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Abstract: Excessive entitlement attitudes of em@ésyare an increasing problem for
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Dissertation Background

Throughout history, thought leaders have concetinechselves with the idea of what a
person is entitled to and the potential harm agisihen those entitlement beliefs may become out of
balance. Plato (1921) addressed this imbalant@énLawsvhen he wrote, “Equal treatment results
in inequality when it is given to what is unequ@d’ 757a). One of the earliest mentions of
entittement in behavioral research appeared wheand={1916) wrote that certain of his patients,
whom he called “The Exceptions,” demonstrated theye the right to special privileges. Jung wrote,
“An elevated and unrealistic sense of superiogbgdness, worthiness, and entitlement to privilege
results when anything is overdone, whether thosgstbe lovely, dark or evil,” (Jung 1953;
Woodruff, 1996). Certainly the problem of disprojamate entittement attitudes is not new. But it
continues to perplex both researchers (Bardwic118isk, 2010; Naumann, Minsky, & Sturman,

2002; Tomlinson, 2013) and practitioners (Hams,2@&tein, 2013).

For practitioners, entitlement is an issue thahdse than salient: It is sizzling. To test
whether this description is hyperbole or perhagnhawnderstatement, ask any group of managers if
they are experiencing issues with increasing entigéint attitudes among employees, and one can feel
the temperature of the room start to rise. As pfithis research, | asked the CEO of a Midwestern

company if he had noticed any change in the expentof what employees feel entitled to.



The CEO became visibly upset. He then went ondoumet the story of salesmen who asked for
“guaranteed incentive compensation,” a bit of anmiser. One salesman in particular who worked
for this CEO took his company car on a personahtias and turned in the gas receipts from his
vacation to the company for reimbursement. WherCiE® challenged the appropriateness of asking
for reimbursement for the salesman’s vacation finel salesman countered, “Well, it's your car!” (R.

L. Hudson, personal communication, February 13420Anecdotally, stories like this abound.

The relevance of entitlement and its apparent asedias not gone unnoticed by the business
and popular press. In 2012, t&ll Street Journahsked rhetorically, “Are entitlements corrupting
us?” Eberstadt (2012) went on to make a competiagg for the damage done by a population who
believes they are entitled to more and more wih End less given in return. Shortly thereaftene
ran a cover story called “Millennials: The Me, Mée Generation,” in which Stein (2013) discussed
the increase in entitlement attitudes and calle&dea’s newest generation of working adults lazy,
entitled, selfish, and shallow. Statements as pratioe and bold as these raise skepticism and
demand substantiation. Despite this virtual thrgadiown of the gauntlet by practitioners and the
business press, there has been little theoretigatlynded research written in the management
literature that treats entitlement as a specifitstmct, and articles on the topic in top-tier joals are

almost nonexistent (Fisk, 2010).

The concepts of entittement and excessive entitieimave been defined in different ways by
authors over the years (Naumann et al., 2002). Meweéhe core idea is generally the same and
focuses on an imbalance between what one recaiwasan exchange and what one contributes to
that exchange. The focus of this study is excessivgloyee entitlement attitudes, and for the
purposes of this project, | defined excessive lentiént as the employee’s belief that he or sheés d
a disproportionately high ratio of outputs fromexthange compared to what the employee has

contributed to the exchange.



By many accounts, excessive entitlement is a grgpwioblem for practitioners in business
organizations (Tomlinson, 2013). However, therelieen little research regarding a clear framework
related to the construct of excessive employedlemint (Fisk, 2010), which is surprising given its
saliency for practitioners and the attention giteit in the popular press (Baron & Lachenauer,
2014; Eberstadt, 2012; Stein, 2013). If, in fagtessive entitlement attitudes on the parts of
employees are as significant a problem as suggehtdit is important for organizations to
understand how to mitigate such a threat. One wagtablish the importance of studying excessive
entittement in the management literature is to $tigate its relationship with potentially unfavoleb
outcomes. | proposed that entitlement is conditignalated to employee performance and
counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs). In patacul proposed that accountability moderates
the relationship between entitlement and job peréarce and CWBs, as explained by fulfillment of
the psychological contract (see Figure 1 in Appem]i | specifically proposed that organizations
may mitigate the threat of excessive entitlemetituaies through the greater use of accountability.
Managers who hold their subordinates accountablease the probability that the excessively
entitled employee is more likely to experience pgjogical contract fulfillment, which then results
in higher employee performance and lower CWB. Casslg, when managers do not hold their
subordinates accountable, excessively entitled @yepk could be less likely to perceive
psychological contract fulfilment, which in turffects employee performance and

counterproductive work behaviors.

It is particularly useful to view my theoretical del through the lens of social exchange
theory (SET). SET is an established theory (Blag4}irst proposed in the early twentieth century
(Malinowski 1922; Mauss, 1925). Blau (1964) desadiilsocial exchange as “voluntary acts of
individuals that are motivated by the returns they expected to bring and typically do in fact grin
from others” (p. 91). Although a few researchengehalated the concept of entitlement to SET

(Exline, Baumeister, Bushman, & Campbell, 2004k F910; Hochwarter, Summers, Thompson, &
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Perrewe, 2010; Lerner, 1987; Naumann, 2002), t.kmayvledge, none have yet empirically studied

excessive employee entitlement within the framevasr8ET.

Historically, when excessive entitlement has bemrsitlered in research, it has often been as
a part of the study of narcissism (Ackerman & Ddlame 2013; Ackerman et al., 2011; Campbell,
Bonacci, Shelton, Exline, & Bushman, 2004; Pryoil)évl & Gaughan, 2008; Raskin & Terry,
1988). However, excessive entitlement is just @oetf of narcissism. Raskin and Terry (1988)
identified seven subscales or facets of narcissignich included authority, superiority,
exhibitionism, entitlement, vanity, exploitiveneasd self-sufficiency. More recently Judge, Rodell,
Klinger, Simon, and Crawford (2013) found that figoar lower-level personality traits better predict
job performance. | argue that the excessive emétg facet of narcissism is prevalent among a
broader range of employees more generally and miutaseed to be limited to full-fledged narcissism
specifically. If excessive entitlement is indeedrencommon among employees, then it may have
more utility in predicting important organizatior@aitcomes. Practically, it is important to undemnsta
factors that may counterbalance the ill effecteraployee excessive entitlement. Based on previous
research (Frink & Ferris, 1998, 1999; Frink & Klisky, 2004; Tetlock, 1983, 1985; Tetlock & Kim,
1987; Tetlock, Skitka, & Boettger, 1989), | suggekthat the use of accountability would moderate
the effect of entitlement through fulfillment ofetfpsychological contract on job performance and

counterproductive work behaviors.

