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BACKGROUND

This article is focused on the entitlement attitude in an
organizational context. Its purpose was to examine the
relationship of entitlement and its 3 components (active,
passive and revengefulness) with job satisfaction and or-
ganizational commitment.

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

Two independent studies were conducted to examine the
discussed relationships. In study 1 and study 2 there partici-
pated respectively 110 and 95 full-time employees from both
genders working in public and private organizations. The
30-item Bulgarian version of the Entitlement Questionnaire
was used. Job satisfaction measurement included employees’
affective response to their overall job and to various aspects
of their job. The three aspects of organizational commitment
(affective, instrumental and normative) were measured.

RESULTS
Active entitlement had a positive effect on satisfaction
with results, satisfaction with supervisor, pay satisfaction

and overall job satisfaction. It was not related to organiza-
tional commitment. Passive entitlement had a positive ef-
fect on satisfaction with tasks, but it correlated negatively
with pay satisfaction. Higher level of passive entitlement
predicted instrumental commitment. Revengefulness was
negatively related to task satisfaction, satisfaction with su-
pervisor and overall satisfaction, and had a negative effect
on affective commitment.

CONCLUSIONS

Different forms of entitlement have a diverse influence on
the various aspects of job satisfaction and components of
organizational commitment. Active and passive types of
entitlement are more adaptive, whereas revengefulness is
a maladaptive and dysfunctional attitude.
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BACKGROUND

Workplace entitlement is a significant organizational
challenge. A large proportion of working people to-
day demonstrate an inflated sense of self-importance
and uniqueness that have formed in them expecta-
tions of special treatment, high rewards and fast ca-
reer promotions provided by employers in exchange
for mediocre performance (Harvey & Dasborough,
2015). This profile of the workforce is an important
concern for managers in many companies, because
it raises the question how the entitled employees
can be managed effectively (Tomlinson, 2013). Still
there is little knowledge of the specific effects of psy-
chological entitlement in the workplace, which is
a challenge for researchers. The purpose of this study
was to expand our understanding of the attitudinal
outcomes of workplace entitlement, examining its
relationship with job satisfaction and organizational
commitment.

BASIC DEFINITIONS OF ENTITLEMENT

A number of fields have explored the concept of en-
titlement. In the psychological literature the main
conceptualizations stemmed from clinical psychol-
ogy and social psychology. From a clinical per-
spective psychological entitlement is a necessary
component of the trait narcissism, contributing the
inflated self-perceptions and excessive expectations
associated with the construct (Raskin & Terry, 1988).
In social psychology Campbell, Bonacci, Shelton,
Exline, and Bushman (2004) define psychological en-
titlement as “a stable and pervasive sense that one
deserves more and is entitled to more than others”
(p- 31). This definition includes a distinction between
the concepts of deservingness and entitlement.
A synthesis of existing definitions describes psycho-
logical entitlement as a relatively stable tendency
toward highly favorable self-perceptions and a ten-
dency to feel deserving of preferential treatment,
and high levels of praise and reward, regardless of
actual qualities, efforts and performance levels (Har-
vey & Harris, 2010; Naumann, Minsky, & Sturman,
2002). Entitlement is the degree to which individu-
als believe that they deserve the time, resources, and
considerations of society (Brummel & Parker, 2015).
According to Naumann et al. (2002), entitlement of-
ten stems from social contracts, in which individuals
feel entitled to certain outcomes due to their par-
ticipation in a social relationship. Entitlement in-
cludes the expectation that other people and public
institutions should support individual needs. In sum,
psychological entitlement has been conceptualized
as a personality construct influencing individuals’
thoughts, attitudes and behaviors (Campbell et al.,
2004; Harvey & Martinko, 2009).

Individuals with a strong sense of entitlement are
relatively self-centered, hold consistently positive
views of themselves and in social settings demon-
strate an inflated sense of self-importance, expecting
that important events should go their way. Entitled
people make efforts to maintain positive self views
in the face of contradictory evidence, distorting their
perceptions of reality (Martinko & Gardner, 1987;
Harvey & Dasborough, 2015). It was found that they
used self-serving attributional biases and diminished
cognitive elaboration to dismiss negative feedback
and treat performance failures as the fault of others
rather than themselves (Harvey & Martinko, 2009).

WORKPLACE ENTITLEMENT

The entitlement attitude affects life in different social
institutions such as education, government, and fam-
ily. Nowadays this phenomenon is widespread in the
workplace, especially among employees from Gener-
ation Y born between 1980 and 2000 (Twenge, 2006;
Laird, Harvey, & Lancaster, 2015).

At work entitlement has been shown to manifest
in unjustifiably high expectations for salary, benefits,
praise, job flexibility, career plans and duties, but lit-
tle willingness to take on hard work, invest resources
such as time, efforts and energy, or remain loyal to
the company (Harvey & Harris, 2010). Entitled em-
ployees believe they should get exactly what they
want, when they want it, regardless of the interests
and well-being of others (Fisk, 2010).

Naumann et al. (2002) defined workplace enti-
tlement perceptions as “the compensation expected
as a result of an individual participating in an em-
ployment relationship” (p. 150). Their participation is
a sufficient reason to deserve more than others, sim-
ply because of who they are or what they have done
in the past, regardless of their actual performance.

Psychological entitlement at work can be under-
stood and examined within the framework of equity
theory and an attributional perspective to explain its
effects on workplace outcomes.

