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ABSTRACT 

 

This research study examines the association between psychological entitlement 

and employee negative behavioral outcomes i.e. knowledge hiding behavior and 

instigated incivility accompanied by mediating role of abusive supervision perceptions. 

Furthermore, the intervening effect of job stress between psychological entitlement and 

instigated incivility is also analyzed. Apart from testing these underlying mechanisms, 

this study elaborates the moderating impact of hostile attribution bias on the association 

between psychological entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions. The buffering 

influence of rumination on the linkage between abusive supervision perceptions and two 

behavioral outcomes i.e. knowledge hiding behavior and instigated incivility is also 

analyzed. In addition, this research highlights that whether the sense of job calling 

moderates the positive impact of job stress on instigated incivility or not.  

Current study follows a sequential explanatory mixed method design where the 

first phase is quantitative in nature and the second phase is qualitative. In the quantitative 

phase of the study, data were gathered from 513 respondents in three time lags. 

Moreover, stratified random sampling technique was used for the stratification of the 

service sector followed by convenient sampling for data collection from the sample. In 

order to further explain and validate the quantitative results, unstructured one to one 

interviews from eight participants using the maximum variation sampling technique were 

conducted. Ten themes with corresponding subthemes were emerged in the qualitative 

phase. Integrated analysis of both phases was conducted at the end in the form of 

elaborate discussion. The quantitative results revealed that psychological entitlement is 

positively and significantly associated with knowledge hiding behavior and instigated 



xviii 
 

incivility of employees. Furthermore, the mediating impact of abusive supervision 

perceptions and job stress were found significant. Moreover, the moderating impact of 

hostile attribution bias and job calling were also proved. However, the boundary level 

effect of rumination on the association between abusive supervision perceptions and 

knowledge hiding behavior and between abusive supervision perceptions and instigated 

incivility was found insignificant. The results of all the hypothesized relationships were 

further elaborated in the light of qualitative findings. The themes generated as a result of 

thematic analysis explained significant and insignificant findings of the quantitative 

phase. This research study also unfolded certain theoretical implications, practical 

implications and future research directions. 

Keywords- Psychological entitlement, abusive supervision perceptions, knowledge 

hiding behavior, instigated incivility, hostile attribution bias, job calling, rumination
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CHAPTER 1 

  Introduction  

 

This dissertation highlights the impact of psychological entitlement on behavioral 

outcomes of employees accompanied by certain mediating and moderating mechanisms 

encompassing perceptions and cognitions of employees. Chapter one incorporates 

background, knowledge gaps, problem statement, research questions, research objectives, 

and significance of the study. 

1.1. Background 

 

It is a common belief that we are currently living in the ―New gilded Era‖ or the 

―Age of Entitlement‖ (Samuelson, 1995; Jordan, Ramsay, & Westerlaken, 2017 

Brailovskaia & Bierhoff, 2020). Indeed, it appears as though individuals are 

progressively subscribing to the conviction that they must get exactly what they desire, 

when they desire- many times without showing any concern for others. The phenomenon 

of psychological entitlement reflects a profound opinion that one deserves extra pay, 

optimistic feedback and more acknowledgements as compared to the coworkers 

regardless of the amount of incorporated efforts and contributions (Jordan et al., 2017; 

Zitek & Jordan, 2019). This voracious demand of ―getting‖ instead of ―giving‖ has its 

roots in Adlerian psychology as a distinct difference to Adler‘s constructive person 

showing compassionate predispositions (Mosak, 1971). While the predictors of these 

augmented beliefs of deservingness are not easy to identify, several factors are suggested 
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including improved standard of living, propagation of technology, materialism and 

―instant gratification‖ (Samuleson, 1995; Zemojtel-Piotrowska et al., 2013) etc. 

Whatsoever the triggers, it seems that entitlement tendencies are affecting life in 

several social institutions for example education (Jayson, 2005; Cote & Allahar, 2007; 

Naseer, Bouckenooghe, Syed, Khan, & Qazi, 2019), family (Tyre, Scelfo, & Kantrowitz, 

2004; Stavrou & Ierodiakonou, 2016) and the government (Gomery, 2005). Prevalent 

research literature posits that psychological entitlement is also a pressing issue in 

contemporary organizations (Szalkowska, Zemojtel-Piotrowska, & Clinton, 2015; Jordan 

et al., 2017; Zitek & Jordan, 2019). The notion of entitlement has its prevalence in variety 

of disciplines. Despite the elaboration of this phenomenon from multiple standpoints, it is 

crucial to indicate that there exists some broad consensus across different disciplines 

about the concept.  