Summary

The rest of this study follows the outline desdaiitiere. Chapter Il includes a thorough
review of the nomological network for entitlemeAfter discussing the concept of excessive
entitlement in general, | explain how excessivétlement attitudes in individuals manifest
themselves at organizational and even nationaldevdiscuss more specifically the effect of

excessive entitlement on organizations and diffieenexcessive entitlement from other similar



constructs, explaining why they are, in fact, digf&. | discuss the consequences of excessive
entitlement, antecedents of excessive entitlemashtanstructs that have been studied as either
mediators or moderators of entitlement. | then desaesearch that has studied entitlement asreithe
a moderator or mediator and compare and contrasttéimmon measures of entitlement. | conclude
the literature review by presenting my theoretredibnale and hypotheses for my specific research
model. In Chapter IIl | describe the method thaséd for my field study, including the participants
and procedures, measures and analysis. In Chafterdport the results of my research, including
confirmatory factor analyses of the measures astd td my hypotheses using PROCESS (Hayes,
2013). Lastly, in Chapter V | discuss the contrits this research makes to theory and practice,

describe the limitations of my research, and sugayess for future research.



CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

Entitlement Literature Review

General Use

Entitlement has been characterized as represesmifigntire family of human events
associated with social justice, issues of equidgetving rights, fairness, justice of procedures,
distribution, and retributive acts” (Lerner, 1997,108). Entitlement has been defined in different
ways depending on the domain in which it is beisgdu(Naumann et al., 2002). Below | have
briefly examined the use of the waedtitlemenin other domains to provide the proper context
for this study. However, the focus of my reseaschxcessive entitlement attitudes on the parts of

employees.

Entitlement has been defined as “the benefitsghaple believe they deserve under the
implicit contract” (Heath, Knez, & Camerer, 1993,7). It has also been described as a set of
beliefs about what a person feels he or she hgétto and what that person feels he or she can
expect from others (Meyer, 1991). Tomlinson (20d&jned entitlement as “an actor’s beliefs
regarding his or her rightful claim of privileged. 71) and suggested that those beliefs may or
may not match the judgment of an objective thirdypdntitlement in the social sciences
generally has its roots in equity theory (Adam&3,Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1987; King,
Miles, & Day, 1993) and the idea of a social orgtsyjlogical contract (Campbell et al., 2004).
While Fisk (2010) and Naumann et al. (2002) exadhithe use of entitlement in the management

literature based on equity sensitivity, later Torsdn (2013) examined entitlement through the
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lens of social psychology, which presents the cansfrom the perspective of an observer of the

actor.

Entitlement in the legal domain is considered asusaof one’s right that cannot be
taken away without due process (Black, 1990). Hewnea legal right is often confused with a
privilege (Hohfield, 1913). A legitimate right urrdine law pertains to actual rights such as “life,
liberty, or property,” whereas misguided entitletneccurs when someone tries to claim a
privilege (Farber, 2006; Kontorovich, 1991). Th#fatience between legitimate and misguided
entittlement has sometimes blurred certain socsakis. Well-meaning proponents on both sides
of hot-button social issues like same-sex marragkvoter identification argue over whether the

issue in question is a privilege or a legal right.

Governments

One of the more common uses of the word entitlemefats to government welfare and
benefit programs like Social Security and Medicsfere recently in the United States, there has
been an emotional debate of whether or not heatthsan right or a privilege. Healthcare reform
is both important and necessary. Nevertheless,seiiral trillions of dollars in new federal
government deficits projected over the next dectdeUnited States is rapidly running out of
“other people’s money” to pay for entitlements (Mayg, 2009). Opposite sides of the political

aisle argue whether individuals are “entitled” ual outcomes or merely equal opportunity.

The entitlement attitudes of individuals may bdegted collectively at both
organizational and national levels. The United&tdias endured as a country for over two
centuries. However, it is quite different from ttmuntry founded on freedom and rugged
individualism. Something new and different abowt thnited States today is the system of
entittement payments that has grown 727% over dis¢ lmalf century even after adjusting for

inflation and population (Eberstadt, 2012). In 2@léhe the U.S. government transferred



payments to individuals equal to more than $7,20@¥ery person in America; based on a
typical family of four, the burden of entitlemerts2010 was nearly $29,000 per family
(Eberstadt, 2012). In 1960 entitlements accourtedliout one-third of all government outlays,
and by 2010, entitlements accounted for about tvirols of all government outlays (Eberstadt,
2012). Although it is trendy to think of Democratsthe party of entitlements, entitlement
spending over the past half century has beentitatlg higher under Republican administrations
than Democratic administrations (Eberstadt, 2042l as recently as 2014, Republican-leaning
states ranked higher on average than left-leanaigssin their dependency on federal
government programs (Whitaker, 2014). At leashamWnited States, no one political party holds

the moral high ground on entitlement.

The growth of entitlement payments over the past fiecades has been staggering
(Eberstadt, 2012). Nozick (1974) framed the emtidat dialogue between conservatives and
progressives as a theory of justice in acquisifiastjce in rectification, justice in holdings, and
justice in transfer. The bipartisan 2010 Bowles@on Commission stated that the United States
is now on an unsustainable fiscal path (Ebersgfit?), in large part because of the growth of

entitlement payments.

Although America may be doing its part to achielabgl dominance in excessive
entitlements, in the Olympic spirit, other courdrage also competing for entitlement gold. The
governments of Italy, Greece, Spain, and Portuge lall recently struggled with expectations

from their citizens that outstrip the governmergpacity to provide (Staff, 2011).

Entitlement in Organizations

One of the earliest mentions of entitlement in véral research appeared in 1916 when
Freud wrote that certain of his patients, whomdléed “The Exceptions,” demonstrated that they

had the right to “special privileges.” Jacobsons@Pexpanded on Freud'’s “exceptions” when he
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wrote about a group of patients for whom feelintitierd was central to their disorder. Early
researchers noticed that these “exceptions” oitteds” felt they had the right to do something
and that they often had an accompanying feelingatieers should not have a negative response
to their behavior. If others did respond negativéig entitled was likely to respond with

resentment (Levin, 1970).