EQUITY THEORY AND ATTRIBUTIONAL
THEORY AS A FRAMEWORK EXPLAINING
WORKPLACE ENTITLEMENT

According to equity theory, employees tend to com-
pare what they put into the workplace (e.g. time,
effort, skills, etc.) and what they receive from the
employer (pay, promotions, etc). They also compare
their own inputs-to-outcomes ratio to the ratio of
significant others. When this ratio is perceived as un-
balanced, the sense of inequity may be experienced
(Adams, 1965). However, individuals differ in their
sensitivity and reactions to inequity in the workplace
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(Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1987). The construct
of equity sensitivity refers to individuals’ degree of
tolerance of inequity in the workplace (Sauley & Be-
deian, 2000). Those less sensitive are considered be-
nevolent and do not mind receiving less for their in-
puts than others. Those who strive for equivalency
in the perception of outcomes to inputs in relation
to a comparison with others are referred to as equi-
ty sensitive. People who are very sensitive to ineq-
uity are considered entitled and actually they prefer
greater rewards than their comparison with others.
Entitled employees are more focused on receiving
desirable outcomes than on contributing inputs and
are relatively intolerant of being under-rewarded
(Huseman et al., 1987).

Attributional theory suggests that entitled em-
ployees, who tend to use self-serving attributional
biases, overestimate their inputs as a result of their
inflated self-esteem. This cognitive exaggeration or
distortion of the quantity and quality of their con-
tribution at work provokes the perception of regular
distributive and procedural injustice. Perceived in-
justice combined with intolerance to it leads entitled
persons to operate in a perpetual state of perceived
deprivation and underestimation, constantly com-
paring themselves with others who get more. There-
fore, workplace entitlement is a product of perceptu-
al distortion (Harvey & Martinko, 2009).

OUTCOMES OF WORKPLACE ENTITLEMENT

Entitlement beliefs appear to play an important role
in the formation and evaluation of employee expec-
tations. The inflated self-perceptions of entitled em-
ployees cause them to form unrealistic expectations
toward the job and organization. Because they ex-
pect more than they deserve objectively, often their
expectations are difficult to meet. When employees
with high expectations encounter a reality that is
significantly less desirable, they experience “reality
shock” (Wanous, Poland, Premack, & Davis, 1992).
The chronic sense of job-related frustration provokes
feelings of resentment and betrayal, lack of appre-
ciation and deprivation. Unmet expectations are
associated with harmful attitudinal, behavioral and
psychological outcomes that reduce organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, performance, levels of
trust and working relationship, life satisfaction and
intention to remain (Wanous et al., 1992; Tomlin-
son, 2013). Workplace entitlement is related to con-
flicts with supervisors (Harvey & Martinko, 2009),
co-worker abuse (Harvey & Harris, 2010), negative
reactions to criticism, selfishness and lower accom-
modation (Campbell et al., 2004). Therefore, on the
basis of psychological research it can be concluded
that workplace entitlement has a predominantly neg-
ative effect on work-related variables.
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ENTITLEMENT AS A COMPLEX
AND MULTIDIMENSIONAL PHENOMENON

However, the interpretation of entitlement in a com-
pletely negative sense results in its oversimplified
conceptualization. The nature of the entitlement con-
struct is not only negative, as this attitude can have
both positive and negative connotations. According
to Fisk (2010), beliefs about what an individual feels
he or she has a right to receive can be “normal”, “re-
stricted” or “excessive”. Normal or legitimate enti-
tlement assumes the idea of reciprocity and deserv-
ingness on the basis of one’s human status or norms
that guide decisions, as well as due to individual con-
tributions consistent with the consequences of one’s
actions (Tomlinson, 2013; Fisk, 2010). Restricted en-
titlement refers to an individual belief that he or she
doesn’t deserve anything. People with restricted en-
titlement tend to underestimate themselves and have
areduced sense of personal value. Fisk (2010) defined
excessive entitlement as a trait reflecting unjustified
beliefs of deservingness.

Recently, Polish psychologists have developed
a multifactorial model of entitlement (Piotrowski
& Zemojtel-Piotrowska, 2009; Zemojtel-Piotrowska
et al., 2013), based on assumptions about the complex
multidimensional nature of entitlement. The model
postulates three forms of entitlement - active, pas-
sive and revenge entitlement — depending on the re-
lation of self-interest to other people or institutions.

Active entitlement is based on the promotion of
self-interest and self-reliance in achieving life goals.
It refers to protecting one’s own rights while neglect-
ing others’ interests and doing so through means of
self-assertion. Active entitlement, expressed in the
belief that one deserves the best, is positively relat-
ed to internal locus of control, high self-esteem and
agency (Piotrowski & Zemojtel-Piotrowska, 2009). It
also correlates positively with materialism and sub-
jective well-being (Zemojtel-Piotrowska et al., 2013).

Passive entitlement is conceptualized as the be-
lief that other people and institutions have certain
obligations toward the self. For this form of entitle-
ment, the most important aspect is that social groups
to which an individual belongs must serve his/her
interests. Passive entitlement is positively correlat-
ed with external locus of control, egalitarian so-
cial order, acceptance of a welfare state, a left-wing
economic ideology and communion, but negatively
correlated with self-esteem (Piotrowski & Zemoijtel-
Piotrowska, 2009).

Revengefulness is based on the protection of
self-interest in situations where other people may vi-
olate it. It may be defined as “difficulties in forgiving
sustained insults” (Piotrowski & Zemojtel-Piotrow-
ska, 2009, p. 160) and refers to the belief that one has
a right to insist on revenge after harms or insults.
Revengefulness is also related to a negative vision of
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the social world including low levels of interperson-
al trust and a strong belief that life represents a ze-
ro-sum game (Zemojtel-Piotrowska & Piotrowski,
2012). It is unrelated to self-esteem and locus of con-
trol (Piotrowski & Zemojtel-Piotrowska, 2009), but it
correlates negatively with agreeableness, openness
to experience, collectivism, and subjective well-being
and positively with materialism (Zemojtel-Piotrow-
ska et al., 2013).

Each of these entitlement dimensions has dis-
tinct motivational and cognitive antecedents and
consequences. Obviously some aspects are maladap-
tive, but other forms may have positive effects. The
three-dimensional model allows more precise mea-
surement considering possible differences in linking
entitlement with workplace outcomes.

