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Abstract

Now a days an increase in entitlement, a sense of excessive deserving or over-deserving, has been
observed, as well as the effects it produces in different contexts such as family, school and work. Although
consciously or unconsciously actions have been taken to manage it, there are not always instruments that
allow its effects to be quantified and managed. This research aims to obtain an instrument to measure
employee entitlement that shows evidence of reliability and validity for the Mexican population, based on
the instrument proposed by Westerlaken et al. (2017). Evidence is shown that after some adjustments a
valid and reliable instrument was reached, in addition to showing that the employee's entitlement is a
different construct from the psychological entitlement, which is useful to justify the measurement of this
construct, since it is the initial step to find a way to manage it.
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Resumen

Recientemente se ha observado un incremento del entitlement, sentido de merecimiento excesivo o
sobremerecimiento, asi como de los efectos que produce en diferentes contextos como el familiar, escolar
y laboral. A pesar de que consciente o inconscientemente se han realizado acciones para gestionarlo, no
siempre se cuenta con instrumentos que permitan cuantificar sus efectos, y gestionarlos. La presente
investigacion pretende obtener un instrumento para medir el entitlement laboral que muestre evidencia de
confiabilidad y validez para la poblacién mexicana, basado en el instrumento propuesto por Westerlaken
et al. (2017). Se muestra evidencia de que luego de algunos ajustes se alcanz6 un instrumento valido y
confiable, ademas de mostrar que el sobremerecimiento laboral es un constructo diferente al
sobremerecimiento psicoldgico, lo que resulta de utilidad para justificar la medicidn de este constructo,
pues es el paso inicial para buscar la forma de gestionarlo.

Cadigo JEL: D23, J24, M54
Palabras clave: sobremerecimiento; sobremerecimiento del empleado; sobremerecimiento laboral; desarrollo de
escalas; validez y confiabilidad

Introduction

The construct of entitlement has had different meanings when studied in various disciplines, such as
marketing and human resources. Consequently, Naumann, Minsky, and Sturman (2002), Wang and Zhang
(2021), and Zboja, Brudvig, Laird, and Clark (2021) recognize that it is a relevant construct for research
and for the practice of management theory. Rico, Alcover de la Hera, and Tabernero (2010) recognize the
need for studies to establish relations between individual behaviors and their effects on the efficiency of
the work team. Despite this great interest, the measurements used in empirical studies had only measured
entitlement from the perspective of psychology, seeing the construct only as mono-dimensional. This was
before the work done by Westerlaken, Jordan, and Ramsay (2017), who proposed a measurement with
multiple dimensions and whose significant contribution to the study of this topic related to human
behavior adds value to organizational theory (Bao-yu et al., 2020; Joplin, Greenbaum, Wallace, &
Edwards, 2019; Laird, Zboja, Harvey, Victoravich, & Narayan, 2021; Naumann, Zheng, & Basit 2021;
Neville & Fisk, 2019; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998).

There has been an increase in recent years in some people’s perceptions of what they ‘must
have,” what they ‘wish to have,” and finally, the satisfaction of ‘having achieved what they were looking
for immediately at the moment they wanted it,” without considering the positive or negative implications
for other people or even for themselves, both in the medium and long term (Fisk, 2010; Jordan, Ramsay,
& Westerlaken, 2017). Some authors have recognized this self-perception of having a preferential right to
receive different and special treatment with the term entitlement, describing and classifying it into
different types from various points of analysis, such as psychological entitlement, academic entitlement,
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and occupational entitlement (Bedi, 2021; Campbell, Bonacci, Shelton, Exline, & Bushman, 2004; Harvey
& Martinko, 2009; Grubbs & Exline, 2016; Westerlaken et al., 2017; Zupan, Dziewanowska, & Pearce,
2017; Zitek & Jordan, 2019).