In particular, all domains consider entitlement as associated to what employees 

believe they are worthy of or deserve regardless of the level of efforts incorporated 

(Naumann et al., 2002). Management researchers argue that employees‘ perceptions 

regarding entitlement are linked with the development of psychological contract 

(Robinson & Rousseau, 1994). The involved parties may perceive to have a common 

interpretation of the psychological contract but in actuality each party has a unique 

understanding pertaining to the set of expectations or promises associated with it. The 

contract is perceived to be unwavering and they cannot foresee circumstances wherein 

the contract does not hold, or still be cognizant of the events when they take place or 

occur (Rousseau, 1990). The perceptions about psychological entitlement of employees 

influence whether the deprivation of expected rewards and recognition is considered to be 
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a defiance of the psychological contract or not. This is imperative because of the fact that 

the breach of the psychological contract is even more stressful and perturbing than 

disgruntled expectations of equity (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994). The historical 

viewpoint of entitlement in management literature defines it as the compensation 

expected in return of participating in employment relationship. 

There exist two dissimilar aspects in which employee entitlement has been 

studied as a trait in the prevalent research literature. First, entitlement is recognized 

among the facets that play a role in investigation of subclinical and clinical narcissism 

(American Psychiatric Association, 2013). During the phase of analyzing the construct 

with the passage of time, however, an amplified focus on second approach of studying 

entitlement, as a separate construct named as psychological entitlement is noticed. This 

practice diverted the attention of researchers from viewing entitlement as part of 

narcissism. Narcissism is characterized by a susceptible sense of self encompassing 

superciliousness, obsession with dreams of triumph and power, and a desire of undaunted 

attention and praise. Across the continuum of social personality, we can find instances of 

two, three, four and seven dimensions (i.e. Corry, Merritt, Mrug, & Pamp, 2008; 

Ackerman et al., 2011; Emmons, 1984; Raskin & Terry, 1988) included under construct 

of narcissism respectively. Nevertheless, all the models agree on the viewpoint that 

narcissistic individuals display exhibitionism, self absorption, arrogance, feelings of 

grandiosity, and sense of entitlement. 

 On the other side, the notion of psychological entitlement as an independent 

construct is comparatively new as in past it was deemed as a component of narcissism. 

However, Campbell et al. (2004) view psychological entitlement as a distinctive 
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individual difference construct with its exclusive interpersonal outcomes and as such 

describe it as a constant conviction that one deserves extra rewards and benefits and is 

entitled to get a superior treatment as compared to fellow employees. Both variables 

inflate feelings about ones‘ self but do it in dissimilar ways. These two constructs can 

also be differentiated on the basis of part other people show in each: narcissists consider 

themselves as superior and exceptional with other people showing marginal role. 

However, the concept of entitlement inculcate other people in it ―one deserves more and 

is entitled to more than others‖. So, the other people are not playing peripheral role, 

rather, are considered as crucial for having sense of entitlement. Furthermore, 

psychological entitlement can subsist distinctively of other main traits like assertiveness, 

deceitfulness, exploitativeness etc (Miller, Price & Campbell, 2012). Narcissism tends to 

encapsulate the negative aspects in a greater amount as compared to psychological 

entitlement (Pryor, Miller, & Gaughan, 2008). Moreover, it is worth mentioning that few 

types of narcissism such as vulnerable narcissism are composed of inferior self beliefs 

that are not aligned with the augmented sense of perception captured by the notion of 

psychological entitlement (Dickinson & Pincus, 2003). This study focuses on behavioral 

outcomes of psychological entitlement based on the premise that entitled employees are 

more prone to be dependent upon others and also influence the other individuals more 

than narcissists (Rose & Anastasio, 2014). 

The prevalent amplified curiosity to understand entitlement phenomenon in depth 

is due to the fact that this individual difference factor leads to a wide range of negative 

behavioral outcomes coming under the labels of workplace deviance or 

counterproductive work behaviors(CWB‘s)(see Yam, Klotz, He, & Reynolds, 2017; 
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Vatankhah & Raoofi, 2018; Naseer et al., 2019). The growing intent to probe the 

phenomenon of psychological entitlement in relation to different forms of deviant 

behaviors or CWB‘s is not only due to the theoretical or conceptual reasons but also as a 

result of multiple corporate scandals that occurred in the current century. Entitled 

employees‘ belief pertaining to deprivation of expected rewards instill frustration, 

indignance, and a desire to seek reparation in them (Bishop & Lane, 2002). Such 

individuals as retaliation cease their voluntary activities in favor of organization and 

indulge themselves in undesirable CWB‘s (Szalkowska et al., 2015; Naseer et al., 2019). 