THE PRESENT RESEARCH:
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ENTITLEMENT
ATTITUDES AND JOB SATISFACTION

AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT

In the psychological literature there is little knowl-
edge about the specific effects of the three entitle-
ment dimensions (active, passive, revenge) in the
workplace and the ways in which supervisors can
effectively manage entitled employees. The purpose
of the present research was to examine entitlement
dimensions as predictors of job satisfaction and or-
ganizational commitment. Self-serving attributions
and equity theory, mentioned above, are relevant to
the current research aims, providing a framework
which may explain the relationship between studied
variables.

Job satisfaction is determined by employees’ re-
sponses to job conditions. Job satisfaction is a work-
place attitude, containing affective and cognitive
components (Fisher, 2000). It is typically conceptu-
alized as employees’ affective response to their over-
all job or various aspects of their job such as pay,
intrinsic job content, coworkers, etc. Job satisfaction
reflects the person-work environment fit. Applying
equity theory, it could be suggested that employees
compare current job characteristics with what they
would like the job to provide, what they believe they
should get, and what others receive. Based on the re-
sulting perceptions, they feel either satisfied or dis-
satisfied (Byrne, Miller, & Pitts, 2010).

Organizational commitment has been conceptu-
alized and measured in various ways. The construct
represents the linkage between employee and orga-
nization that can influence the likelihood of turnover,
but the nature and antecedents of that link differ. The
three-component model of commitment developed
by Allen and Meyer (1990) was used for conceptu-
alization of organizational commitment. The affec-
tive component refers to the degree of identification,

involvement, and emotional attachment to the em-
ploying organization. The continuance (instrumen-
tal) component refers to commitment based on the
number of investments individuals make, the costs
that employees associate with leaving the organi-
zation and a perceived lack of alternatives. Finally,
the normative component represents employees’
feelings of obligation to stay with the organization
(Allen & Meyer, 1990). Thus, organizational commit-
ment is reflected in the employee’s acceptance of the
organization’s goals, willingness to work hard for its
interests, and the intention to remain with the orga-
nization.

Given that entitled employees use self-serving
attributions, undesirable workplace events and out-
comes are attributed to organizational factors and
employees are likely to experience negative emo-
tions towards the managers and the organization as
awhole (Harvey & Martinko, 2009). This attributional
style of entitled individuals may promote a negative
affective evaluation of the employer and the work
context, reducing job satisfaction and organizational
commitment.

Considering that entitlement beliefs are associat-
ed with high expectations toward other people and
institutions, the relationship of entitlement with job
satisfaction and organizational commitment could
be explained also on the basis of studies on the met
expectations and the perceived psychological con-
tract violation. In the psychological literature unmet
expectations are associated with lower job satisfac-
tion (Wanous et al., 1992; Major, Kozlowski, Chao,
& Gardner, 1995), low levels of identification with the
organization (Ashforth & Saks, 2000) and low com-
mitment (Wanous et al., 1992; Major et al., 1995). In
this regard Naumann et al. (2002) posited that enti-
tlement would promote low levels of job satisfaction,
stemming from unmet expectations.

Expectations and beliefs regarding reciprocal ob-
ligations between the employee and the organiza-
tion refer to psychological contract (Wolfe Morrison
& Robinson, 1997). When the employee perceives that
the organization has failed to fulfill his/her expecta-
tions, a violation of the psychological contract occurs.
The results of a survey conducted by Knights and
Kennedy (2005) revealed a negative relationship be-
tween psychological contract violation and both job
satisfaction (r = —.77) and organizational commitment
(r = -.67). Given that entitled employees are less tol-
erant of broken promises and inequity, they are prone
to job dissatisfaction and lower commitment.

Obviously the effect of entitlement on job satisfac-
tion and organizational commitment revealed in the
aforementioned research was predominately nega-
tive. Most of these studies however were interested
in global perceptions of job satisfaction and organi-
zational commitment, using overall or one-dimen-
sional measures for both variables (Byrne et al., 2010;
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Naumann et al., 2002; Harvey & Martinko, 2009). At
the same time, previous hypotheses and results were
based on a one-dimensional model of entitlement
as well. All this simplified the role of entitlement in
the workplace. The three constructs studied in this
survey are complex and multidimensional, so it is
worth examining how distinct entitlement dimen-
sions relate to various facets of job satisfaction (i.e.,
work content, results, pay, supervisors, co-workers,
job as a whole) and components of organizational
commitment (affective, instrumental and normative).
Different forms of entitlement are likely to have a di-
verse influence on various aspects of job satisfaction
and organizational commitment. On the one hand,
the negative effect of entitlement is obvious and es-
tablished on the basis of unmet expectations and an
attributional style, blaming others when negative
outcomes occur. On the other hand, due to biased
self-serving attributions, entitled employees tend
to attribute desirable outcomes to internal factors,
which results in formation of a favorable attitude
toward themselves while believing that the organi-
zation has little responsibility for positive outcomes.
Therefore, it might be supposed that some aspects of
job satisfaction and organizational commitment will
be predicted positively and others negatively by enti-
tlement. In other words, distinct relationships of en-
titlement dimensions and aspects of job satisfaction
and organizational commitment components were
suggested in this research.

Two independent studies, described below, were
conducted to examine the discussed relationships.

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE
STUDY 1

Study 1 aimed to examine how active, passive and
revenge entitlement relate to various aspects of job
satisfaction. Considering that active entitlement
is associated with high self-esteem and positive
self-presentation, agency and psychological well-be-
ing that will promote the sense of self-worth, on the
one hand, and the feeling of insufficient appreciation,
on the other hand, it could be predicted that:

Hypothesis 1. Active entitlement will be positively
related to satisfaction with tasks and results, as well
as overall satisfaction, but it will correlate negatively
with pay satisfaction.