In Spanish-speaking publications, the words “psychological entitlement” (Mola, Saavedra,
Reyna, & Belaus, 2013; Jiménez-Moya, Navarro-Mantas, Willis, Nonami, & Rodriguez-Bailén, 2015),
“abuse” (Littlewood & Bernal, 2016), and “superiority” (Madero, Guardiola, & Elizondo, 2017) have
been used to identify entitlement. Nonetheless, considering that entitlement is defined as a person’s
excessive self-esteem that leads them to consider themselves as special, as deserving of differentiated
considerations from others—with preferential treatment and special rewards, without making an effort or
giving something in return, due to the perception that such preferential benefits should be received because
they deserve them (Heath, Knez, & Camerer, 1993; Naumann et al., 2002; Jordan et al., 2017; Westerlaken
et al., 2017)—in this paper, it is proposed that the term over-deserving (sobre-merecimiento), or
perception of over-deserving (percepcion de sobre-merecimiento, en espafiol), best identifies this
construct and will be the one that will be used.

This work aims to obtain an instrument to measure employee entitlement that shows evidence
of reliability and validity for the Mexican population, based on the instrument proposed by Westerlaken
et al. (2017), so that organizations can be offered a tool that allows them to evaluate their collaborators in
this construct and future lines of research on the topic can be enabled. It is intended that this adaptation
will allow the study of these issues in the Spanish-speaking population to be expanded.

This paper is divided into three sections. It begins with a theoretical review of the conceptual
aspects and the effects attributed to entitlement in the management literature, followed by the
methodological process consisting of the design, development, and validation of the instrument for
measuring employee entitlement, and finally, a discussion of the results to outline the conclusions,

limitations, and suggestions for future studies.

Literature review

Although entitlement is relatively recent for organizational psychology, different social sciences have
already worked with the term giving it a construct treatment, but each has done so from its own perspective
(Jiménez-Moya et al., 2015; Vatankhah & Raoofi, 2018; Kalargyrou, Kalargiros, & Harvey, 2019), which
caused inconsistencies in its use and prevented the generalization of the research (Jordan et al., 2017). The
administrative sciences were integrated some time later into this discussion, but they were supported by

the different previous studies, mainly those from psychology (Naumann et al., 2002). In the reviews, a
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common element is identified among the different perspectives from which the subject has been studied,
related to the perception that preferential treatment should be received.

Regarding this characteristic in common, Harvey & Martinko (2009) add that this belief is not
limited to considering that one has a “right to receive something,” such as when one does exceptional
work or achieves an outstanding accomplishment. It is about “having a preferential right to receive
rewards and a differentiated treatment with respect to the rest of the people,” while the others must
maintain “the disposition to satisfy their desires and needs,” with satiety and personal pleasure as a
priority.

There is evidence that entitlement is present in the millennial generation (born between 1982
and 2002), considered by some as part of their professional development (Hurst & Good, 2009). It is a
challenge for organizations today (Tomlinson, 2013), a factor that alters the perception of organizational
justice and interaction with technologies (Gong et al., 2018; Rahaei & Salehzadeh, 2020) and the ethical
behavior of leaders in organizations (Lee, Schwarz, Newman, & Legood, 2019). Alexander and Sysko
(2012) indicate three factors with which psychological entitlement is related: a) Overprotective parents,
who do not allow their children to develop adequate levels of independence by preventing them from
facing the consequences of their actions, or seeking to satisfy all their needs “to prevent them from
suffering,” but also preventing them from making an effort; b) Practices of “trophies for everyone,” where
there are no losers, everyone receives medals, with which parents present their children as trophies before
others, children constantly hear that “they are the best,” that “they are very good at what they do,” and
coming from their parents, they believe it; ¢c) Annoyed or frustrated parents, who try to live through their
children, “so that the children be what they could not be,” causing a series of interpersonal conflicts
between them, as mentioned by Jassawalla & Sashittal (2017).

