is voluntary 

Participation is voluntary and refusal to participate will involve no penalty.  You may 

discontinue participation at any time without comment or penalty.  

 

Questions / further information 
Participants and potential participants can contact any member of the research team (contact 

details provided above). 

 

The ethical conduct of this research 
Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on 

Ethical Conduct in Human Research.  If potential participants have any concerns or 

complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project they should contact a 

member of the research team or the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 5585 or 

research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Feedback to you 

With your consent, the interview will be recorded and transcribed.  You will be 

provided with a copy of your transcript and you will be asked to make additions or 

deletions if necessary.  The data will be transcribed, collated and not analysed or 

published as individual data. Feedback will be in the form of a report outlining the 

summary results and outcomes of the research. The report will be available to you on 

request by emailing the PhD researcher Kristie Westerlaken. The results may also be 

reported or disseminated in various academic publications, including the student 

researcher’s PhD thesis.  In all cases, the confidentiality and anonymity of the 

participants will be protected.  
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Privacy Statement  
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 

personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed 

to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other 

regulatory authority requirements.  A de-identified copy of this data may be used for 

other research purposes.  However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded.  

For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 

http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-

plan or telephone (07) 3735 5585. 

 

If you complete and return the attached Consent Form, you will be deemed to have 

consented to your participation in the research. Please detach this sheet and retain it for 

your later reference. 

 

Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 

http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan
http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan
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APPENDIX E: STUDY 2 - CONSENT FORM

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Consent Form 

 

Project Title:  Employee Sense of Entitlement in Organisations  
 

Chief Investigator: 

Professor Peter Jordan 

Department of Management 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 3717 

Email: 

peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au 

Chief Investigator: 

Dr Sheryl Ramsay 

Department of 

Management 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 7460 

s.ramsay@griffith.edu.au 

PhD Researcher: 

Kristie Westerlaken 

Department of Management 

Griffith business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 7998 

k.westerlaken@griffith.edu.au 

 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package 

and in particular have noted that: 

 

 I understand that my involvement in this research will consist of an interview 

of approximately one hour duration and with my consent interviews will be 

recorded and transcribed.  I will be provided with a copy of my transcript and 

asked to make additions or deletions if necessary. At the conclusion of the 

research process, the information will be reported in summary form with any 

names or identifying features altered to ensure anonymity and confidentiality; 

 

 I understand that the interview will be audiotaped; 

 

 I understand that only the researchers will have access to the audiotape; 

 

 I understand that the audiotape will be destroyed as soon as practicable after 

transcription; 

 

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 

 I understand the risks involved; 

 

 I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation 

in this research; 
 

Department of Management 

 

Telephone +61 (0)7 3735 6574  

Facsimile +61 (0)7 3735 3887  

 

Griffith University 

Kessels Road, Nathan  

Queensland 4111 Australia 
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 I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 
 

 I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research 

team; 

 

 I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or 

penalty; 

 

 I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith 

University Human Research Ethics Committee on 3735 5585 (or research-

ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the 

project; and 

 

 I agree to participate in the project. 
 

Name:  _______________________ Signature:  __________________________ 

Date:  ___________ 

 

Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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APPENDIX F: STUDY 2 - INTERVIEW CHECKLIST

 

Introduction:  Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.  I would like to 

confirm that your participation is voluntary and you can withdraw from the study at any 

time.  I would also like to reiterate that any information collected will be reported in 

summary form with any names or identifying features altered to ensure anonymity and 

confidentiality.  Please retain a copy of the Information Sheet and, once you have read 

and understood the Information Sheet and Consent Form, please sign and date the 

Consent Form which will be deemed to indicate your consent to participate. 

 

I wish to confirm that this interview will be taped with your consent.  Please let me 

know if you wish to stop the tape at anytime during the interview and I will do so. 

 

Do you have any other questions before we start?   

 

Participant Information (Demographics) 

 

Give management definition “an expectation for 

preferential or special treatment or rewards without 

regard to performance” 

 

 

Age  

Gender  

Tenure with 

organisation 

 

Education Level  

Position   

Position Level  

Years of Experience  

Industry  

 

Age  

Gender  

Position Title  

Position Level  

Number of Direct Reports  

Industry  

Years of experience (as 

manager) 

 

Tenure with current 

organisation 

 

Size of current organisation  
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 Positive Negative 

What behaviours do they display?   