The CWB‘s can vary in their intensity and characteristics but irrespective of their major 

or minor disposition, they are considered as expensive for organizations because of the 

damage they might cause to organizational members and organizational repute as a 

whole. In sum, such negative behaviors can adversely affect all aspects of organization 

from routine interactions among employees to total cost and revenues mentioned in the 

income statements. 

The typology of CWBs‘ also includes knowledge hiding behaviors that highlight 

an intentional attempt to conceal knowledge from organizational members (Serenko & 

Bontis, 2016). Research literature reveals that organizational scholars are displaying an 

enhanced proclivity to envisage the impact of individual personality dispositions on 

knowledge withholding behaviors at workplace. Different types of personality traits have 

gained preeminence in knowledge management domain and current research stream is 

focusing upon individual dispositions more than situational or interpersonal determinants 

(Cui, 2017). The reason behind this change of focus is that despite development of 

reward systems, social networks and organizational cultures that enhance knowledge 
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sharing (Intezari, Taskin, & Pauleen, 2017; Al Busaidi & Olfman, 2017; Rode, 2016) 

however, employees still withhold knowledge from coworkers (Connelly et al., 2012). 

This predicament is significant because it can diminish the creativity of individuals who 

get indulged in it and also instigates a distrust loop that further enhances knowledge 

hiding in organizations (Connelly & Zweig, 2015).  

 In the similar manner, where the mushrooming stream of research focus upon the 

impact of dark personality dispositions on vigorous and thorough forms of CWB‘s at 

workplace like knowledge hiding behavior, there are also studies that focus upon less 

vigorous forms of mistreatment(see Turnipseed & Landay, 2018; Kim & Hu, 2019). This 

particular mild deviant behavioral pattern referred as incivility was first defined by 

Andersson and Pearson (1999) as an inherently rude and discourteous behavior with an 

indistinct aim to hurt the target by breaking the norms of reciprocal respect. Some 

common examples of such behaviors include passing offensive comments, ignoring 

fellow employees, superseding decisions without providing pertinent reasons(Pearson, 

Andersson, & Porath, 2001) etc. Uncivil behaviors warrant attention of researchers and 

practitioners because research depicts that majority of the aggression that takes place at 

today‘s workplaces is of less intense nature; verbal instead of physical, discreet rather 

than overt, passive instead of active  and indirect in place of direct(Pearson & Andersson, 

2005; Jawahar & Schreurs, 2018) 

Keeping in view the focus of current research on entitlement induced 

counterproductive work behaviors, this study demonstrates the impact of psychological 

entitlement on counterproductive knowledge behaviors i.e. knowledge hiding behavior 

and mild intensity CWBs‘ i.e. instigated incivility. Similar to other forms of negative 
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behaviors, psychologically entitled employees might indulge in these behavioral patterns 

as an attempt to correct a perceived ‗wrong‘(getting recognition which they believe they 

deserve) or to shield or enhance their self-worth(Giacalone, 1985). The study also 

highlights the mediating processes and moderating conditions under which psychological 

entitlement might yield knowledge hiding and uncivil behavioral patterns. 

1.2. Knowledge Gaps 

On the basis of the extensive overview of literature pertaining to the 

psychological entitlement tendency and employee negative behaviors, this research study 

has identified certain gaps in the research literature in terms of both theoretical and 

methodological perspective. Both sorts of gaps are discussed below:   

1.2.1. Theoretical gaps. As mentioned earlier, understanding the association of 

psychological entitlement with employees‘ behavioral outcomes is a critical concern for 

both contemporary management and workplaces (Jordan et al., 2017; Naseer et al., 2019 

Lanagerud & Jordan, 2020). This notion has long been overlooked in research (Jordan et 

al., 2017). But the current research literature generates a need and presses upon the 

requirement to deeply study this concept and highlight its consequences for current 

organizational setups (Harvey & Dasborough, 2015; Jordan et al., 2017; Zitek & Jordan, 

2019). This study also investigates the untapped behavioral outcomes of this 

phenomenon. Some of the gaps that this study aims to fulfill are as under: 

1.2.1.1. Psychological entitlement and undesirable behavioral outcomes. An 

overview of past research indicates that work environment and personality characteristics 

determine the CWB‘s in organizations (Herchcovis et al., 2007). Certain negative 

personality traits such as narcissistic tendency, aberrant personality, Machiavellianism, 
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psychopathy etc indulge employees in CWB‘s with a motive to harm organizations and 

its members (Penney & Spector, 2002; Wu & Lebreton, 2011, Scherer, Baysinger, 

Zolynsky, & LeBreton, 2013), Amir & Malik, 2016; Trent, Barron, Rose, & Carretta, 

2020). This study follows the same line of research and aims to examine the linkage 

between psychological entitlement and counterproductive knowledge behaviors (i.e. 

knowledge hiding behaviors). A recent study highlighted that knowledge hiding 

behaviors can also be considered as CWBs and there exists a dire need to address the 

precursors of knowledge hiding behaviors because of their detrimental effects towards 

organizations (Serenko & Bontis, 2016). Connelly et al. (2012) suggest that knowledge 

hiding behavior involve deliberate endeavor to hold back knowledge from others at work. 