Although in some research the concept of entitlement was considered a secondary element and
part of a larger construct (Miller, 2015; Miller & Gallagher, 2016)—as in the case of the narcissistic
personality inventory (Freis & Hansen-Brown, 2021; Raskin & Terry, 1988) and the instrument to
measure sensitivity to fairness (Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1985)—over time entitlement was
considered as an entity in itself that should be studied and measured independently (Campbell et al., 2004).
Rosenthal et al. (2019), Brunell & Buelow (2018), Li (2021), and Frias-Armenta, Corral-Frias, Corral-
Verdugo, & Lucas (2021) have been analyzing it from various points of view and ways of measuring it.

People’s perception of deserving what they have earned, as well as exercising or demanding the
right to receive a reward that has been achieved by merits, is not something negative, but rather something
that should be promoted together with the individual’s self-esteem. Nonetheless, when a person considers
that they should receive a reward greater than that corresponding to their abilities and efforts, this feeling

is called psychological entitlement. It has been identified as a perception with negative implications, both
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for the environment and for the people around the person with this perception, as Hochwarter et al. (2010)
pointed out.

There is evidence that job entitlement is related to a variety of negative behaviors in people,
such as aggressiveness (Campbell et al., 2004), abuse (Harvey & Harris, 2010), manipulation (Naseer et
al., 2020), job dissatisfaction (Laird, Harvey, & Lancaster, 2015; Lange, Redford, & Crusius, 2019), and
focus on personal gain (Hochwarter et al., 2007). Some of these are caused by a lack of reciprocity with
peers and the organization, as Westerlaken et al. (2017) noted. This affects the psychological contract of
mutual benefit (Naumann et al., 2002, Langerud et al., 2022), generating conflicts that can decrease the
satisfaction and psychological well-being of employees (Priesemuth & Taylor, 2016) and consequently,
the ability to solve problems together.

Other authors have reported deleterious behaviors related to entitlement, such as low work
orientation and social engagement (Greenberger, Lessard, Chen, & Farruggia, 2008), reduced ability to
forgive in interpersonal relations and increased hostility or conflict of individuals with their peers (Jordan
et al., 2017), conflicts with supervisors (Liang et al., 2016; Harvey & Martinko, 2009), abuse toward co-
workers (Harvey & Harris, 2010), the creation of a hostile and stressful environment for colleagues in a
workplace (Hochwarter et al., 2007), lack of fulfillment in work expectations (Hurst & Good, 2009), and
a counterproductive effect on their work often leading to low productivity (Lee et al., 2019).

In general, those with high levels of entitlement have difficulty resolving conflicts in their
relations with others since they tend to seek their own gain or benefit above others, which affects the latter.
Therefore, people who must negotiate with someone who has high levels of entitlement sometimes see
their functionality and effectiveness compromised, having to incur in additional and unexpected costs
(Jordan et al., 2017), such as economic rewards, wage increases, and termination costs, among others,
which can cause organizations to deviate from their objectives and the optimal level of operation (Miller,
2015).

Various studies have recognized entitlement as an entity in its own right, acknowledging that it
should be studied and measured without necessarily linking it to other concepts as it was approached in
the past (Campbell et al., 2004). Table 1 shows various empirical studies related to this construct,

highlighting the conceptual aspects and how they were measured.

Table 1
Definitions and measurements of entitlement
Construct Definition Measurement

Sensitivity to equity “People with entitlement prefer results (or outputs) to Instrument proposed by
outweigh contributions (or inputs)” (Huseman, Huseman et al. (1985).
Hatfield, & Miles, 1985).
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Other implications
of equity sensitivity

Sub-clinical
narcissism

Satisfaction with

wages

Strategic
Entitlement
Management

Job satisfaction

Psychological
Entitlement

Psychological
Entitlement

Labor Entitlement

People with entitlement consider that everything they
receive is because they deserve it; therefore, they
have low reciprocity. Their sensitivity to fairness
affects their perception of ambiguous elements such
as results or contributions (Huseman, Hatfield, &
Miles, 1987).

The individual feels they deserve special privileges
vis-a-vis other people while having exemptions from
social norms (Raskin & Terry, 1988).

It uses the relative deprivation theory to indicate that
people will feel dissatisfied when their salary differs
from what they expected or compared to others
(Sweeney, Mcfarlin, & Inderrieden, 1990).