What attitudes do they display?   

How often are the behaviours 

displayed? 

*Frequency you perceive the 

behaviour 

  

Amount of time you spend dealing 

with the behaviour? 

  

Percentage of employees who display 

entitlement? 0-25%, 26-50%;  50-

75%; greater than 75%  

 

What do you think causes or 

contributes to a sense of entitlement? 

 

How do entitled employees react 

if/when they don’t get “what they 

think they deserve” 

 

 

How does entitlement behaviour impact on you?  

Emotionally? How does it make you feel?   

Physically?  

What do you think about this behaviour?  

How do you respond to this behaviour?  

What don’t you do?  

What was effective/helped?  

What was ineffective/did not help?  

Have you discussed the behaviour with others? (i.e. 

more senior managers, colleagues, HR?) 

 

Did they help/not help the situation?  

Do you think the organisation has done anything to 

cause/contribute to employees having a sense of 

entitlement? 

 

Is there anything the organisation could do to 

prevent/manage employee sense of entitlement? 

 

 

How does this behaviour impact on others in your 

team/group/organisation? 

 

Emotional health  

Physical health  

Does it cause conflict?  

Types of conflict:  

Interpersonal (relationship): friction among 

members, personality conflicts; tension; emotional 

conflict? 

 

Task: conflict about ideas, opinions in relation to  
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tasks 

Process: conflict about “who should do what”; how 

to complete tasks; delegation of tasks 

 

 

In summary, based on the discussion, do you think you could summarise what a 

“sense of entitlement” means? 

 

We have now covered the questions intended to be asked during the interview.  Before 

we conclude, do you have any questions, concerns or anything else to add?  Once again, 

I’d like to remind you that your answers will remain confidential and anonymous.  I will 

provide you with a copy of the transcript as soon as possible.  Thank you very much for 

your time and assistance.  Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not 

hesitate to contact me or any of the other researchers. 

 

If you know of anyone who may be interested in participating in an interview, would 

you kindly pass the information and my contact details to them and ask them to contact 

me directly. 
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APPENDIX G: STUDY 3 - PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Participant Information Sheet 

 

Project Title:  Personality Traits, Skills, Abilities and Behavioural Outcomes 

 

Chief Investigator: 

Professor Peter Jordan 

Department of Management 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 3717 

Email: 

peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au 

Chief Investigator: 

Dr Sheryl Ramsay 

Department of 

Management 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 7460 

s.ramsay@griffith.edu.au 

PhD Researcher: 

Kristie Westerlaken 

Department of Management 

Griffith business School 

Griffith University 

Nathan QLD 4111 

Ph: 07 3735 7998 

k.westerlaken@griffith.edu.au 

 

Study overview 

This study is part of a doctoral research program where the overall purpose is to 

examine how personality traits, skills and abilities interact to produce behavioural 

outcomes.  The research consists of the completion of a number of surveys at separate 

time periods which will ask you to rate your perception of yourself in terms of personality 

traits, skills, abilities and behaviour. 

 

What you will be asked to do 
As part of this PhD research project we are inviting you to participate by completing a 

number of surveys which will ask you to rate your perception of yourself in terms of 

personality traits, skills, abilities and behaviour.  The surveys will be distributed at separate 

time periods and will be distributed to every potential participant.  The surveys will take 

approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete and return.  You will be requested to assign a 

unique identifier to each questionnaire in order to match your responses.  This unique 

identifier will not be able to identify you personally and will only be used for the purposes 

of matching the questionnaire responses and providing feedback of your results to you.  We 

recommend that you return the survey regardless of whether or not you elect to complete it 

(fully or in part) or choose to tick the “opt out” option at the end of the survey, thus masking 

your participatory status from your peers and researchers.   

 

The basis by which participants will be selected or screened 
The potential participants will include undergraduate and postgraduate students.  

Potential participants will be recruited at lectures and/or tutorials.   