Knowledge hiding has transformed in to a serious concern for current business 

organizations because of the valence of negative consequences it generates for 

organizations (Zhao, Xia, He, Sheard & Wan, 2016; Khoreva & Wechtler, 2020).  

The past literature reveals that when the unrealistic desires of individuals 

associated with psychological entitlement personality trait are not fulfilled, they tend to 

engage in revengeful behaviors like conflict with supervisor, CWB‘s, coworker abuse, 

coworker bullying (Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Szalkowska et al., 

2015, Mackey et al., 2016). It is evident that the relationship of psychological entitlement 

with CWB‘s is an established reality but the linkage between psychological entitlement 

and knowledge hiding behaviors is a void that needs to be filled. 

Knowledge management research indicates that personality traits exercise an 

influence on employees‘ knowledge hiding behaviors (Pan, Zhou, & Zhang, 2016). 

Personality characteristics determine whether an individual may engage in knowledge 
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withholding behaviors or not (Pan et al., 2016; Gefroy & Evans, 2017). Self centered 

individuals do not share their knowledge because it does not serve their self interests 

(Fehr, Samsom & Paulhus, 1992; Webster et al., 2008; Butt & Ahmad, 2019). When the 

idealistic expectations of individuals with entitlement tendency are not fulfilled they may 

engage in covert unfavorable behaviors directed at others (Fisk, 2010; Klimchak et al., 

2016). These unfavorable behaviors can include concealment of knowledge because 

knowledge is considered as employees‘ crucial intellectual resource (Kelloway & 

Barling, 2000). Employees can never be forced to share this particular resource without 

their consent which is reliant upon the treatment that employees receive from the 

organization and its members (Kim, Kim, & Yun, 2015; Zhao et al., 2016; Ghani et al., 

2020; Irum, Ghosh, & Pandey, 2020). When employees feel a gap between efforts and 

expected rewards, they may begin to hide information from organizational members as an 

act of retaliation or revenge. Hence, the first gap that this research study aims to address 

is to determine the association between psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding 

behavior of employees. 

Another behavior that is deemed as a mild deviant behavior can be exhibited by 

psychologically entitled employees and this behavior is commonly known as workplace 

incivility. Incivility is omnipresent and spreading speedily in organizations with incidents 

of incivility being multiplied in past 20 years (Porath & Pearson, 2013; Schilpzand, De 

Pater, & Arez, 2016). Incivility is considered as a meek deviant behavior with an 

uncertain intent of harming the target (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Some of the 

commonly practiced uncivil behaviors include not responding to fellow employees‘, 

emails, ignoring others, rudely answering someone, speaking in a derisive manner etc. 
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These behaviors seemingly are not intense but their existence cannot be ignored as they 

may be a beginning of a spiral of intense organizational deviance or CWB‘s. This minor 

deviance may transform into an aggressive retaliation if the triggering point remains 

unidentified. 

 This study posits psychological entitlement tendency as the aforementioned 

triggering point as the literature indicates that perpetrator‘s characteristics like anger, 

high level of power and non integrative conflict management style have a positive 

influence on acts of incivility (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout; 2001; Meier & 

Spector, 2013; Schilpzand et al., 2016). Psychologically entitled employees possess a 

perception of unequal reciprocity in terms of what they give and receive in organization. 

The belief of being victimized by imbalance may engage employees in rude and uncivil 

behaviors towards coworkers (Meier & Spector, 2013). Another reason for indulgence in 

uncivil behaviors towards coworkers is that entitled employees constantly compare 

themselves with their fellow employees in terms of rewards and appreciation (Campbell 

et al., 2004; Foley, Ngo, & Loi, 2016). When such employees feel that coworkers are 

getting more rewards, they tend to develop resentment towards them (Harvey & Harris, 

2010; Martin, Zhan, Wang, & Jin, 2019).  