In support of Hypothesis 1, Sauley and Bedeian’s
(2000) study also found that higher levels of entitle-
ment were associated with lower levels of pay satis-
faction.

Given that passive entitlement is based on seeing
the social world as a net of obligations between in-
dividuals and public institutions with the focus on
one’s own group interest (Zemojtel-Piotrowska et al.,
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2013) and is related to low self-esteem, external locus
of control and communion, it could be supposed that
employees with high passive entitlement will tend to
be helpless to some extent and more dependent on
other people in the organization, because they rely
on them for achieving their goals. So, the following
hypothesis could be formulated:

Hypothesis 2. Passive entitlement will be related
positively to satisfaction with supervisor and co-work-
ers, but negatively with task and results satisfaction.

As revengeful people find it difficult to forgive
insults and negative feedback, they more often ex-
perience job-related frustration and feelings of re-
sentment. They perceive life as a zero-sum game,
manifest low interpersonal trust and believe they are
deprived of something they deserve, which results in
anger and negative emotions toward the workplace.

Hypothesis 3. Negative relationships are expected
between revengefulness and all aspects of job satis-
faction.

Sample 1

Participants of study 1 were 110 full-time employees
working in a variety of organizations (35.00% male,
75.00% female), whose ages ranged from 20 to 62 years
old (M = 38.00, SD = 1.28). 89.10% of participants had
higher education, and 10.90% had secondary edu-
cation. Their work experience varied from 1 month
to 42 years (M = 10.76, SD = 10.57). 45.40% were
white-collar workers (executives), 38.20% were ex-
perts and 16.40% occupied managerial job positions.
43.60% of participants worked in public organiza-
tions, 56.40% in private companies.

Measures

Participants responded to items from two distinct

measures:

1. The 30-item Bulgarian version of the Entitlement
Questionnaire (Piotrowski & Zemojtel-Piotrows-
ka, 2009), adapted by Paspalanova and Dragova
(2013), was used. It consists of three subscales —
active entitlement, passive entitlement, and re-
vengefulness. Each subscale includes 10 items. Re-
sponse options range from 1 (I strongly disagree) to
6 (I strongly agree). The questionnaire has proven
reliability and has confirmed the three-dimension-
al structure of the original Polish method (Paspala-
nova & Dragova, 2013).

2. Job satisfaction was measured using the Job Sat-
isfaction Questionnaire developed by Radoslavo-
va and Velichkov (2005). This scale combines the
global approach and the aspect approach for exam-
ining job satisfaction. It consists of six subscales:
the Global job satisfaction subscale with 8 items,
reflecting one’s attitude to the job as a whole; the
Task satisfaction subscale (15 items); the Results
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satisfaction subscale (3 items); the Supervisor sat-
isfaction subscale (18 items); the Co-workers satis-
faction subscale (18 items); and the Pay satisfaction
subscale (10 items). Response options range from
1 (not at all) to 6 (completely). All scales have prov-
en reliability and validity.

Demographics

Participants also completed a demographic ques-
tionnaire indicating their age, gender, tenure, educa-
tion level, job position and type of organization.

STUDY 2

Study 2 aimed to examine how active, passive and
revenge entitlement relate to three aspects of organi-
zational commitment.

Given that entitlement and its components are
related to self-interest and correlate with material-
ism, it could be supposed that the entitled employees
perceive workplace as a source of goods, status and
opportunities for success. Thus, for them the organi-
zation is more likely to be just a means of achieving
desired outcomes.

Hypothesis 4. A positive relationship between in-
strumental commitment and three facets of entitle-
ment will be expected.

Given that entitlement is a component of the con-
temporary psychological contract, but nowadays this
contract can be easily violated due to rapid changes
and ambiguity in the organizational context, entitled
employees are more likely to feel frustrated because
of the perceived discrepancy between actual and de-
sired outcomes. According to Wolfe Morrison and
Robinson (1997), the violation of the psychological
contract has cognitive and emotional aspects. The
cognitive aspect refers to an employee’s mental cal-
culation of entitlements received relative to those
promised by the organization, whereas the emotion-
al aspect represents the feelings of betrayal, anger
and resentment (Wolfe Morrison & Robinson, 1997).
Revengeful people, who have difficulties in forgiving
wrongs, are especially sensitive to unmet expecta-
tions, perceiving them as an insult from the compa-
ny. Hence it could be suggested that:

Hypothesis 5. Revengefulness will be related nega-
tively to affective commitment.

The results of Campbell et al. (2004) indicated that
individuals with high levels of psychological entitle-
ment are selfish in their relationships, displaying com-
paratively low levels of empathy, perspective taking,
and respect. Therefore, entitled employees focus mainly
on receiving rather than on giving and contributing, so:

Hypothesis 6. All three entitlement dimensions
will relate negatively to normative organizational
commitment.

Sample 2

The sample consisted of 95 full-time employees
(40.00% male, 60.00% female), ranging in age from
22 to 57 years old (M = 33.34, SD = 1.01). Their work
experience varied from 1 to 25 years (M = 5.00,
SD = 5.63). 86.30% of participants had higher educa-
tion, and 13.70% had secondary education. 81.10%
were white-collar workers, and 18.90% occupied man-
agerial job positions. 40.00% of participants worked in
public organizations, 60.00% in private companies.

Measures

The 30-item Bulgarian version of the Entitlement Ques-
tionnaire was used in the same form as in study 1.

The three-dimensional scale of organizational
commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990; adapted by Ilieva,
1998) consisting of 24 items was used. The question-
naire has three subscales, each with 8 items: Affective
commitment; Instrumental commitment and Norma-
tive commitment. Participants answer questions on
a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (absolutely disagree)
to 5 (absolutely agree).

Demographics

Participants completed a demographic question-
naire in the same form as in study 1.