The term “entitlement” is often used in a negatieanotation when a person is actually
referring to “excessive” or “misguided entitleméndowever, entittement in and of itself is not
necessarily a bad thing. Entitlement can be norreatricted, or excessive (Fisk, 2010; Levin,
1970). Levin (1970) and Fisk (2010) have indicateat individuals have different expectations
as to the ratio of their inputs into the organimatcompared to the outputs they receive from the
organization. A person with normative levels ofiigment tends to expect outputs from an
exchange in proportion to the person’s inputs. Tibisnative or legitimate level of entitlement
has been defined as a “rational belief, which seldan reality, that one possesses the right to
receive certain privileges, mode of treatment, anahanner of designation” (Kerr, 1985, p. 8).
Legitimate entitlement may be due an individualeaidg to either procedural or distributive
justice (Tomlinson, 2013). Psychological contramighe part of the employee, such as some
level of effort in work and expected citizenshighbeiors, may result in expectations of
entitlement for implied promises from the emplof@rcompensation, promotion, and
advancement opportunities (Robinson & Rousseau})1@hder normal circumstances, the
employee’s expectations under the employment cargteould be considered legitimate or

normative entitlement. However, too often it is.not

Other research indicates that individuals can béseeparated into three similar groups
that correspond with Levin’'s (1970) groupings. “Bealents,” have a greater tolerance for
imbalanced ratios with more inputs than outputs@nrdespond with Levin's restricted

entittement (Huseman, Hatfield & Miles 1985, 198Bquity sensitives,” prefer a balance of
9



inputs to outputs, which corresponds with Levinismative or legitimate entitlement (Huseman
et al., 1985, 1987). Finally, entitleds prefer augpwith a greater focus on their outputs than
inputs. The latter grouping, of course, correspamitis Levin’s excessively entitled (Huseman et

al., 1985, 1987).

All people generally have some expectations aBa@utputs that they will receive from
an exchange. When a person has contributed an@pisoamount or type of input into an
exchange, she or he is legitimately entitled (Caafipd al., 2004; Fisk, 2010; Naumann et al.,
2002). In an organizational setting, legitimatateErhents might include expectations for a safe
working environment, freedom from harassment adlyibg, equal opportunity, and a system of

meritocracy.

People with restricted entitlement (Levin, 197@gttis, those considered benevolents
(Huseman et al., 1985, 1987), tend to expect fewgyuts from an exchange than what they have
contributed. An example of restricted entitlemeighlmhbe when employees are so appreciative of
just having jobs that they are unconcerned aba@it tutputs being fewer than what they
contributed. Often times, recent immigrants tolthmited States may fall into this category of
restricted entitlement (Barrood, 2006). Becauseofigortunities for them in the United States
may be so vastly superior to their home countrynignants to America may sometimes be

described as having restricted entitlement attéude

At the other end of the entitlement continuum frlioemevolents are those who are
excessively entitled — those whom Huseman et 8@8%11987) referred to as entitleds. Excessive
entittement has been described as a trait thatatsfunjustified beliefs of deservingness (Fisk,
2010). Kerr (1985) defined excessive entitlemertbadrrational belief which is based on a
distorted perception of self, that one possessegitimate right to receive special privileges,

mode of treatment, and/or designation when, in fawe does not” (p. 10). Through the lens of

10



psychiatry, excessive entitlement has been defisathreasonable expectations for favorable
treatment or unquestioned compliance with a pessexpectations (Ackerman & Donnellan,

2013).

According to Huseman et al. (1985, 1987), excelsmmtitled people tend to expect a
higher level of outputs from an exchange than viney have contributed to that exchange. Over
time, some employees may become accustomed taganisation’s systems of compensation
and recognition. Employees may tend to expecticeotatcomes like annual raises and bonuses
to continue. These employee expectations may aslngewere in the past meaningful occasions
that may have been earned to become entitlemeattsitiployees feel they deserve regardless of
what they may have contributed to the exchange §@®) Smith, & Hickman, 2004). These
excessively entitled individuals were the focus imioject, and | have defined excessive
entittement as the employee’s belief that he orislieie a disproportionately high ratio of

outputs from an exchange compared to what the gmelbas contributed to the exchange.

Some researchers (Davison & Bing, 2008; King etl8193; Sauley & Bedian, 2000)
have distinguished between individuals focusedegriving more outputs from an exchange than
they contribute and those individuals solely foclsa obtaining valued outputs from an
exchange with no thought to the inputs. In the farghescription, the actor consciously focuses
on obtaining unequal outcomes, wherein the latteractor is simply not conscious of the level
of equity (Tomlinson, 2013). Excessively entitledmoyees who are focused on receiving more
outputs from an exchange than they have contribeaett be said to be seeking a “win/lose”
arrangement, whereas those focused only on thiputsuwithout any regard to the inputs could

be said to be looking for a “win/who cares?” aramgnt.

One problem in determining whether or not a peisdegitimately or excessively

entitled is that the judgment is in the eye oflle&older. It is unlikely that an individual will
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recognize when he or she personally has an exeesstitlement attitude due to the inherent
biases involved in personal assessment. Individteaidencies to fall victim to the fundamental
attribution error and Dunning Kruger effect mak#-deagnosis difficult. The Dunning Kruger
effect says that it is difficult for people to regguze their own incompetencies. If one cannot
recognize his or her own incompetency, it is prédaiat he or she will feel entitled to more than
an objective observer might assess as fair (Kr&geunning, 1999, 2002). Previous research has
indicated that many employees perceive that theylbove average (Alicke, Klotz,
Breitenbecher, Yurak, & Vredenburg, 1995). In faegearch has found that excessively entitled
employees will predictably perceive that their #@mnents should be more than the organization
intends (Heath et al., 1993) and that they have beee an injustice (Giacalone, 1985). In this
literature review, | now turn to a more specifi@aination of the nomological network for
excessive entittement. Naumann et al. (2002) récpninted out that excessive entitlement has
not received much theoretical analysis or studg sgecific construct. In the following section, |

provide a nomological overview.

Excessive Entitlement and Related Constructs

Simply having high expectations for outputs fromeachange does not meet the
definition of excessive entittement. Many peopleclad as ambitious have high expectations for
the level of outputs that they will receive. Th&eatience between the ambitious person and the
excessively entitled person is that the ambiticers@n expects to contribute inputs or value to
the exchange in proportion to his or her expectaduis, whereas the excessively entitled
person’s ratio is out of balance. Similarly, peopte have only moderate expectations as to the
outputs they will receive from an exchange canhlstilexcessively entitled if they expect to
contribute little or nothing to the exchange. loapitalist society or environment of meritocracy,
one would expect to receive rewards in proportowhat he or she provides; that is, a person

will reap what he or she sows.
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Entitlement has also been distinguished from désgmess. Although Feather (1999a)
and Major (1994) suggested that the terms “entélghand “deservingness” are often used
interchangeably, Tomlinson (2013) and Naumann.€28D2) argued that deservingness and
entittement are separate constructs. Deservingmgaies that an individual has done something
for which the equitable response has been earmgtleBhent, conversely, is based more on
social norms, rights, and rules (Tomlinson, 208servingness suggests the expectation that
one “deserves” a reward in exchange for one’s difante and abilities (Feather, 1999b). The
idea of deservingness would resemble the concépteigtocracy or reciprocity (Gouldner,
1960). Gouldner said that anyone who gives youoUukhbe able to expect X in return from you.
Deservingness is not a second dimension of engthé@nd neither should it be merged with

entitlement (Tomlinson, 2013).