This resentment is rooted in the self inflated perceptions of entitled employees‘ 

regarding their efforts and abilities (Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Lange, Redford, & 

Crusius, 2019). Once this resentment is generated in entitled individuals, they transfer it 

to their coworkers in the form of rude and discourteous behaviors that are against the 

acceptable norms of organization. So, the second theoretical contribution is to examine 
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the link between psychological entitlement and instigated workplace incivility aligned 

with the imbalance perceptions determined by the social exchange process (Blau, 1964). 

1.2.1.2. The role of abusive supervision perceptions between psychological 

entitlement and behavioral outcomes. The research literature reveals that psychological 

entitlement has a relationship with abusive supervision perceptions and this relationship 

is based upon subjectivity of employee‘s perceptions regarding his/her boss (Harvey et 

al., 2014; Mackey et al., 2016). The relationship is reliant upon the conception that 

entitled employees possess an optimistic perception about their own personalities, negate 

criticism, make faulty judgments and indulge in interpersonal conflict with supervisors 

(Snow et al., 2001; Harvey & Martinko, 2009). This depicts that entitlement is associated 

with unfair perceptions of reciprocity which resultantly generate abusive supervision 

perceptions. These perceptions of being abused by supervisors enhance 

counterproductive behavioral responses (Tepper et al., 2009; Thau & Mitchell, 2010; 

Ghani et al., 2020) and reduce work performance (Preiesemuth, Schminke, Ambrose, & 

Folger, 2014), job satisfaction, organizational commitment(Tepper, 2000), organizational 

citizenship behaviors (Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002), and knowledge sharing behaviors 

of employees (Kim et al., 2015). Thus, any association between psychological 

entitlement and outcomes might be a consequence of relationship with abusive 

supervision perceptions. Furthermore, literature indicates that employees who are 

mistreated are more apt to pessimistically reciprocate by engaging in negative workplace 

behaviors (Mawritz, Mayer, Hoobler, Wayne, & Marinova, 2012; Harold & Holtz, 2015).  

The negative and undesirable workplace behaviors that can stem out of the 

abusive supervision perceptions of employees can be knowledge hiding behaviors. 
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According to Kim et al. (2015), knowledge is considered as a valuable asset owned by 

employees and the perception of being unfairly treated by organization or its members 

causes them to withhold knowledge from others. The past literature indicates that 

supervisory support nurtures an atmosphere favorable for knowledge exchange 

(Zboralski, 2009; Buch, Dysvik, Kuvaas, & Nerstad, 2015) while prevalence of abusive 

supervision triggers unconstructive attitudes and behaviors (Aryee, Chen, Sun, & Debrah, 

2007; Carlson, Ferguson, Hunter, & Whitten, 2012).  

Recently, a research study conducted by Khalid, Bashir, Karim and Abbas (2018) 

in hospitality industry of Pakistan examined the direct influence of abusive supervision 

on knowledge hiding behaviors of employees. This study highlighted that when 

employees are subjected to abusive behavior of supervisor, they tend to get revenge by 

hiding information or knowledge from convenient targets i.e. coworkers. This study also 

considers the mediating role of abusive supervision perceptions between psychological 

entitlement and knowledge hiding behaviors. Literature also reveals that abusive 

supervision mediates the association between psychological entitlement and resultant 

outcomes like upward undermining, organizational deviance, coworker bullying in recent 

studies (Harvey et al., 2014; Mackey et al., 2016). However, the intervening impact of 

abusive supervision perceptions between psychological entitlement and knowledge 

hiding behaviors is a void in literature that needs to be filled. So the third gap of this 

study is to investigate the mediating role if any of abusive supervision perceptions 

between psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behaviors. 

Apart from counterproductive knowledge behavior, another possible reaction to 

abusive supervision perceptions can be a mild deviant or counterproductive behavior 
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referred as incivility. At present, limited number of studies has investigated the 

relationship between leadership traits and uncivil behaviors (see Harold & Holtz, 2015). 

Harold and Holtz (2015) indicated that there is a dire need to understand the association 

between leadership traits other than passive leadership style and incivility in the 

organizational context for the purpose of examining the differential impact of multiple 

leadership traits on uncivil behaviors of employees. Interpersonal treatment is deemed as 

a compelling force of workplace deviant behaviors (Robinson & Greenberg, 1998). 

Research literature highlights employees‘ experiences at workplace pertaining to lack of 

fairness and threats to self are significant predictors of workplace deviance (Bennett & 

Robinson, 2003).  

Abusive supervision instigates feelings of alienation, frustration, and helplessness 

(Ashforth, 1994) that engages employees in deviant behaviors as source to seek revenge. 