They present a model of how entitlement arises and
the strategic relevance of its proper management for
change management (Heath et al., 1993).

People with entitlement show lower levels of job
satisfaction (King & Miles, 1994; King, Miles, &
Day, 1993).

Psychological entitlement as an ingrained perception
that one deserves more and has superior rights
compared to others (Campbell et al., 2004)

Psychological entitlement is the sustained perception
that one should receive special treatment, regardless
of merit (Harvey & Martinko, 2009).

Employee or labor entitlement exhibits itself with a
sense of excessive self-reward and a belief of having
an automatic entitlement to receive privileged
treatment in the workplace (Westerlaken et al., 2017)

Instrument by Huseman et
al. (1985)

Raskin and Terry
Narcissistic ~ Personality
Inventory (1988)

It uses a single item in 3 of
4 experiments, and in the
4th experiment, it uses 2
items, Sweeney et al.
(1990).

The evidence is an article
from a theoretical
perspective.

Instrument by Huseman et
al. (1985)

Instrument proposed by
Campbell et al. (2004).

Derber Instrument (1978)

Instrument with multiple
dimensions proposed by
Westerlaken et al. (2017).

Source: created by the authors

Continuing with the conceptual analysis of the work carried out, it can be observed that
Huseman et al. (1985) try to make relevant contributions to the theory of equity, testing the assumption
that people will feel dissatisfaction when they are overcompensated or undercompensated. To this end,
they propose an instrument with five items, each one posing a work situation, which can be related to a
benevolent response or to an over-deserving response. The participant has 10 points that can be distributed
among each option presented, and they will distribute the most points in those response options. The
person with entitlement is expected to allocate the most points to the option that matches this preference,

while the equity-sensitive person is expected to have their points distributed equally between the two
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options. This instrument does not pretend to measure the “entitlement level.” Instead, it seeks to place the
person in one of its three classifications. It was used to analyze the relationship of sensitivity to fairness
with ambiguous elements in the organization and reciprocity (Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1987) and
later to search for the relationship between entitlement and job satisfaction (King & Miles, 1994; King et
al., 1993). For their part, Littlewood & Bernal (2016) also relied on this proposal to develop a
measurement with items in Spanish to measure what they identified as abuse.

Sweeney et al. (1990) carried out four experiments; in three of them, they measured entitlement
through one item, while for the last one, they used a two-item scale. They established that people with a
higher level of this variable were more likely to be dissatisfied with their salary.

Campbell et al. (2004) show evidence of the behaviors they expect among individuals who
report a higher level of psychological entitlement. The properties of this scale were evaluated by Mola et
al. (2013), identifying it in Spanish as derecho psicoldgico the term superiority to identify the construct
studied.

Harvey & Martinko (2009) adopted an instrument to measure psychological entitlement
proposed by Derber in 1978. According to the authors, the instrument consists of 4 items; the first two
analyze the social contract component of entitlement, while the last two assess outcomes that violate the
perception of entitlement.

Method

The quantitative research process was initiated once the research objectives had been defined and the
literature review had been carried out. Subsequently, the goals of the project approach were established

to identify various aspects of interest related to the previously mentioned objectives.

Definition of the variables

Westerlaken et al. (2017) mention that labor entitlement manifests itself with a sense of excessive self-
reward and a belief of having an automatic right to receive privileged treatment in the workplace. In their
work, they propose that employee entitlement has three dimensions: 1) Reward as a right (RD, ‘regardless
of company status or performance, I should be rewarded,” a=.83); 2) Self-focus (EUM, ‘I deserve special
treatment and everything I do should serve me for something,” 0=.76; 3) Excessive self-reward (ARE, ‘as
my skills and abilities are exceptional, I deserve an exceptional reward,” 0=.63).