Department of Management 

 

Telephone +61 (0)7 3735 6574  

Facsimile +61 (0)7 3735 3887  

 

Griffith University 

Kessels Road, Nathan  

Queensland 4111 Australia 
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The expected benefits of the research 
It is anticipated that this study will add to our body of knowledge in relation to how 

employees’ personality traits, skills and abilities interact to produce behavioural 

outcomes.  Practical outcomes from the research may include developing participants’ 

own self awareness in relation to their traits, skills, abilities and behaviours, as well as 

management training and development. 

 

Risks to you 

It is not believed that the research will pose any risk to the participants although some 

questions will relate to eliciting information about your own personality traits, skills, 

abilities and behaviours.  It is believed that any risks associated with completing the 

surveys is minor, especially given the voluntary and fully informed nature of the 

involvement.  Should you become distressed by the content of the interviews, the 

researchers will make available support arrangements to you.   

Your confidentiality 

All information collected as a result of this research will remain anonymous and 

confidential.   The unique identifier will not be able to identify you personally and will 

only be used for the purposes of matching the questionnaire responses and providing 

feedback of your results to you.  

 

Your participation is voluntary 
Participation is voluntary and refusal to participate will involve no penalty.  You may 

discontinue participation at any time without comment or penalty.      

 

Questions / further information 
Participants and potential participants can contact any member of the research team (contact 

details provided above). 

 

The ethical conduct of this research 
Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on 

Ethical Conduct in Human Research.  If potential participants have any concerns or 

complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project they should contact a 

member of the research team or the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 5585 or 

research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Feedback to you 
Feedback will be available to participants and provided using the unique identifier 

number.  The results may also be reported or disseminated in various academic 

publications, including the student researcher’s PhD thesis.  In all cases, the 

confidentiality and anonymity of the participants will be protected.  

 

Privacy Statement  
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 

personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed 

to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other 

regulatory authority requirements.  A de-identified copy of this data may be used for 

other research purposes.  However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded.  

For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 

http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-

plan or telephone (07) 3735 5585. 

http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan
http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan
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If you complete the survey, do not choose to tick the “opt out” option at the end of the 

survey, and return the survey, you will be deemed to have consented to your 

participation in the research. Please detach this sheet and retain it for your later 

reference. 

 

Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 
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 APPENDIX H:  STUDY 3A - MEASURE OF EMPLOYEE ENTITLEMENT: 34 

ITEM PILOT MEASURE

 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS:  Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements: 

   

1=strongly 

disagree 

2=moderately 

disagree 

3= disagree 4=agree 5=moderately 

agree 

6=strongly 

agree 

 

 

COMMENTS: 

1 I deserve respect at work 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2 I expect be treated favourably at work 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3 I deserve more compensation/benefits at work 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4 I am entitled to be promoted  1 2 3 4 5 6 

5 I deserve to be treated differently than other employees  1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 I should have more perks than others 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 I should be paid more than others 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8 I feel I should get preferential treatment at work 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9 If I am loyal to the organisation, they owe me 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 I expect regular pay increases 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11 I should get a pay rise if I perform my standard job duties 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12 I should get a bonus every year 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13 I should get a raise if I am loyal to an organisation 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14 If I got a raise, I would put in more effort 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15 I should be rewarded for doing my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16 I should be rewarded even if I’m not successful in completing job tasks 1 2 3 4 5 6 

17 Employees should only be rewarded  for above standard performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 

18 I should be able to refuse job tasks  1 2 3 4 5 6 

19 I should have the right to demand work that is interesting to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 

20 I expect to be able to delegate tasks that I don’t want to do 1 2 3 4 5 6 

21 I want to work only in roles that significantly influence the rest of the 

organisation. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

22 Certain tasks are beneath me 1 2 3 4 5 6 

23 I only want positions that are critical to the success of the organisation 1 2 3 4 5 6 

24 I should be rewarded for doing any tasks outside of my job description 1 2 3 4 5 6 

25 I should be able to take leave whenever it suits me 1 2 3 4 5 6 

26 I should be able to arrive or leave work when I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 

27 Employers should accommodate my personal circumstances 1 2 3 4 5 6 

28 I expect to be able to take breaks whenever I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 

29 The organisation is responsible for ensuring I meet my performance 

requirements 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

30 It is the organisation’s fault if I can’t perform my job requirements. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