RESULTS
RESULTS FROM STUDY 1
Descriptive statistics and correlational analyses

Table 1 presents means, standard deviations, reliabil-
ities and correlations for entitlement dimensions and
aspects of job satisfaction. Preliminary scatterplots
revealed ten outliers that were excluded from the
analyses.

Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s o) of
the scales varied from acceptable (o = .75) to high
(a =.96). Employees participating in study 1 showed
a high level of active and passive entitlement, where-
as revengefulness was moderately expressed. The
mean scores for entitlement dimensions were com-
pared by the paired-sample t-test and differences
between them were statistically significant, p < .001.
Participants were more satisfied with their results at
work and with their tasks. They were less satisfied
with pay. Results from the correlational analyses in-
dicated that active entitlement was positively related
to global satisfaction, results satisfaction and satis-
faction with supervisor. Passive entitlement correlat-
ed only with task satisfaction, the relationship being
positive and low. Passive form of entitlement was
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Table 1

Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s o), means, standard deviations and intercorrelations among all

variables in study 1 (N = 100)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Active

Entitlement (:80)
2. Passive .

Entitlement 21 (.75)
3. Revenge

Entitlement 06 ~02 (:80)
4. Task * * %

. . 1 2 2 .

Satisfaction > 7 8 (:95)
5. Results . R .

Satisfaction 38 16 -.18 38 (.76)
6. Supervisor o N .

. . -.21 . . .

Satisfaction 35 02 2 08 23 (:94)
7. Co-workers 08 01 -.08 15 11 28 (.96)

Satisfaction
8. Pay e

Satisfaction .15 -.18 -.11 .03 .04 41 .14 (.96)
9' OVeraII * * % * * * % * % * %

. . 22 -. -. 2 22 31 .34 42 91

Satisfaction 07 35 0 3 3 (:91)
M 5.01 4.63 3.19 3.87 4.23 3.26 3.48 2.31 3.39
SD 0.53 0.62 0.74 0.76 0.67 0.85 0.83 1.02 0.92

Note. "p <.10.*p < .05.**p < .01.

unrelated to almost all aspects of work context. The
pattern of correlation between revengefulness and
job satisfaction supported the assumed relationship
between variables. Revenge entitlement correlated
negatively with all aspects of job satisfaction except
satisfaction with co-workers and pay. A higher cor-
relation was established between revengefulness and
global satisfaction (r = —.35, p < .001). People who
find it difficult to forgive are more dissatisfied with
various aspects of their job. They have a negative at-
titude to their tasks, achieved results, supervisor and
the job as a whole.

Regression analyses

In order to examine more complex interrelations be-
tween entitlement attitudes and job satisfaction and
to answer the question whether entitlement really
has negative effects on workplace outcomes, multiple
hierarchical regression analyses were performed sep-
arately for each aspect of job satisfaction. To control
for demographic variables, data for age, gender, work
experience, education level, work position and type of
company were introduced to the regression model in
the first step. Controlling for demographic character-
istics could ensure that the expected effect of essential
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predictors would be “independent” of the influence of
controlled variables. In the second step, active, pas-
sive and revenge entitlement were introduced as pre-
dictors into the equation and the mean scores for job
satisfaction and its aspects as dependent variables.
Table 2 presents the results from regression analyses.

The first model, including demographic variables,
was not a good fit to the data, F6, 103) = 0.35, p = .910,
explaining only 2% of the variance in task satisfac-
tion. Adding entitlement dimensions as predictors in
the regression model significantly increased its pre-
dictive power, F9, 100) = 2.00, p = .047, accounting
for 15.30% of variability in the dependent variable.
The change of R* was slight, but statistically signifi-
cant, K3, 100) = 5.23, p = .002. In step 2, task satisfac-
tion was influenced positively by passive entitlement,
1(100) = 2.29, p = .024 and negatively by revengeful-
ness, §(100) = -3.06, p = .003. From the standardized
f value and the magnitude of the t-statistics it could
be seen that revengefulness had a slightly greater im-
pact than passive entitlement.

The model of controlled demographic variables
accounted for 14.30% of the variance in satisfaction
with results, F6, 93) = 2.60, p = .023. Results satisfac-
tion was predicted by gender (higher among wom-
en), higher job position (managers) and employment
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Table 2
Summary of results of multiple hierarchical regression analyses for entitlement dimensions as predictors of job
satisfaction
Models/ Task Results Supervisor  Co-workers Pay Overall
variables satisfaction  satisfaction  satisfaction  satisfaction  satisfaction satisfaction
Model 1 AR* = -.04 AR? = 09" AR? = .09% AR* = -.04 AR = 23*** AR?= 08"
Gender .01 .25% (2.48) .05 -.10 -.01 .18
Age -.07 -.38 -.40" -.06 487 (2.43) 13
Education -.02 .02 .03 -.09 -.03 -.11
Tenure .20 .01 -.01 a7 -.29 -.21
Job position .02 33%* (-2.81) -1 .03 -.08 24% (-2.02)
Org. type 12 ~.38%* (2.84) ~.25" .02 61%** (=5.05) 01
Model 2 AR? = 08" AR? = 207" AR?=.20""% AR? = -.06 AR? = 32" AR = 25%*F
Gender -.05 .19 -.07 -.12 -.10 .04
Age .05 -.33 -.24 -.04 .61%%(3.15) .36
Education .03 -.01 .03 -.10 -.03 -.08
Tenure .10 .02 -.04 .19 -.30 -.29
Job position .02 317* (-2.78) -.15 -.03 -.11 20"
Org. type .10 ~.35%% (2.76) .20 04 677 (-5.81) .05
jﬁ::;’l‘zment 05 327%% (3.31)  .34%** (3.57) 12 24%* (2.71)  .28™* (3.03)
epstsistil‘;ent 22* (2.29) 1 ~.02 .03 _24%* (~2.82) _12
Euel‘r’]ee'ge' ~.30** (3.06) 01 ~21% (=2.13) 01 ~160  —.38%** (<4.05)

Note. Entries are standardized regressions coefficients, T-ratios in parentheses.