Entitlement has often been studied simultaneouslyaat of narcissism (Ackerman et al.,
2011; Campbell et al., 2004; Pryor et al., 200&Krka& Terry, 1988). However, Raskin and
Terry (1988) found that entittlement was just onsafen lower-level components or facets
(along with authority, exhibitionism, superiorityanity, exploitiveness, and self-sufficiency) of
narcissism. Previous research (Judge et al., 2tH85uggested that lower level traits such as
entittement may be a better predictor of job-ralaiatcomes than higher level constructs like
narcissism. This approach has been recommendethéyaxvocates of measuring specific rather
than more general traits (Ashton, 1998; Ashtonkslaie, Paunonen, Helms & Rothstein, 1995;
Moon, 2001; Paunonen, 1998; Paunonen & Ashton, ;2B8iineider, Hough, & Dunnette, 1996).
Judge et al. (2013) found that relying on a brdégher construct masked and substantially
understated the criterion-related validity in potidig employee outcomes. Accordingly, for this
project | examined the lower level facet, entitletpeather than the higher order construct of
narcissism to predict employee outcomes like parémrce and counterproductive work behaviors
(CWB).

13



Consequences of Entitlement

Extant research has demonstrated that excessileraent is related to negative
outcomes in the workplace. Excessive entitlemerttides have been positively associated with
self-serving attribution styles (Harvey & Martink#009). Harvey and Martinko (2009) also
found that higher levels of entitlement were assted with a diminished need for cognition and
higher turnover intent. Excessive entitlement Has been linked to negative employee outcomes
including perceived inequity (Naumann et al., 200&) dissatisfaction (King & Miles, 1994),

and corruption (Levine, 2005).

Campbell et al. (2004) found that entitlement wasitpvely linked to “aggression
following criticism” in a study of University of Wwa undergraduate students (p. 42). In a separate
study those same authors found that individualb wigher levels of entitlement reported greater
greed in a tragedy of commons experiment. Undetrétgiedy of commons theory, individuals
otherwise acting independently and rationally agditwy to each one’s self-interest will behave
contrary to the whole group’s long-term best indexghen depleting a common resource (Hardin,
1968). In a third study of university students, @aeill et al. (2004) found higher levels of
entitlement were related to (a) valuing self butoibers, (b) decreased accommodation of others,
(c) lower empathy and perspective taking, and étfishiness. In yet a fourth study, students who
ranked higher in entitlement had lower levels df-esteem, personal control, need for cognition,

agreeableness, and conscientiousness (Chowningv&Ial, 2009).

In a series of six studies, Exline, Baumeister,iBuomn, and Campbell (2004) found that
higher levels of entitlement impeded forgiveness$ wrre positively correlated with greater
insistence of repayment for a past offense. Additily, higher levels of entitlement predicted
diminished increases in forgiveness over time. @monly were excessively entitled subjects in

these studies less likely to forgive, but for théime was less likely to heal all wounds.
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When an employee is deprived of something thatrtsihe feels entitled to, the employee
may feel irritated, resentful and seek reparatiial{op & Lane, 2002). According to Coen
(1988), the anger and demandingness resulting éxarassive entitlement may interfere with the
ability to empathize with the needs and rightstbkos. In extreme cases of excessive
entitlement, the person may even wish to humiletdestroy those who frustrate their
expectations (Grey, 1987). Fisk (2010) similarlggwsed that excessively entitled employees
will be at a greater risk for engaging in countedarctive work behaviors. However, at that time
Fisk had not conducted empirical research to shbether that effect of entitlement might be
mediated or moderated by other factors like acahility and fulfillment of the psychological

contract.

It has been suggested that excessive entitlemegnalsa negatively affect the judgment
of leaders in organizations (Levine, 2005). In apezgiment studying leader behaviors, De
Cremer and Van Dijk (2005) found that leaders towke than followers from a common
resource and deviated more from the equal divigiten Their analysis suggests that the leaders’
tendency to make higher allocations to themsehasaxplained by feelings of entitlement. In
that study students were assigned by chance tokhef leader or follower, and yet even the

randomly chosen leaders tended to allocate theesehore of the common resource.

Antecedents of Entitlement

The antecedents of excessive entitlement in th&place are difficult to specify (Fisk,
2010). However, it has been suggested that a denerease in the standard of living, increases
in technology, the expansion of social welfare (8alson, 1995) and the “trophy kid” effect,
where every child deserves a trophy (Alsop, 2008)y have all contributed to increased levels
of entitlement. Prior research has frequently lthkapleasant life experiences with a heightened

sense of entitlement. Freud (1916) suggested dagile who felt as if they had suffered through
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a difficult childhood may display higher levelsaititiement. Bishop and Lane (2000) proposed
that people who grew up in a one-parent househalgldemonstrate expectations for special
treatment. In a study of disabled individuals, thteast accepting of their disability were most
likely to feel entitled to use drugs and alcohdl&Moore, 2001). Wallace and Leicht (2004)
found that uncertainties in the labor market madekers more likely to experience job
entittement. Job entitlement is simply employeéghts to claim entitlement to their jobs in the
face of economic downturn, technological changd,employers’ desire for greater productivity

(Wallace & Leicht, 2004).

Employees may develop excessive entitlement agtitletcause organizations tend to
communicate mostly positive information about ttegss of the employment relationship (Heath
et al., 1993). Accordingly, employees are likelyse® themselves as more valuable and thus more
entitled than they should. Ross and Sicoly (197§)ed that if one adds up the individuals’
perceived contributions to joint products or prigethe total often exceeds 100%. Because
exchanges are inherently based on reciprocity, Ipeoj@ndency to overestimate their
contribution may lead them to expect more fromdtieer party than an objective third party
might expect (Heath et al., 1993). People also tertave unrealistically optimistic beliefs about
the future (Taylor & Brown, 1994), which may ledwin to experience greater feelings of
entitlement than are likely to come their way. Hheattal. (1993) suggested that belief formation
by employees will lead them to believe that thetiteements will be more consistent than they

are actually likely to be.

Tomlinson (2013) proposed that organizational pestjob status/demands,
organizational culture, and the reward system efaifyanization might all be antecedents of an
employee’s entitlement beliefs and could have grachon whether an employee is excessively
entitled. Zitek, Jordan, Monin, and Leach (201@)i that when employees are treated unfairly,

they may have increased levels of entitlement. Wpleyee’s job status or job demands may also
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lead to his or her feelings of excessive entitletmBacause employees often consider themselves
to be above average, they may believe that thegratrded to more than an objective observer
might warrant (Alicke et al., 1995). Sometimes emgpkes may make an extraordinary
contribution to the organization and based ondbb situation decide that they are entitled to

some amount of unchecked deviant behavior (Anastfdkth, & Joshi, 2004; Hollander 1964).