31 My presence would add significant value to any organisation 1 2 3 4 5 6 

32 I would only consider positions that are critical to the overall success of 

the organisation 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

33 I believe I have exceptional skills and abilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 

34 I deserve to have a job that is so essential, the organisation wouldn’t be 

able to survive without me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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APPENDIX I: STUDY 3A - MEASURE OF EMPLOYEE ENTITLEMENT: 31 

ITEM DEVELOPMENT MEASURE

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS:  The statements below represent possible expectations, beliefs and attitudes that 

individuals might have in relation to employment and the workplace (in general).  Please indicate 

your level of agreement with the following statements: 

   

1=strongly 

disagree 

2=moderately 

disagree 

3= disagree 4=agree 5=moderately 

agree 

6=strongly agree 

 

 
1 I deserve respect at work.  1 2 3 4 5 6 

2 I expect regular promotions.  1 2 3 4 5 6 

3 I expect to be able to delegate tasks that I don’t want to do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4 I should be able to arrive or leave work when I want. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5 I deserve to be paid more than others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 It is my employer’s responsibility to set goals for my career. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 If I am loyal to my employer, they “owe” me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8 I expect regular pay increases regardless of how the organisation performs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9 I should get a pay rise if I perform my job to a satisfactory level. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 I expect my employer to agree to any demands I make in relation to my personal 

commitments. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

11 I want to only work in roles that significantly influence the rest of the organisation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12 My level of effort would remain the same even if I got a pay raise. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13 I should be rewarded for meeting the minimum requirements for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14 The organisation is responsible for ensuring I perform my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15 I should have the right to demand work that is interesting to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16 I should have more benefits than others at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

17 I believe I have exceptional skills and abilities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

18 I expect a bonus every year.  1 2 3 4 5 6 

19 I expect to be paid more than others if I am loyal to my employer. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

20 Employees should be rewarded for average performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

21 I should be able to take leave whenever it suits me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

22 I deserve preferential treatment at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

23 Employers should accommodate my personal circumstances. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

24 I expect to be able to take breaks whenever I want. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

25 Certain tasks are beneath me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

26 It is the organisation’s fault if I don’t perform my job requirements. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

27 My presence would add significant value to any organisation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

28 I only want to work in positions that are critical to the success of the organisation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

29 I deserve more compensation at work than others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

30 I should be able to refuse job tasks.  1 2 3 4 5 6 

31 Any organisation should be grateful to have me as an employee. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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APPENDIX J: STUDY 3B - EXTERNAL VALIDITY MEASURES

Convergent Validity 

 

Psychological Entitlement Scale (Campbell et al., 2004) 

 

1 I honestly feel I’m just more deserving than others 

2 Great things should come to me 

3 If I were on the Titanic, I would deserve to be on the first lifeboat! 

4 I demand the best because I am worth it 

5 I do not necessarily deserve special treatment 

6 I deserve more things in my life 

7 People like me deserve an extra break now and then 

8 Things should go my way 

9 I feel entitled to more of everything 

 

1 = strong disagreement, 2 = moderate disagreement, 3 = slight disagreement, 4 = 

neither agreement nor disagreement, 5 = slight agreement, 6 = moderate agreement, 7 = 

strong agreement 

Item 4 = reverse scored 

 

Work Locus of Control Scale (Spector, 1988) 

 

1 A job is what you make of it 

2 On most jobs, people can pretty much accomplish whatever they set out 

to accomplish 

3 If you know what you want out of a job, you can find a ;job that gives it 

to you 

4 If employees are unhappy with a decision made by their boss, they 

should do something about it. 