Campbell et al. (2004) define psychological entitlement as an ingrained perception that a person

deserves more and has superior rights with respect to others. In addition to developing a scale to measure
7
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psychological entitlement with nine items (0=.85) using a seven-option Likert scale (strongly disagree -
strongly agree), a set of studies was carried out to validate and analyze the reliability of this instrument.

Finally, Raskin & Terry (1988) define subclinical narcissism as the case in which the individual
has the expectation of deserving special privileges vis-a-vis other people while at the same time having
exemptions from social norms. They propose the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI), which is
composed of 7 factors: authority (8 items, a=.73), exhibitionism (7 items, a=.63), explosiveness (5 items,
0=.52), self-sufficiency (6 items, a=.50), superiority (5 items, a=.54), vanity (3 items, a=.64), and
entitlement (6 items, a=.50). This scale recognizes entitlement as a key component of subclinical
narcissism, but it remains a secondary element, which is part of a higher concept. Miller & Gallagher
(2016), Miller (2015), Garcia & Cortés (1998), and Trechera, Millan, & Fernandez (2008) also perform
measurements on the subject.

http://dx.doi.org/10.22201/fca.24488410e.2022.2694

Operationalization of the variables

The way in which each of the variables used in the measurement instrument is integrated is shown below.

Table 2 shows the various items that comprise the scale developed by Westerlaken et al. (2017) and that

will be used in this research.

Table 2

Items used in the measuring instrument

Dimension

Items

Reward as a right (RD)
(o =.83)

Self-focus (EUM) (a =
.76)

1.- I should have an increase in my wage if | perform my work at a
satisfactory level.

2.- I expect an increase in my wage regardless of the organization’s
performance.

3.- | expect to be able to delegate tasks that | do not want to do.

It is my employer’s (company’s) responsibility to set goals for my
career.

5.- | expect to receive an annual bonus as a reward for what | do.
6.- | expect to have opportunities for promotions on a regular basis.
7.- | deserve a better wage than others.

8.- Employees should be rewarded for average performance.

9.- I should have the right to demand work that is interesting to me.
10.- | expect to have breaks at work whenever | want.

11.- I should be able to leave my job whenever | want.

12.- Employers (company) must accommodate my personal
circumstances.

13.- It is the organization’s fault if I do not fulfill the job
requirements.

14.- | deserve preferential treatment at work.
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Excessive self-reward 15.- I believe | have exceptional skills and abilities.
(ARE) (a = .63) 16.- T only want to work in positions that are key to the organization’s
success.

17.- Any organization should be grateful to have me as an employee.
18.- | want to work in positions that significantly influence the rest of
the organization.

Source: created by the authors based on Westerlaken et al. (2017).

Table 3 shows the various items that comprise the scale developed by Campbell et al. (2004)

used in the present study.

Table 3
Items used in the measuring instrument
Dimension Items

Psychological entitlement 1. I honestly feel that | deserve more than other people.

(EPS) (a = .85) 2. | deserve great things to happen to me.
3. If I were on the Titanic, | would deserve to be in the first lifeboat.
4. 1 demand the best because | deserve it.
5
6
7
8

. I don’t necessarily deserve special treatment.
. | deserve more in my life.
. From time to time, people like me deserve more breaks.
. Things should go my way.
9. | deserve more than what | have.
Source: Adjusted items based on Campbell et al. (2004); Mola et al. (2013)

Finally, Table 4 shows the various items that comprise the scale developed by Raskin and Terry

(1988) and that are used in the present study.

Table 4

Items used in the measuring instrument
Dimension Items
Entitlement as part of the ~ 1.- | will never be satisfied until | get what | want.
narcissistic personality 2.- | expect to receive excellent treatment from other people.
inventory (ENAR) (ax = 3.- I want to achieve “something” in the eyes of the world.
.50). 4.- | have a strong will to attain power.