Organizational culture can be like a “managemepéspower;” used for good or evil. In
that way, the culture of an organization may hatlee a positive or a negative effect on levels
of employee entitlement. Organizations with a ggrpositive culture are more likely to have
clear boundaries and expectations for what empges entitled to from an exchange
(Tomlinson, 2013). This may be in part becauserorgdions with strong positive cultures have a
clearer shared vision regarding their norms andes(O’Reilly & Chatman, 1996). However,
when companies have strong negative cultures, therstronger likelihood that they may
embrace norms and values that are illegal or ucetfhnand et al. 2004; Trevifio, 1986).
Similarly reward systems may either reduce or iaseeexcessive entitlement attitudes of
employees. Early on, Vroom (1964) emphasized thatimportant for organizations to base pay
on performance and not on other factors that mayadd value to the organization. Fisk (2010)
and Spitzer (1996) suggested that poor human res@alicies and practices may actually

contribute to excessive entitlement attitudes ofleyees.

Mediators and Moderators of Entitlement

Research on entitlement has also focused on mesrthano explain why some people
have higher entitlement expectations than otheoelldr, Crocker, and Bushman (2009) found
that excessively entitled individuals adopt sel&ge goals that construct and defend a positive
self-image, which then lead to interpersonal cohfind hostility. The authors found that self-

image goals mediated the effect of entitlementencgived hostility and conflict in relationships.
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These results indicate that reducing self-imagésgarad adopting compassionate goals could

provide one potential approach to reducing excessititiement attitudes of employees.

Harvey and Harris (2010) found that excessive lentént was positively associated with
political behavior and coworker abuse and thattfation on the part of the employee partially or
fully mediated both relationships. That study dmand that higher levels of supervisor
communication reduced job frustration for lessteediemployees. However, higher levels of
supervisor communication were found to exacerbisdrustration of employees with higher
levels of entittement. That research indicates te&tain supervisor interactions may moderate
the effect of employee entitlement attitudes onateremployee outcomes. Hochwarter,
Summers, Thompson, Perrwé, and Ferris. (2010) fthatdexcessive entitlement was also
positively associated with higher levels of jobdiem. Their research found that political skill

was a significant moderator of the entitlementwadis of others as it affects job tension.

Entitlement as a Moderator or Mediator

De Cremer and Van Dijk (2005) conducted a studymafergraduate students and found
that students randomly assigned a leadership rete more likely to engage in egocentric
behavior, and the students’ entitlement attitudediated the effect of the leadership role on
students’ egocentric behavior. The authors thenlutted a second experiment in which students
were told that they either had received a relagitigh score or a relatively low score on
managerial questions, with the higher scores itidigahat the person in question was a
“legitimate” leader. Those who were told they hadeived a higher score on the managerial
guestions (legitimate leaders) tended to allocaieerto themselves from a common resource
than those who were told they scored lower on theagerial questions (illegitimate leaders).
This research found that entitlement mediatedikadihood of leaders to over allocate resources

to themselves.
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Wheeler, Halbesleben, and Whitman (2013) examihedrtoderating effect of
entitlement on perceptions of abusive supervisimhemotional exhaustion. These authors
analyzed data from 132 working adults and theirar&ers across multiple industries and across
5 working days and found support for their hypoihésat higher levels of employee entitlement
moderates the abusive supervisor/emotional extwusgiationship. Their results indicate that
more entitled employees who perceive their supersias more abusive are more emotionally

exhausted and more likely to abuse their coworkers.

In a study of 190 employees from nine firms, Bylddler, and Pitts (2010) found that
excessive entittlement moderated the effect of iggemt and selection practices on job
satisfaction. Employees with excessive entitlenagtitudes who favorably perceived recruitment

and selection practices were positively associaittdjob satisfaction.

In a study of mentors and protégés, Allen et &l0@) found that entitlement moderated
the relationship between mentor commitment andiogiship quality such that the relationship
was stronger for protégés with higher levels oftiement than for protégés lower in entitlement.
This supports earlier research (Campbell, Bushn@itu& Shelton, 1999) that indicated
employees with higher levels of entitlement beligwey should receive special attention and

when that attention is not received, those indialddieel the relationship is of lower quality.

Although not yet empirically tested, Tomlinson (2Dproposed that the level of trait
entitlement will moderate the influence of situaabfactors on entitlement beliefs. Tomlinson
offered a conceptualization of entitlement beligfhjch he distinguished from trait entitlement.
Tomlinson defined entitliement beliefs as an actoekefs regarding his or her rightful claim of
privileges and pointed out that those beliefs mayay not be similar to what an objective third
party might assess. Tomlinson’s definition aligrighwprior researchers’ discussion of entitlement

as a trait, and he differentiates between traitlemtent and entitlement beliefs as a way of
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explaining fluctuations in entitlement attitudesrmdividuals over time and based on
circumstances. However, entitlement is generalhstered a trait, and fluctuations in the level

of entitlement are generally attributed to trativation (Fisk, 2010).

In 2010, Zitek et al. published the results of ghexperiments in which entitlement was
found to be a mediator. In these experiments tbearehers manipulated participants to create
feelings of unfairness. The results indicated thatmanipulations of unfairness increased the
participants’ intentions to engage in a numberetfish behaviors and to request a more selfish
money allocation for a future task. Those selfishdviors included things like answering a cell
phone in the library, failing to recycle, refusitigparticipate in blood drives, and refusing to
perform volunteer work. These effects were mediatethe participants’ self-reported levels of

entitlement.

Measures of Entitlement

One of the earliest measures of entittement asistieect came from the Raskin and
Terry (1988) Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NRJsing principal-components analysis,
Raskin and Terry (1988) analyzed the response®aBisubjects and found evidence for the
general construct of narcissism as well as sevenadider components or facets of narcissism,
which they identified as authority, exhibitionisguperiority, vanity, exploitiveness, self-
sufficiency, and entitlement. They then conductead additional studies on samples of 57 and
128 subjects respectively and found further supfoorthe construct validity of the overall
construct of narcissism and the scales for its @rapts or facets. In the Raskin and Terry
(1988) study each of the components or facets hizést three marker items that clearly
distinguished that component, and each componehsificient variance to suggest that it

summarized an appropriate facet or subcomponemrofssism (Raskin & Terry, 1988).
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Ackerman et al. (2011) later argued that the NF better represented by a three-factor
solution comprised of Leadership/Authority, GrarsditiExhibitionism, and
Entitlement/Exploitiveness. However, Ackerman e{2011) expressed concern with the low
alpha coefficient of the Entitlement/Exploitivenessle. This may be due at least in part to the
fact that the subscale consists of only four iteonghat the measure may be better represented by
entittement and exploitiveness as individual facéte average interitem correlation for the
Entitlement/Exploitiveness scale was approximat2lyin the four studies conducted by

Ackerman et al. (2011).