Past studies have elaborated a relationship between abusive supervision and employees‘ 

deviant and CWBs‘ (Mitchell and Ambrose, 2007; Eschleman, Bowling, Michel, & 

Burns, 2014). According to displaced aggression theory (Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, 

& Sears, 1939), individuals victimized by unjust treatment retaliate against convenient 

and weak targets instead of perpetrators who have considerable positional power. In this 

case, employees having abusive supervision perceptions target deviant behaviors towards 

coworkers instead of supervisors because coworkers are deemed as easy victims. Since, 

incivility is also characterized as a mild form of interpersonal deviance (Andersson & 

Pearson, 1999), abusive supervision is a likely predictor of workplace incivility. This 

study addresses this gap in research literature and examines the linkage between abusive 
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supervision perceptions and incivility. So, the association between abusive supervision 

perceptions and incivility indicates the fourth gap of study. 

This study moves ahead and apart from studying the direct association between 

abusive supervision perceptions and instigated incivility also highlights the mediating 

influence of abusive supervision perceptions between psychological entitlement and 

instigated incivility. The feeling of psychologically entitled individuals of being 

victimized and treated with inequity nurture resentment in them and promote 

development of mistreatment perceptions from supervisors. When supervisors couldn‘t 

fulfill the unrealistic expectations of psychologically entitled employees, they tend to 

develop negative perceptions about behaviors of supervisors and consider them 

discourteous. These mistreatment perceptions consequently involve employees in 

insolent and vengeful behaviors (Harvey & Harris, 2009; Mackey et al., 2016). 

Employees might display their aggression towards coworkers who are considered as most 

easily available targets in the form of uncivil behaviors in order to reduce their frustration 

(Dollard et al., 1939). So, aligned with this body of research an interesting fifth 

contribution of this study in research literature would be the mediating role of abusive 

supervision perceptions between psychological entitlement and instigated incivility. 

1.2.1.3. Role of job stress between psychological entitlement and instigated 

incivility. It is evident from entitlement literature that psychological entitlement induces 

frustration and stress in employees (Harvey & Harris, 2010). The relationship can be 

explicated with the help of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) which highlights that 

feelings of unequal exchange at workplace involve employees in negative behavioral 

reactions as a response. When self proclaimed expectations of employees pertaining to 
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organization or its members are not fulfilled, they tend to feel stressed and this stress gets 

translated into negative attitudes and behaviors as a response (Blau & Boal, 1989). The 

psychologically entitled employees nurture antagonism and stress based on the premise 

that some other individual or event has caused obstruction to their goal attainment 

(Harvey et al., 2008). Likewise, literature reveals that job stress indulge employees in 

acts of incivility as a revenge mechanism (Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harold & Holtz, 

2015).  

Based on the above mentioned linkages, it is quite possible that psychological 

entitlement generates stress in employees at job, and this stress might in turn engage 

employees in acts of incivility just to resolve the negativity and transfer the stress to 

coworkers (Kemper, 1966). When the psychologically entitled employees couldn‘t fulfill 

their desires and fail to get expected rewards and benefits at workplace, they tend to get 

stressed (Harvey & Harris, 2009). This stress generated out of idealistic expectations 

engages such employees in uncivil behaviors towards fellow employees as an attempt to 

reduce the frustration. So, the mediating impact of job stress between psychological 

entitlement and instigated incivility highlights the sixth gap of literature.  

1.2.1.4. The role of hostile attribution bias as a boundary condition. Certain 

cognitive factors may also influence the linkage between psychological entitlement and 

abusive supervision perceptions. One of such factors is hostile attribution bias. Past 

research literature illustrates that attribution bias of individuals exercise a well defined 

influence on social exchange mechanisms existent among employees (see Weiner, 1985; 

Beauregard, 2014). Individuals with strong hostile attribution bias have an ability to 

blame others for all worst happenings (Wu, Zhang, Chiu, Kwan, & He, 2014). 
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Psychologically entitled employees because of their self centered nature and tendency of 

blaming others would perceive supervision to be more abusive in the presence of hostile 

attribution bias tendency. Individuals suffering from hostile attribution bias propensity 

have self proclaimed beliefs and perceptions about people living in the outside world 

(Galic & Ruzojcic, 2017). They display an inclination of reprimanding others to be 

insolent without any solid proof (Mathew & Norris, 2002). Individuals having hostile 

attribution bias examine things from own perspective only and the erroneous expectations 

generate bigoted attributions of hostile behavior (Li et al., 2020). The psychologically 

entitled employees‘ develop negative attributions about even the positive actions of 

supervisors aimed to guide them. Hence, the compassionate or simply ambiguous 

intentions of supervisors might be deemed as negative due to hostile attribution bias 

tendency (Dodge & Frame, 1982). So it would be interesting to inspect the moderating 

role of hostile attribution bias on the relationship between entitlement and abusive 

supervision perceptions highlighting seventh gap of study. 