5.- I insist on being treated with due respect.
6.- If | ruled the world, it would be a better place.
Source: created by the authors based on Raskin & Terry (1988)

Design of the measuring instrument

An online questionnaire with 37 items was designed on the Qualtrics platform, of which 4 items are for
demographic data, and the remaining 33 are divided into three constructs:
Employee entitlement (18 items) adapted from Westerlaken et al. (2017), see Table 2
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Psychological entitlement (9 items) adapted from Campbell et al. (2004), see Table 3

Entitlement as a dimension of subclinical Narcissism (ENAR) (6 items) adapted from Raskin &
Terry (1988), see Table 4

The format of the measurement scales is Likert type, with 1 being “totally disagree” and 5
“totally agree.” The research was conducted in Monterrey, Nuevo Ledn, Mexico, using non-probabilistic
sampling. Data collection was carried out through the authors’ contact networks, emphasizing that they
had to be of legal age and with work experience, achieving a total of 1062 data, divided into three tests:
245 for the first test from January to February 2018, 285 for the second test during August 2019, and
finally 532 with data collected between February and October 2020.

Statistical analyses were performed using IBM-SPSS version 24 software. It is important to
mention that the results presented below are only valid for this group of people and cannot be generalized
to the population; although an acceptable sample size was obtained for the research work, it is not a

representative sample of the entire population.

Validation of the instrument

The process recommended by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry (1988) was followed to validate the
instrument. A comprehensive reading of the text, translation into Spanish, adaptation of implications, and
subsequent translation into English of the items of Westerlaken et al. (2017) were carried out to confirm
whether the original questionnaire had the same idea (see Table 2). Subsequently, it was presented to
experts in organizational behavior and the measurement of other people’s psyche to find their opinion on
the matter. The instrument was then applied in three field tests with non-probabilistic convenience
sampling. These three field tests were carried out through an iterative process of improvement, considering
the results of the first test, in which not all the proposed items were able to measure what they should
measure. Some adjustments were made to the instrument expecting to measure work entitlement
unidimensionally. Nevertheless, the result differed, so a third test was conducted to confirm that the items

were grouped in two dimensions to measure labor entitlement.
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Field test results

First test

For the first test, the instrument of 37 items designed was applied. The measurement instrument was
applied to 245 people, of which 52.2% are women and 47.8% are men, ranging from 18 to 39 years old.
According to Lastner and Taylor (2015), these characteristics are of interest in the study of the subject of
entitlement. Proceeding with the corresponding statistical analyses, a KMO= .798 was obtained, and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity resulted = 2 581.935 (153 gl, p = .000), so it was considered appropriate to
proceed with the factor analysis. A maximum likelihood extraction method was used with an oblimin

rotation, and the model was restricted to 3 factors.

Table 5
Factor loadings resulting from the first test
Components
Items Self-focus Reward as a right Excessive self-reward
EUMO1 .910
EUMO3 .825
RDO09 .614
RDO06 .858
RDO05 .809
RDO7 751
RDO08 .652
RDO03 .545
RD02 541
RDO04 427
RDO1 .330
AREQ2 .889
AREO1 .839
AREO03 .783
EUMO05 .597
ARE04 .397
Cronbach’s alpha 792 .802 .746

Source: created by the authors

As can be observed in Table 5, each dimension proposed by Westerlaken et al. (2017) obtained
at least 2 items with loadings above .800 and at least 3 items with loadings above .600, achieving
convergence and divergence. Likewise, once translated into Spanish and applied to the Mexican

population, some items measure a dimension different from the original proposal.
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Table 6
Factor loadings resulting from the test of the complementary scales
Components
Items Psychological Entitlement Entitlement NPI
EPS_09 847
EPS_03 .845
EPS_08 .829
EPS 01 775
EPS_07 751
EPS_06 733
EPS_04 .684
EPS_02 442
ENAR_03 .827
ENAR_05 .806
ENAR_04 .698
ENAR_01 .656
ENAR_02 .632
ENAR_06 512
EPS 05
Cronbach’s alpha .825 .849

Source: created by the authors

As for the complementary scales, the result of the factor analysis is shown in the Table, and the
rotated matrix of components is observed where most of the items show convergence and divergence in
the corresponding scale. Only the item “EPS05 - I don’t necessarily deserve special treatment” will be
removed because it apparently does not contribute to its respective measurement. Performing the
corresponding reliability analysis, a Cronbach’s alpha index of 0.850 was obtained for the items of the
psychological entitlement scale, Campbell et al. (2004), and for the other component resulting from the
ENAR construct, Raskin & Terry (1988), a Cronbach’s alpha = .849 was obtained.