Campbell et al. (2004) conducted a series of ringies to develop a self-report measure
of entitlement. The result of those studies wasP$ychological Entitlement Scale (PES), which
they found to be reliable and valid. That sameaedefound the PES to be stable across time. In
the first of the nine studies, the authors examthedconstruct validity by comparing it to
conceptually related measures such as narcissamtyyexploitiveness, and exhibitionism using
the Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), the N&&HI(IR & Terry, 1988), and the Me Versus
Other Scale (Campbell et al., 2004). The resultavame-item scale for which all the
correlations were significant pt< .01. Principal components factor analysis of Htale for one
factor showed an eigenvalue of 4.10. The singldsexved factor accounted for 46% of the
variance in the nine measures, and the alpha cmeftifor the composite measure was .85. As an
initial test of its validity, the authors then cglated the PES with the measures of the othersscale
(NP1, Self-Esteem Scale) and found the PES was mgily correlated with narcissism and

especially the Entitlement subscale of the NPI &g#< .01).

In the second of the nine studies, Campbell §2aD4) confirmed the factor analysis
structure of PES using a larger sample than teedtudy. In this study, university undergraduate
students completed the PES, the Entitlement subsédhe NPI, and the Balanced Inventory of

the Desirable Responding (Paulhus, 1991). The Bathinventory of Desirable Responding is a
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measure of socially desirable responding that bas fiound to be a valid and reliable measure.
The results of the second study were consistehttiviise of the first study in that a single factor
provides the best fit for the PES. The authors fiaad that the PES and the NPI Entitlement

subscale were better modeled as two related facithsr than a single factor.

Campbell et al. (2004) demonstrated that PES wasnally reliable in studies 1 and 2.
In the third study, the authors demonstrated t@PES scale was also stable across time. The
authors sampled two groups of university studemexamine the test-retest reliability over a 1-
month period and a 2-month period. In both samghestime periods the PES scale was found to
be reliable and continued to demonstrate interoasistency. In the remainder of the nine
studies, Campbell et al. (2004) tested the PE® scaxamining the willingness to take candy
from children, deservingness of pay, a commongsraia study, romantic relationships, and

aggression.

Pryor et al. (2008) conducted a later study, wieikaimined both the PES and the
entitlement subscale of the NPI in relation to gehpersonality traits and personality disorders.
Their research indicates that the two scales maysbd nearly interchangeably. However, the
PES offers the advantage of being a more intercalhsistent, stand-alone measure that tends to
correlate strongly with disagreeableness, wheteasgittittement subscale of the NPI seems to

better assess more pathological variants.

Ackerman and Donnellan (2013) subsequently compiuelP1 entitlement subscale
and the PES in a series of three studies. Theydfthat the PES measures a more grandiose
measure of entittement, whereas the NPI entitlerseinscale measures a more vulnerable
expression of entitlement. These studies indicttatthe test-retest reliability of the NPI
entittement subscale was found to be not as higheaBES indicating that the PES is more

dependable than the NPI entitlement subscale. Melstudies have found that the PES shows
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greater internal consistency than the NPI entitlnsabscale. (Ackerman et al., 2011; Ackerman

& Donnellan, 2013; Zeiglar-Hill & Wallace, 2011).

All said, one must decide between the trade-offisredl by the two entitlement scales.
The NPI entitlement subscale better captures aspéentitiement associated with vulnerability
than does the PES. Alternatively, the PES tendsrphasize aspects of entitlement associated
with grandiosity. One negative aspect of the NRitlement subscale is its relatively low internal
consistency. Although an observer report measueatitiement might prove to be superior, both
of the currently existing scales are self-reporasuges. Because of the greater internal

consistency of the PES, | have used that measuthkigoproject.

Conclusion

To conclude, the literature review indicates thatessive entitlement attitudes are an
increasing problem for organizations and may neghtiaffect various employee outcomes.
Practitioners (Eberstadt, 2012; Hudson, 2014; Sgitt3) and researchers (Fisk, 2010; Naumann
et al., 2002; Tomlinson, 2013) lament the challengfeghe seeming growth in excessive
entitlement attitudes of employees. The entitlenagtitudes of individuals often manifest
themselves at the organizational and even at ttienadlevel. When legitimate or normative,
entitlement is not problematic. However, when emeé@entitlement attitudes become
disproportionate, there may be a negative effedroployee outcomes such as performance or
counterproductive work behaviors. For purposesisfiiroject, | have defined excessive
entitlement as the employee’s belief that he orislueie a disproportionately high level of

outputs from an exchange compared to what the gmplbas contributed to the exchange.

Entitlement has been studied concurrently with désgness, ambition, and narcissism.
However, previous research (Judge et al., 2013pidan et al., 2002; Tomlinson, 2013) supports

studying entitlement as a separate construct. Rrgmarch has shown that deservingness and
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ambition are separate and different constructsshndld not be confused with entitlement.
Although narcissism and excessive entitlement lmsety related, research (Raskin & Terry,
1988) has indicated that entitlement is one of sexdcomponents of narcissism. Later research
(Ashton, 1998; Ashton et al., 1995; Judge et 8i1,32 Moon, 2001; Paunonen, 1998; Paunonen
& Ashton, 2001) indicated that studying lower letraits or facets more accurately predicts
different employee outcomes. Accordingly, in thisdy | examined the effect of entitlement on
counterproductive work behaviors and performanaa@derated by accountability and mediated
by fulfillment of the psychological contract. Detspthe saliency of excessive entitlement for
practitioners and researchers, and the strong sufgpstudying entitliement separately from
similar constructs, there is a dearth of empinregkarch in the management discipline that treats
entittement as a separate construct (Fisk, 2010mdan et al., 2002; Tomlinson, 2013). The
research conducted for this study contributeseditbrature by demonstrating conditions under
which excessive employee entitlement may be effelgtimanaged or conversely be even more

dysfunctional and why the excessively entitlediactined to behave in such ways.

Hypothesis Development

Both researchers and practitioners have an inhdesmte to better understand the
motivational forces that could potentially expl@important organizational outcomes.
Practitioners especially need to understand hdvesh manage and motivate excessively entitled
employees. If the reports from the business andlpojpress are true (Connors et al, 2004;
Eberstadt, 2012; Hams, 2012; Stein, 2013) that @yegls are increasingly showing greater signs
of being excessively entitled, then practitionezedhto understand how to reengage these
employees to help them be more productive andddyme better organizational outcomes. |
believe that social exchange theory (SET) may belpetter understand how managers and
business leaders might mitigate the negative careseps of excessive entitlement for the

organization.
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The concept of SET is now almost 100 years oldinggeriginated in the 1920s
(Malinowski, 1922; Mauss, 1925). In the many yesange its introduction as a theory, SET (Blau
1964) has helped to explain employee behaviors.cbheept spans multiple disciplines;
however, researchers generally agree that soghbexge consists of some number of
interactions that create obligations between twtigs(Emerson, 1976). Theories of social
exchange suggest that individuals enter into atatiips with others, including organizations, to
maximize their benefits (Blau, 1964; Homans, 1974k norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960)
creates an expectation that the inputs an employateibutes to an exchange under SET will be

rewarded with commensurate outputs from the orgdioiz.