5 Getting the job you want is mostly a matter of luck 

6 Making money is primarily a matter of good fortune 

7 Most people are capable of doing their jobs well if they make the effort 

8 In order to get a really good job you need to have family members or 

friends in high places 

9 Promotions are usually a matter of good fortune 

10 When it comes to landing a really good job, who you know is more 

important than what you know 

11 Promotions are given to employees who perform well on the job 

12 To make a lot of money you have to know the right people 

13 It takes a lot of luck to be an outstanding employee on most jobs 

14 People who perform their jobs well generally get rewarded for it 

15 Most employees have more influence on their supervisors than they 

think they do 

16 The main difference between people who make a lot of money and 

people who make a little money is luck 

 

1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = moderately 

agree, 6 = strongly agree 

Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 11, 14, and 15 = reverse scored 
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Self- Esteem Scale (Rosenberg 1965, 1989) 

 

1 On the whole, I am satisfied with myself 

2 At times I think that I am no good at all 

3 I feel that I have a number of good qualities 

4 I am able to do things as well as most other people 

5 I feel I do not have much to be proud of 

6 I certainly feel useless at times 

7 I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with 

others 

8 I wish I could have more respect for myself 

9 All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure 

10 I take a positive attitude toward myself 

 

1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree 

Items 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 10 = reverse scored 

 

 

Positive Reciprocity Questionnaire (Peruginin et al., 2003) 

 

1 I am ready to undergo personal costs to help somebody who helped 

me before 

2 If someone does a favour for me, I am ready to return it 

3 If someone is helpful with me at work, I am pleased to help him/her 

4 I’m ready to do a boring job to return someone’s previous help 

5 When someone does me a favour, I feel committed to repay him/her 

6 If someone asks me politely for information, I’m really happy to 

help him/her 

7 If someone lends me money as a favour, I feel I should give him/her 

back something more than what is strictly due 

8 If somebody suggests to me the name of the winning horse at the 

race, I would 

certainly give him/her part of my winnings 

9 I go out of my way to help somebody who has been kind to me 

before 

 

1 = very untrue for me, 2 = untrue of me, 3 = somewhat untrue of me, 4 = neutral, 5 = 

somewhat true of me, 6 = true of me, 7 = very true of me 
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Predictive Validity 

 

Vengeance Scale (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992) 

 

1 It’s not worth my time or effort to “pay back” someone who has wronged me 

2 It is important for me to get back at people who have hurt me 

3 I try to even the score with anyone who hurts me 

4 It is always better not to seek vengeance 

5 I live by the motto “let bygones be bygones” 

6 There is nothing wrong in getting back at someone who has hurt you 

7 I don’t just get mad, I get even 

8 I find it easy to forgive those who have hurt me 

9 I am not a vengeful person 

10 I believe in the motto “an eye for an eye a tooth for a tooth” 

11 Revenge is morally wrong 

12 If someone causes me trouble, I’ll find a way to make them regret it 

13 People who insist on getting revenge are disgusting 

14 If I am wronged, I can’t live with myself unless I get revenge 

15 Honour requires that you get back at someone who has hurt you 

16 It is usually better to show mercy than to take revenge 

17 Anyone who provokes me deserves the punishment that I give them 

18 It is always better to “turn the other cheek” 

19 To have a desire for vengeance would make me feel ashamed 

20 Revenge is sweet 

 

1 = disagree strongly, 2 = disagree, 3 = disagree slightly, 4 = neither disagree nor agree, 

5 = agree slightly, 6 = agree, 7 = agree strongly 

Items 4, 5, 8, 9, 11, 13, 16, 18, and 19 = reverse scored 

 

Instigated Incivility Scale (Blau & Andersson, 2005) 

 

How often have you exhibited one of the following behaviours in the past year to 

someone you have worked with?  If you have not been employee in the past year, please 

consider your experiences of university group work. 

 

1 Put down others or were condescending to them in some way 

2 Paid little attention to a statement made by someone or showed little 

interest in their opinion  

3 Addressed someone in unprofessional terms either privately or publicly  

4 Ignored or excluded someone from professional camaraderie (e.g. social 

conversation)  

5 Doubted someone’s judgment in a matter over which they have 

responsibility  

6 Made unwanted attempts to draw someone into a discussion of personal 

matters 

 

1 = hardly ever (once every few months or less), 2 = rarely (about once a month), 3 = 

sometimes (at least once a week), 4 = frequently (at least once a day) 

 