A confirmatory factorial model of structural equations was generated to verify the relation
between the different variables and the constructs proposed. For this model, the two most significant items
of the best-measured dimensions of employee entitlement (Self-Focus and Reward as a Right) and the
three most significant items in each of the added complementary scales were retained. This analysis was
carried out using SPSS 24 and the AMOS 18 add-on. Absolute fit indices of the model were obtained with
a CMIN/DF of 1.489 and an RMSEA of 0.064, both indicators of good fit. As incremental fit indices, NFI
of .927, RFI of .900, CFI of .974, IFI of .975, and TLI of .965 were obtained, which confirm that it is a
good model for explaining the relations between the observed and latent variables. As for the parsimony
indicators, PNFI of .674 and PCFI of .709 were obtained, both reaching the minimum value of .500
recommended by some authors (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). These fit factors indicate that the
items to measure each dimension converge in the corresponding dimension and simultaneously verify the

divergence from the other dimensions.
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Figure 1 shows that there is a significant relation between the dimensions measured by
Westerlaken et al. (2017) and Campbell et al. (2004), while the relation between these two and the one
proposed by Raskin & Terry (1988) is lower. By performing structural equation modeling, evidence was
found that the construct of psychological entitlement (Campbell et al., 2004)—strongly supported and
used in different research—and employee entitlement (Westerlaken et al., 2017)—recently proposed—
are closely related, but still different, thus confirming that they should be measured and studied in a
differentiated manner. Based on this evidence from the sample, it can be expected that the person who
shows psychological entitlement in their daily life or in personal dealings will probably transfer it to the
work environment if they find triggers in the work environment, which is consistent with the theory that
the individual’s personality affects their work relations. Therefore, both instruments can be used in a
complementary manner by organizations to evaluate their employees or candidates and consider this

element in the comprehensive management of organizational talent.
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Figure 1. Structural equation model of the proposed instrument
Source: created by the authors
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On the other hand, entitlement as part of the narcissistic personality inventory (Raskin & Terry,
1988) seems to be a higher level of entitlement, so it could be used to confirm conflicts caused by

excessive entitlement and not as a complementary scale in an initial diagnosis.

Second test

Based on the results obtained in the previous tests, it was decided to adjust the initial wording of the
original instrument from Westerlaken et al. (2017) by selecting the most representative items to measure
job entitlement (MERECLAB) unidimensionally; these are shown below:

a.- A company’s employees should be rewarded for their good work.

b.- I deserve the opportunity to have a good job.

c.- I should have an increase in my wage if | perform my job at a satisfactory level.

d.- | deserve preferential treatment in the work | perform.

e.- | deserve a better wage than others in my next job.

f.- Any organization should be grateful to have me as an employee for a job in the future.

Table 7
Factor loadings resulting from the second test

Components
Items Job entitlement 1 Job entitlement 2
MERECLAB-e .838
MERECLAB-d .695
MERECLAB-f 520
MERECLAB-a .820
MERECLAB-b .755
MERECLAB-c 537
Cronbach’s alpha 724 132

Source: created by the authors

For this second test, 285 responses were obtained, of which 60% were male and 40% female.
To continue the validity and reliability tests, the corresponding statistical analyses were carried out,
obtaining a KMO=.701 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity =449 500 (15 gl, p =.000), so it was considered
appropriate to proceed with the factor analysis, based on the behavior of the previous data and the previous
results. A maximum likelihood method was used, based on extraction of eigenvalues, with an oblimin
rotation, resulting in two dimensions being formed with three items each and higher loadings of .520,
achieving convergence and divergence of the original instrument instead of a unidimensional instrument,
with an explained variance of 67% (see Table 7). Job entitlement appears to be multidimensional, with
one dimension focused on the self and another concerning comparison with others.
14
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Third test