1.2.1.5. The moderating role of rumination. Rumination is referred as a 

continuous thinking pattern, becoming a facet of consciousness and averting one‘s 

concentration towards depressive signs and also ramification of these signs (Nolen-

Hoeksema, 1991). Rumination highlights an inclination to consistently think about the 

signals gained from external sources (Nolen-Hoeksema, Wisco, & Lyubomirsky, 2008). 

The employees having perceptions of abusive supervision are not only cognitively 

agitated but they also ruminate about the previous happenings to act accordingly 

(Schilpzand, Leavitt, & Lim, 2016). Collins and Bell (1997) posited that rumination can 

generate aggressive reactions in response to perceived insults of rude behaviors. The 
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tendency of ruminating on past negative events may engage entitled employees in to 

undesirable behavioral outcomes.  

The reason behind is that if employees‘ continuously think about the negative or 

stressful events that happened in the past, they might get involved in revengeful 

behavioral reactions as a mean to reduce their stress levels. The research literature reveals 

that self threat stimuli like abusive supervision must be studied in context of ruminative 

coping processes (Rosen & Hochwarter, 2014). We propose that when employees are 

unable to forget the episodes of perceived abusive supervision, it is probable that they 

may intensify their counterproductive or deviant behaviors. The lack of control on 

recurring negative thoughts about previous bad experiences can trigger aggressive 

reactions owing to persistent pessimistic thought patterns (Pederson et al., 2011; Chen,Pu, 

Shi, & Zhou, 2020). These aggressive reactions can be in the form uncivil behaviors or 

counterproductive knowledge behaviors directed at coworkers. So the role of rumination 

as a moderator of the relationship between abusive supervision perceptions and 

knowledge hiding behaviors, and between abusive supervision perceptions and instigated 

incivility indicates the eighth gap of study. 

1.2.1.6. The moderating role of job calling. Recently, there has been growing 

interest among organizational researchers to examine the effects of job calling on 

employee attitudes and behaviors (Afsar et al., 2019; Webster & Edwards, 2019; Lee et 

al., 2019). In perspective of job, calling is considered as an evocative and steady 

experience that instigates employees to fervently do their work without demanding a 

substantial reward in exchange (Wrzesniewski, McCauley, Rozin, & Schwartz, 1997). 

Job calling is regarded as seeking meaningfulness in work life which contributes to 
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common well being of society (Duffy & Dik, 2013). Previous research literature indicates 

that employees occupying and living job aligned with their career calling tend to show 

high degree of job satisfaction, job engagement, and organizational citizenship behaviors 

and decreased job stress and workplace deviant behaviors(Duffy, Allan, & Bott, 2012; 

Hirschi, 2012; Esteves & Lopes, 2017; Afsar et al., 2019). 

Research literature depicts that employees living their job calling have an 

altruistic propensity (Duffy, Allan, Autin, & Bott, 2013). Such individuals show more 

concern towards others and show willingness to assist others and accommodate others by 

undergoing personal sacrifices (Afsar et al., 2019). Job calling nurtures a positive coping 

mechanism that instills a tendency in employee to deal with all challenging and tough 

working conditions (Esteves & Lopes, 2017). Individuals living their job calling consider 

their work duties as meaningful and have an enhanced self actualization. Work 

meaningfulness involves such employees strongly in their jobs and they are likely to 

perform well because of the reduce stress levels and negative behaviors. Such employees 

do not behave rudely towards fellow employees because they feel that engagement in 

uncivil behaviors is against the norms of duty (Afsar et al., 2019). Individuals living their 

job calling prefer to get involved in organizational citizenship behaviors instead of 

negative and discourteous behaviors that hurt colleagues. Such employees tend to feel 

satisfied by getting involved in helpful and altruistic behaviors towards fellow employees 

(Conklin, 2012; Praskova, Creed, & Hood, 2015). Uncivil behaviors of employees can be 

reduced by building employee strengths which enhance positive organizational behaviors. 

Park, Sohn and Ha (2016) highlighted the dire need to study job calling in relation with 

job behaviors and underlying mechanisms. So, ninth gap of literature that this study aims 
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to address is to examine that whether job calling can buffer the positive effect of stress on 

uncivil behaviors of employees. The summary of all theoretical gaps is given in Table 1.1. 