"p<.10."p<.05.""p<.01.7""p <.001.

in a public organization. Introducing the entitlement
dimensions explained an additional 12.20% of the
variation in satisfaction with results. In the second
step results satisfaction was predicted by active en-
titlement, higher job position and employment in
a public organization, K9, 90) = 3.60, p = .001. From
the magnitude of the #-statistics it could be seen that
active entitlement had a slightly greater impact than
demographic variables. Results satisfaction was un-
related to passive and revenge entitlement.
Controlled demographic variables together
contributed significantly to the regression model,
K6, 93) = 2.52, p = .026, and explained 14.00% of vari-
ability in satisfaction with supervisor. Including the
three forms of entitlement as additional independent
variables made a statistically significant contribution
to predicting the outcome, F9, 90) = 3.71, p = .001.
The final model accounted for 27.00% of the variance
in satisfaction with supervisor. This aspect of job
satisfaction was predicted by a higher level of active
entitlement and a lower level of revengefulness. The
standardized B value and the magnitude of the #-sta-

tistics indicated that active entitlement made a great-
er contribution as a predictor (see Table 2).

Neither the first model (demographic variables
alone), F(6, 93) = 0.35, p = .911, nor the second model
(demographics plus entitlement beliefs), 9, 90) = 0.36,
p = .951, predicted scores in satisfaction with
co-workers to a statistically significant degree.

Pay satisfaction was predicted by higher age and
employment in a private organization, K6, 93) = 6.05,
p < .001. Demographic variables in the first step ex-
plained 28.10% of the variance in pay satisfaction.
Higher level of active entitlement and lower level of
passive entitlement in the second step contributed
statistically significantly to predicting pay satisfac-
tion, A9, 90) = 6.23, p < .001. All predictors together
accounted for 38.40% of variability in pay satisfaction.

Higher job position was positively related to over-
all job satisfaction, K6, 93) = 2.44, p = .031. Controlled
demographic variables accounted for 13.60% of the
variance in global satisfaction. Active entitlement
and lower level of revengefulness predicted overall
job satisfaction, K9, 90) = 4.61, p < .001. The global
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aspect was unrelated to passive entitlement. Intro-
ducing the entitlement dimensions explained an ad-
ditional 18% of the variation in overall satisfaction.
Revengefulness made a greater contribution as a pre-
dictor of overall satisfaction (see Table 2).

Considering that public and private companies
differ in human resource management practices and
degree of autonomy, a possible interaction between
the type of organization (public/private) and employ-
ees’ entitlement dimensions was tested in the third
step of the analyses. The interaction between these
two predictors of job satisfaction and its aspects
however was not significant and did not contribute
to the model, p > .050.

RESULTS FROM STUDY 2
Descriptive statistics and correlational analyses

Mean scores, standard deviations, reliabilities of
measures and correlations between entitlement and
organizational commitment are reported in Table 3.
Based on the preliminary scatterplots, six outliers
were identified and removed from the analyses.
Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s o) of
the scales were at an acceptable level. Mean scores
indicated that participants demonstrated a high level
of active entitlement followed by the passive aspect
of entitlement attitude. Inclination to revenge was
less pronounced. The paired-sample #-test established
that differences in the mean scores were statistically
significant, p <.001. Employees felt moderately com-
mitted to their organizations, and this applied to all
three aspects of commitment. The pattern of correla-
tions did not completely support the assumed rela-
tionship. Hypothesis 4 was partially confirmed, be-
cause only passive entitlement correlated positively
moderately and statistically significantly with instru-
mental commitment, whereas active entitlement and

Table 3

revengefulness were unrelated to instrumental atti-
tude toward the company. As predicted by Hypothe-
sis 5, the correlation between revengefulness and af-
fective commitment was negative. This relationship
was weak, but statistically significant. Contrary to
the expectation that active, passive and revenge en-
titlement should correlate negatively with normative
commitment, the results showed that they were un-
related to this aspect of organizational commitment.

Regression analyses

In order to examine more complex interrelations be-
tween entitlement attitudes and affective, instrumen-
tal and normative forms of commitment, multiple
hierarchical regression analyses were performed sep-
arately for each dimension of commitment. To control
for demographic variables, data for age, gender, work
experience, education level, work position and type
of company were introduced to the regression model
in the first step. In the second step, active, passive and
revenge entitlement were introduced as predictors
into the equation and the mean scores for the three
dimensions of commitment as dependent variables.
Table 4 presents the results from regression analyses.

Controlled demographic variables together ex-
plained 16.70% of variability in affective commit-
ment. Affective commitment was predicted by higher
job position in the first step, 6, 81) = 2.71, p = .019.
The addition of entitlement dimensions as predictors
in step 2 increased the percent of variability in the
dependent variable, accounting for 16.70% to 27.10%.
The change of R* was slight, but statistically signifi-
cant, (3, 78) = 3.17, p = .015. In step 2 managerial job
position, private type of organization and low level
of revenge entitlement predicted affective commit-
ment, F9, 78) = 3.23, p = .002. Emotional aspect of
organizational commitment was unrelated to active
and passive entitlement. The standardized f value
indicated that revengefulness had a slightly greater

Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s a), means, standard deviations and intercorrelations among all

variables in study 2 (N = 89)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Active entitlement (.79)

2. Passive entitlement .33%F (.73)

3. Revenge entitlement .15 .16 (.82)

4. Affective commitment .05 -.03 -.21% (.72)

5. Instrumental commitment 12 .34 14 21 (.75)

6. Normative commitment .16 .02 -.11 48" 17 (.65)
M 5.12 4.65 3.17 3.23 3.11 3.19
SD 0.53 0.62 0.72 0.62 0.68 0.47

Note.*p < .05.*"p < .01.
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Table 4