Finally, the adjusted instrument was used again in the third application to test the 2 dimensions. 532
responses were collected between February and October 2020, of which 58.2% were male, and the
remaining 41.8% were female. From these data, a KMO=.738 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity = 850 782
(15 gl, p = .000) were obtained, so it was considered appropriate to proceed with the factor analysis,
considering the behavior of the previous data and previous results. A principal components method was
used, based on an eigenvalue extraction, with a varimax rotation, and it was observed that the same two
dimensions were formed with the three items each and higher loadings of .449, with an explained variance
of 66% (see Table 8).

Table 8
Factorial loadings resulting from the third application

Components
Items Job entitlement 1 Job entitlement 2
MERECLAB-e .868
MERECLAB-d .795
MERECLAB-f .520
MERECLAB-b 763
MERECLAB-a .635
MERECLAB-c 449
Cronbach’s alpha 772 .667

Source: created by the authors

Discussion

According to the literature review, people with feelings of psychological entitlement, measured by the
Campbell et al. (2004) instrument, transfer this perception of entitlement to their work area; measured by
the Westerlaken et al. (2017) instrument, the results obtained in the first test show evidence of this relation.
These people apparently begin by disrupting their personal relations and demanding special treatment
from their cohabitants. When they arrive at their place of work, they demand preferential treatment with
respect to their co-workers without showing why they should deserve such treatment. Ultimately, they
will end up with a perception of unfulfilled expectations in a psychological contract that is advantageous
or biased due to their perception of entitlement. This affects their job satisfaction.

This first test answers the call for research on entitlement in specific contexts, in this case the
workplace (Jordan et al., 2017), as it demonstrates that the psychological entitlement construct differs

from the job entitlement construct.
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Tests two and three show that it was necessary to adjust the instrument proposed by Westerlaken
et al. (2017) to measure job entitlement. In addition, this construct is multidimensional. With the factor
analyses, it was found that the items showed convergence and divergence in two dimensions, one that
focuses on items related to self-perception and another on perception with respect to others. This is
supported by the key elements in the definition of job entitlement and the dimensions integrated into the
instrument, “I deserve to be rewarded, regardless of my performance, and I deserve special treatment with

respect to my co-workers.”

Conclusions

The empirical results of this study suggest some tentative conclusions. Nonetheless, it should be pointed
out that a basic contribution of this study—which can be considered a relevant contribution to the study
of people’s behavior—is to share a measurement instrument that fulfills the characteristics of validity,
reliability, and consistency to be used for Spanish-speaking people. This instrument makes it possible to
initiate other studies and even conduct experiments to regulate employees’ entitlement levels.

It is important to mention that the study of entitlement is relevant because of all its implications
from the psychological, labor, academic, and probably social point of view. Therefore, it is important to
continue to study the various constructs that make it up, as well as its components and its positive and
negative effects, and to identify the new light that it sheds on the question, which could be useful for the
design of future research on the subject. Therefore, it will be possible to explain behavior that does not
coincide with the principles of equity of society, as well as the policies and procedures of organizations.
This might suggest that different negotiation models need to be developed or adopted.

One of the limitations of this research is that, despite having an acceptable sample size for a
study, it does not allow the results to be generalized for the entire population. One significant aspect to
consider in all research is the integration of a group of demographic variables that can be controlled and
that are the basis for analyzing the information obtained, such as gender, year of birth, marital status, rank
in the organization, industrial sector to which employees belong, level of education and nationality, to
obtain evidence for the results to be extended even to Spanish-speaking countries. At the same time, once
the instrument has been validated, it could be interesting to carry out studies that relate employee
entitlement with variables such as reciprocity, sensitivity to equity, organizational commitment, and
turnover intention, among others, and to make contributions to this topic in the Latin American context.

It would thus be possible to experiment with measures to manage this phenomenon.
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