Lerner (1987) was one of the first researchergfierence the idea of a social exchange
in a study of entitlement when he discussed therémice of human motives from the enactment
of normative expectations. In their review of tlemcept of entittement in management literature,
Naumann et al. (2002) proposed that SET predigisahnilevels of reciprocity. However, they
stopped short of empirically testing their propiosis. Exline et al. (2004) found that, consistent
with SET, people with a high sense of entitlemeatenmore sensitive to interpersonal
transgressions and were less likely to forgive eitocansgressions. Hochwarter et al. (2010)
suggested that excessive entitlement violates lettatd norms of social exchange. In Fisk’'s
(2010) review of the etiology of excessive entitham she suggested that social exchange is
central to the idea that excessively entitled eygés believe that they are more deserving of
rewards. However, Fisk also stopped short of tgster proposed model of excessive
entittement. Models of job performance are oftesugded in a framework of social exchange
(Blau 1964; Tomlinson 2013), but there is littls@arch in the management literature that
empirically tests entitlement as a construct thiotig lens of SET. SET has been useful in

explaining various constructs in the organizatistiénces, including psychological contracts
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(Rousseau, 1995). A psychological contract is @efias “an individual's belief in the mutual

obligations between that person and another psush as an employer” (Rouseau, 2000, p. 2).

Social exchange theories propose that employees iet relationships with employers
to maximize their benefits (Blau, 1964; Homans,4)9Those benefits include both intrinsic and
extrinsic rewards, and the extrinsic rewards cafugle more than just compensation and
employee benefit programs. The extrinsic rewarasatso include things like the prestige of
being in a certain profession or industry and délimg a particular position. They can also
include whatever positive outcomes may be derivewnh fivorking with a particular supervisor or
company (Blau, 1964). Researchers often considptagment as the “exchange of the
employees’ effort and loyalty for the organizat®provision of material and socioemotional
benefits” (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003, p. 491cdse some of the rewards provided by an
employer under SET may be difficult to quantify anlderently subjective, they are uniquely
unspecific (Blau, 1964). The difficulty in objectily quantifying the rewards under social
exchange theory increases the odds that the engplogg perceive that the psychological
contract has not been fulfilled. It is important @mployers to understand the nature of these
social exchanges in order to best motivate emplteeroduce positive organizational
outcomes. One way for organizations to maximizeréisalts of these social exchanges is by

understanding psychological contracts.

Psychological contract theory proposes that emgleyevelop opinions about the types
of inputs they are obligated to provide to the aigation and the types of outputs they are
entitled to receive from the organization as phthe exchange (Aselage & Eisenberger 2003;
Morrison & Robinson 1997; Rousseau, 1989, 1995 fblus of psychological contract theory
generally concerns what happens when the emplaeeipes that the organization has failed to
keep its implied promises. The employee’s percegtiat the organization has failed to fulfill the

psychological contract may occur because the orgtion has in fact not fulfilled its obligation,
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because the employee perceives a gap betweenthedseprovided by the organization and the
expected outputs, or through some combinationaifdad perception. Regardless, when the
employee perceives that the organization has ffited the psychological contract, the result

may be poor employee performance and negative izg#nal outcomes.

Previous research has suggested that psychol@gicbcts may vary in specificity and
potency (Rousseau, 1990, 1995; Rousseau & McLeds PE93). Whereas transactional
obligations tend to have more specific time fraed include the exchange of economic
resources, relational obligations have less speiiifie frames and generally include the
exchange of socioemotional resources (Aselage &nbisrger, 2003). Further, Rousseau (1995)
has suggested that employees develop their pesoegtihe terms of psychological contracts in
three ways. Organizations, as they should, oftemnconicate directly to the employees what
they should expect from the organization. This camitation can occur during the recruitment
process before the employee is hired and contiones ongoing basis after the individual
becomes an employee. Another way that employeedajetheir perceptions about
psychological contracts is simply by observingitieeworkers and supervisors. These
observations suggest and reinforce what the emelmggy expect from the organization. Finally,
the organization provides more formal signals astat the employees can expect through its
compensation and benefits programs and the way# tbamally recognizes and admonishes

employees.

Based on previous theories proposed regardindeanént (Bardwick 1991; Fisk, 2010;
Tomlinson 2013), excessively entitled employees beynore likely to perceive that the
psychological contract has not been fulfilled. Wiaenemployee believes that the organization
has failed to fulfill the psychological contradijg discrepancy is sometimes referred to as a
breach (Morrison & Robinson, 1997). As considefedugh the lens of SET, excessively entitled

employees may have more difficulty accurately asaggheir inputs to the exchange with the
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organization compared to the outputs that theyivedeom the organization. Because
excessively entitled employees perceive they hamributed more to the exchange than is
perceived by either the organization or an objectiird party, there is a greater likelihood that
excessively entitled employees will perceive thatpsychological contract has not been

fulfilled. Accordingly | proposed the following hgphesis for this study:

H1: Excessive entitlement is negatively relatefiilillment of the psychological

contract.

Moderating Role of Accountability

One way that managers might more effectively mamagessively entitled employees is
by holding them accountable. Accountability hasrnb@escribed as implicit or explicit
expectations that one may be called on to justiy ®beliefs, feelings, and actions to others
(Lerner & Tetlock, 1999; Scott & Lyman, 1968; Ser&itManstead, 1983; Tetlock, 1992;
Wallace, Johnson, Mathe, & Paul 2011). Frink andi§€1998) defined accountability as the
perception that one has the potential to be evediday someone and to be answerable for
decisions or actions. Prior research in accouritabids proposed that perceptions about
observers of employees and related rewards or lpumeists may affect employees’ decisions and
effort allocations (Tetlock et al., 1989). Frinkdaikilimoski (2004) called accountability an
adhesive that binds social systems together. Aaugisd without accountability there is no

structure for social order and common expectatinseciety (Tetlock, 1992).

There are different levels of accountability. Acatability can mean employees expect
that their performance will be measured by an aleseaxgainst some established standard with
some expected consequences depending on theirmparfoe (Geen, 1991; Guerin, 1989;
Harkins & Jackson, 1985; Innes & Young, 1975, Saaley, & Mark, 1996; Simonson &

Nowlis, 1996). In a production environment, emples/goroductivity may be measured against a

28



goal or standard for productivity, quality, or atazy. Yet the most specific level of
accountability is one in which the employee or perfer reasonably expects that he or she will
give an explanation for his or her performance fee& Tetlock, 1999; Simonson & Nowlis,

1998; Wilson & LaFleur, 1995).