Summary of results of multiple hierarchical regression analyses for entitlement dimensions as predictors of

organizational commitment (N = 89)

Models/variables Affective Instrumental Normative
commitment commitment commitment

Model 1 AR* = 117 AR? = 097 AR? = .02
Gender -.09 -.07 -.08
Age -.02 10 .08
Education .03 .29%% (2.73) .08
Tenure 13 12 -.06
Job position 297 (2.53) .08 .25% (2.06)
Org. type a7 .07 -.08

Model 2 AR = 19" AR? = 18" AR? = .05
Gender -.13 -.04 -1
Age .09 12 14
Education .03 .25% (2.47) .07
Tenure .04 12 -.10
Job position 28" (2.51) 11 .24% (2.03)
Org. type 317 (2.38) .01 -.03
Active entitlement 11 .01 .23% (2.00)
Passive entitlement -.02 .33 (3.06) -.01
Revengefulness -.36"" (-3.24) .10 -.18

Note. Entries are standardized regressions coefficients, T-ratios in parentheses.

*p<.05.""p<.01.""*p<.001.

impact in the model and made a higher contribution
to affective commitment.

Instrumental commitment was predicted by edu-
cational level, as people with a lower level demon-
strated a higher instrumental attitude toward their
organizations, K6, 81) = 2.39, p = .035. The model of
controlled demographic variables accounted for 15%
of the variance in instrumental commitment. Intro-
ducing the entitlement dimensions explained an ad-
ditional 11.70% of the variation in instrumental com-
mitment and increased the predictive power of the
final model to 26.70% of the variability. The change
in R* was statistically significant, F3, 78) = 4.12,
p = .009. Passive entitlement predicted positively
instrumental commitment, K9, 78) = 3.15, p = .003,
whereas active and revenge entitlement were unre-
lated to it. So, only the passive form of entitlement is
a predictor of instrumental commitment.

Neither the first model (demographic variables
alone), H6, 81) = 1.26, p = .282, nor the second
model (including the three facets of entitlement),
K6, 81) = 1.53, p = .153, predicted scores in normative
commitment to a statistically significant degree. De-
spite the lack of significance, an interesting tenden-
cy was observed in standardized coefficients - the

B value indicated that active entitlement might be
positively related to normative commitment, f§ = .23,
p =.049, t = 1.99. This tendency should be evaluated
again in the future with a bigger sample.

Again, as in study 1, the interaction between type
of organization and entitlement dimensions, added in
the third model, was nonsignificant, p > .050.

DISCUSSION

The current studies confirmed that entitlement atti-
tudes are related to important workplace outcomes
such as job satisfaction and organizational commit-
ment, but their influence in an organizational con-
text is not only negative and dysfunctional. These
relationships were more complex than assumed, and
they depend on the type of entitlement.

In study 1, active entitlement was related to more
aspects of job satisfaction and all correlations were
positive. Thus, active entitlement seems to be a pos-
itive predictor of job satisfaction. It had a positive
effect on satisfaction with results, satisfaction with
supervisor, pay satisfaction and overall job satis-
faction. Passive entitlement had a positive effect on
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satisfaction with tasks, but it had a negative effect
on pay satisfaction. Revengefulness seems to be dys-
functional at work, because it was negatively relat-
ed to task satisfaction, satisfaction with supervisor
and overall satisfaction. Controlling for demographic
characteristics allowed us to confirm the expected
effect of entitlement attitudes as an essential predic-
tor of job satisfaction. Although the predictive power
of entitlement in this case was not high, since it ex-
plained from 10% to 18% of variability in the aspects
of job satisfaction, it made a unique statistically sig-
nificant contribution to the level of job satisfaction.

On the basis of the described results, one could
conclude that in general the expected relationship
and directions of correlations between entitlement
dimensions and aspects of job satisfaction were es-
tablished in this research though some of the hypoth-
eses were not confirmed or were partially confirmed.
For example, it was found that active entitlement was
positively related to satisfaction with supervisor and
pay satisfaction. In the case of active entitlement,
self-promotion and self-assertion dominate, which
may result in overestimation of one’s own inputs and
subsequently in a feeling of insufficient appreciation
by the employer. On the basis of this assumption it
was predicted that people with high active entitle-
ment would be less satisfied with pay and would
have a negative attitude to their boss. The revealed
positive relationship between active entitlement and
both aspects of job satisfaction might be mediated by
other variables such as subjective well-being, per-
sonal values and aspirations, social desirability or
some job characteristics. A recent study by Laird et
al. (2015) observed that the impact of entitlement on
job dissatisfaction was largely neutralized when high
accountability levels were present.

Another possible interpretation could stem from
the qualitative model of different forms of job sat-
isfaction devised by Bruggemann (1974) and further
developed by Biissing (1992). Development of job
satisfaction is a result of four core processes: com-
parison of the present work situation to personal
aspiration; readjustment or maintenance of the level
of aspiration; problem solving, problem fixation, i.e.
preoccupation with the problem suppression in cases
of dissatisfaction (Bruggemann, 1974, cited by Un-
terrainer, Jeppesen, & Jensson, 2013); and perceived
controllability at work (Bissing, 1992; Inauen, Jenny,
& Bauer, 2015). Given that active entitled employees
are assertive and self-confident, they may tend to
maintain the level of aspiration even in unsolvable
negative working conditions, which can result in
so-called pseudo job satisfaction. This type of satis-
faction is based on ego-protective mechanisms that
lead to distorted perception or denial of the negative
work situation. Employees with high active entitle-
ment are not only assertive, but they are also proac-
tive and goal-oriented, which means that in cases of
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indistinct dissatisfaction they tend to stick to their
aspiration level and search for new solutions to their
actual job problems. The result is constructive job
satisfaction (Bussing, 1992). So, in an attempt to pro-
tect their high self-esteem and sense of self-worth,
people with active entitlement may tend to develop
these two types of job satisfaction. This model could
provide a possible explanation of the positive rela-
tionship of active entitlement with satisfaction with
supervisor and pay.