Research shows that actors may change their vieiitsthose of an observer/evaluator
when those views are known in advance (Sedikid#3);1Sedikides, Herbst, Hardin, & Dardis,
2002; Tetlock et al., 1989). Further, actors areenfizely to change their views in favor of the
observer/evaluator when the observer/evaluatostia® control over outcomes or rewards
(Stenning, 1995). For accountability to be effegtithere must be a reward or punishment
associated that is salient to the employee (Mitcth&B3). In an organizational setting, a
supervisor who sets performance goals for his pdinect reports and has reward power over
those employees should wield this type of influemeer the employees. These results suggest
that there could be greater alignment of the exgiects of the employee and the organization

through accountability.

Accountability may lead employees to have cleaxpeetations regarding what they owe
the organization and what the organization owesntligecause accountability makes it clear that
the excessively entitled employee will receivedisired rewards only with a specified level of
output, the employee more accurately understamsitiiual exchange between him or her and
the organization. Accordingly, in designing thisdst, | anticipated that excessively entitled
employees who are held accountable will experidnigieer levels of psychological contract
fulfillment. When accountability is low, the exceady entitled employee’s disproportionate
expectations of the organization are not recalfatab a more realistic level. An organization that
does not hold employees accountable may maketlitasdhe excessively entitled employee is
more likely to perceive that the organization is fudfilling the psychological contract.

Accordingly, | predicted the following as this sytglsecond hypothesis:
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H2: Accountability moderates the relationship beswentitlement and fulfillment of the
psychological contract, such that the negativetieteship is weaker when accountability

is high versus low.

Both practitioners and researchers are concerngdméanaging organizational outcomes
like employee performance and counterproductivekvbehaviors. Employees may perform at a
lower level when they perceive that the psycholalgiontract has not been fulfilled (i.e., what is
commonly referred to as psychological contract éhgazhao, Wayne, Glibkowski, and Bravo,
(2007) found that fulfillment of the psychologicantract is positively related to in-role
performance. Conversely, other research has fduatdihen employees fail to receive something
that they expected to receive, creating the pei@ehat the psychological contract has not been
fulfilled, there is a reduction in performance (Rawn 1996; Wanous, Poland, Premack, &
Davis, 1992). When the employees do not receivetiiguts from the exchange that they expect,
they perceive that the psychological contract ldeen fulfilled, and they may reduce their
inputs to the exchange. When the employee belignadthe psychological contract has been not
fulfilled, he or she may lose confidence that thetdbutions made today will be reciprocated by
the organization in the future (Robinson, 1996) ktudy of 125 newly hired managers, when
performance was regressed on psychological coriraach, that breach was found to be
significant and negatively related to performariRek{inson, 1996). In another study of over 800
managers, Turnley and Feldman (1992) found thhtréato fulfill the psychological contract is

likely to result in poorer employee performancéath in-role and extra-role behaviors.

Counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) are gengrtéilbught to be actions, attitudes,
or behaviors of employees that have a negativedtrgrathe organization or its stakeholders.
CWB may include a wide range of negative behaworttitudes including sexual harassment,
sabotage, tardiness, excessive socializing, {gessiping, backstabbing, drug and alcohol abuse,

destruction of company property, violence, purppseling poor or incorrect work and surfing
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the Internet for personal use (Kreitner & KinicRQ13). Although there has been a wide range of
estimates of the cost to organizations of CWB; #asily in the billions of dollars, if not

hundreds of billions of dollars (Bennett & Robins@000; Bensimon, 1994; Buss, 1993; Camara
& Schneider 1994; Murphy 1993). Surprisingly, thbes been little research regarding the
relationship between the psychological contradilimient and CWB (Jensen, Opland, & Ryan,
2010). In a recent meta-analysis (Zhao et al., Rabére were too few empirical studies of CWB

and psychological contract fulfillment for this adbnship to be examined (Jensen et al., 2010).

When employees perceive that the psychologicaraonhas not been fulfilled,
employees may exhibit CWB (Spector & Fox, 2002)oPresearch has found that when the
employee perceived that the psychological contrast not fulfilled, he or she exhibited greater
job dissatisfaction and the intention to quit (Raan & Rousseau, 1994). When excessively
entitled employees have their outcomes frustrayeal jperceived violation of the psychological
contract, the result may be increased CWB (Ada®851Cropanzano, & Greenberg, 1997).
Research has shown that if an employee attributisappointing outcome to factors that he or
she perceives to be outside his or her contrahight be created when the psychological contract
is not fulfilled, the employee is more likely togage in CWB (Bies & Tripp, 1996; Murray,
1999; Martinko, Gundlach, & Douglass, 2002). A rtcgtudy found that when the employer
failed to fulfill the psychological contract witlegards to autonomy and control, employees

responded with CWB (Sharkawi, Rahim, & Dahalan,301

When employees perceive that the psychologicaracnhas been fulfilled, they will be
more likely to give back to the organization by aging in desirable behaviors (i.e., higher
performance) and to refrain from undesirable badravie., CWB). In this way, psychological
contract fulfillment represents the employee’s dtvgm realization that the organization has
satisfied expectations, and thus, the employeeldheaiprocate with equally desirable

behaviors. Accordingly, in my third hypothesis this study, | posited the following:
31



H3: Fulfillment of the psychological contract is) (@ositively related to performance and

(b) negatively related to counterproductive workééors.

To complete my theoretical model, | also predicqzhttern of moderated mediation. as
shown in Figure 1 (see Appendix B). Consistent withpreviously stated theorizing and
hypotheses, | predicted that the interactive efdéemployee entitliement and accountability on
(4a) performance and (4b) counterproductive wohab®rs is explained by fulfillment of the
psychological contract. More specifically, when essively entitled employees are held
accountable, the employee is more likely to peegsychological contract fulfillment, which in
turn will capture the excessively entitled empldgatesire to reciprocate favorable behaviors by
increasing performance and reducing counterprogigtork behaviors. Accordingly, | predicted

the following as this study’s final hypothesis:

H4: Psychological contract fulfillment mediates tiedationship between the interactive
effect of employee entitlement and accountability ¢a) performance and (b)

counterproductive work behaviors.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHOD

Field Study

Participants and Procedures

In this chapter, | introduce my method for testing theoretical model. For purposes of
this study, | solicited 723 employees and theiresuvigors from six companies to participate in an
online survey. | deployed two Qualtrics web-basadey instruments to each of the firms that
participated in the field study. The first survegsasent to employees at each of the participatin