According to the model there is a passive form of
satisfaction, called by Bruggemann (1974) ‘resigned
satisfaction’. It occurs when employees feel indistinct
work dissatisfaction and decrease their level of as-
piration in order to adapt to negative aspects of the
work situation. By decreasing their level of aspira-
tion, people are able to achieve a state of satisfaction
again (Inauen et al., 2015). The positive relationship
between passive entitlement and satisfaction with
tasks could be interpreted as resigned satisfaction.
Since people with passive entitlement have lower
self-esteem and external locus of control, for them it
might be easier to decrease their level of aspirations
when they are not congruent with the present work
situation and job characteristics. In this way, resigned
satisfaction plays the role of an ego-protective mecha-
nism and provides entitled employees a source of pos-
itive emotions facilitating their functioning at work.
So, employees with active and passive entitlement
may use a similar ego-protective mechanism but they
differ in their motives to do this. For people with ac-
tive entitlement it is important to experience a state of
satisfaction at work and to feel successful, while peo-
ple with passive entitlement try to reduce the state of
dissatisfaction and additional efforts it takes.

The positive influence of active entitlement on
satisfaction with own work results and overall satis-
faction is also consistent with the results of a study
conducted by Brummel and Parker (2015), according
to which entitlement was related to higher self-rated
task performance and to fewer self-reported counter-
productive working behaviors. The results of study
1 indicated that passive entitlement was negatively
related to pay satisfaction. Employees with high pas-
sive entitlement, who believe that other people and
institutions have certain obligations toward them,
may develop higher expectations toward their em-
ployers, considering that they are obliged to provide
them with a high salary and rewards regardless of
their merits. In general, people with passive entitle-
ment are less active and self-assertive and focused
mainly on receiving rather than on giving. This type
of behavior in turn does not allow them to be promot-
ed, and as a result they are likely to perceive a great-
er discrepancy between entitlements promised and
those received from the organization. Passive enti-
tlement was unrelated to overall job satisfaction and
other aspects of this attitude.
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Expected negative effects of revengefulness on job
satisfaction are confirmed and are completely in line
with its conceptualization and other research. Re-
vengeful employees tend to respond negatively when
the present work situation does not meet their ex-
pectations. Experienced frustration and deprivation
provoke them to develop a negative attitude toward
the job and workplace.

The results from study 2 confirmed that entitle-
ment dimensions play a role in predicting organiza-
tional commitment. Again, as in study 1, different
forms of entitlement had a diverse influence on the
various components of organizational commitment.
Revengefulness had a negative effect on affective
commitment, which confirmed hypothesis 5. Re-
vengeful employees have difficulty in maintain-
ing good social relationships, because they cannot
forgive criticism, unfulfilled promises or wrongs,
perceiving them as deliberate insults. This attitude
hinders their relationship with the organization
and prevents them from developing an emotional
attachment to the company and to feel as a part of
it. Higher level of passive entitlement predicted in-
strumental commitment. Employees with high pas-
sive entitlement are unwilling to fight actively for
their goals and to search for different options, con-
sidering that the organization is obliged to take care
of them. Therefore, they are emotionally reserved
toward the organization, but continue to work
there because of the personal benefit and the per-
ceived lack of alternatives. So, passive entitlement
promotes a more rational relationship between em-
ployees and the organization. Active and revenge
entitlement were unrelated to instrumental com-
mitment. Normative commitment was not predicted
by any of the entitlement types. Unexpectedly how-
ever, though statistically insignificant, there was
a tendency to a positive weak relationship between
active entitlement and normative commitment. Giv-
en that people with active entitlement have inflated
self-esteem and are goal oriented, they may start to
perceive themselves as extremely valuable and ir-
replaceable for the organization. From this point of
view, to remain in the company would be a matter
of honor for them.

CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the described results, it can be con-
cluded that the entitlement attitude as a multidi-
mensional phenomenon is relevant to the workplace
and can predict to some extent job satisfaction and
organizational commitment. Different forms of enti-
tlement — active, passive and revenge entitlement —
have a diverse influence on the various aspects of job
satisfaction and components of organizational com-
mitment. Active and passive types of entitlement are

more adaptive, whereas revengefulness is a maladap-
tive and dysfunctional attitude. These results may
have practical application in human resource man-
agement, because they raise the question how orga-
nizations can prevent or reduce over-entitlement or
revengefulness and stimulate active entitlement of
their employees. First, organizations can take care to
manage employees’ expectations by appropriate hu-
man resource practices during the recruitment and
socialization processes. For example, providing real-
istic job previews that clearly describe job aspects,
responsibilities, obligations and due privileges will
make employees feel well informed and will develop
their legitimate entitlement. At the same time, as cer-
tain types of entitlement, such as active, may be asso-
ciated with characteristics desirable to the workplace,
such as agency, initiative and assertiveness, while
others are maladaptive, entitlement beliefs could be
used as a screening tool for selection, but only on
the basis of more nuanced measurement. Second, the
organization has to clarify the relationship between
employees’ inputs, performance levels and possible
rewards. Through open communication, honest dis-
cussion of mutual obligations, regular performance
feedback and adequate explanations, managers may
ensure lucidity and predictability. This will provide
distributive, procedural and interactional justice
that can regulate employees’ expectations and enti-
tlement beliefs and would minimize the perceptions
of psychological contract violation. Finally, a reward
system based on a “pay-for-performance philosophy”
instead of seniority, tenure or status may encourage
various organizational rewards to be regarded as
a matter of deservingness, not entitlement.
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