Table 1.1 Summary of Theoretical Gaps 

 

S.No 
 

Research Gaps 

 

Supporting Studies 

 

Gap 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Relationship between psychological 

entitlement and knowledge hiding 

behaviors  

 

Szalkowska et al., 2015;  

Mackey et al., 2016; Pan et al., 

2016; Gefroy & Evans, 2017; 

Jordan et al., 2017 

 

Gap 2 Relationship between psychological 

entitlement and instigated incivility 

Meier & Spector, 2013; 

Schilpzand, De Pater, & Arez, 

2016; Jordan et al., 2017 

 

Gap 3 The mediating role of abusive 

supervision perceptions between 

psychological entitlement and 

knowledge hiding behavior 

Kim et al., 2015; Harold & 

Holtz, 2015; Mackey et 

al.(2016); Khalid et al.(2018) 

 

Gap 4 The relationship between abusive 

supervision perceptions and 

instigated incivility 

Wei & Sei (2013); Eschleman, 

et al. (2014) 
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1.2.2. Methodological gap. This study uses a popular evaluative technique of 

mixing quantitative and qualitative approaches in order to probe into the influence of 

psychological entitlement on behavioral responses of employees. Even though 

researchers united qualitative and quantitative data for several years, existent concept of 

mixed method research did not come into limelight before the 1980‘s. The idea of mixed 

method research expanded swiftly in past few years, establishing it as a research 

methodology with a discrete identity and valuable name (Denscombe, 2008), 

Gap 5 The mediating role of abusive 

supervision perceptions between 

psychological entitlement and 

instigated incivility. 

Harold & Holtz, 2015 

Gap 6 The mediating impact of job stress 

between psychological entitlement 

and instigated incivility 

Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harold 

& Holtz, 2015 

Gap 7 The role of hostile attribution bias as 

a boundary condition. 

Wu et al., 2014; Galic & 

Ruzojcic, 2017 

Gap 8 The moderating impact of rumination Rosen & Hochwarter, 2014; 

Schilpzand et al.(2016) 

Gap 9 The moderating impact of job calling Conklin, 2012; Praskova, 

Creed, & Hood, 2015; Esteves 

& Lopes, 2017 
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predominantly in field of health, psychology, education, sociology etc. Research scholars 

have started stressing upon the mixed method research in management studies because 

the use of this methodological approach can augment the potential of business researchers 

to understand and solve complex business problems. The foremost characteristic of the 

mixed method research design is methodological pluralism, which contributes towards 

finer research as compared to monomethod research designs (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 

2004).  

Using a mixed method research approach gives a more detailed discernment of 

the research problem that is otherwise difficult to accomplish by usage of only one 

approach (Creswell & Plano Clarke, 2011). The previous research studies elaborating the 

importance of mixed method design in management field highlight that using this 

particular method in management studies shall enhance worth and contribute to enrich 

research in business field (Molina-Azorin & Cameron, 2015; Molina-Azorin & Lopez-

Gamero, 2016). Furthermore, the existing mixed method research elucidates that 

employees‘ social exchange viewpoints, affective reactions and counterproductive 

behaviors are socially constructed experiences apart from their measureable existence 

(Beauregard, 2014). This means that they envisage a certain degree of individual and 

social valence for employees. Hence, in addition to quantitative component, the 

elaboration of results on the basis of qualitative component can unfold real life 

experiences pertaining to perceptual and emotional reactions and associated behaviors 

entitled employees.  
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1.3. Problem Statement 

 

Popular press accounts and budding research indicates that work organizations in general 

and service organizations in particular are undergoing a prospect of dealing with 

employees who are excessively entitled (Joplin, Greenbaum, Wallace, & Edwards, 2019; 

Brailovskaia & Bierhoff, 2020). An overview of research indicates that this negative 

personality disposition has momentous implications for individual, team, and 

organizational performance, with enhanced related costs if effectiveness is compromised 

(O-Leary-Kelly, Rosen, & Hochwarter, 2017; Wirtz & Rigotti, 2020; Schilbach, Baethge, 

& Rigotti, 2020). Research scholars agree on the viewpoint that examination of 

psychological entitlement and its effects on workplace is just entering the mainstream of 

organizational behavior research (Grubbs & Exline, 2016; Langerud & Jordan, 2020).  

It is a general belief that service sector employees have an enhanced predilection 

of forming the feeling of entitlement because they frequently get involved in 

organizational citizenship behaviors. These behaviors are displayed to augment the 

service quality, uplift the service design, nurture a positive word of mouth and satisfy the 

customers (Wang, 2009; Kim, Kim, Kim, & Kruesi, 2020). The recurrent pressures to 

deal with the enhanced demands of entitled customers and organizational management 

pertaining to the improvement and advancement of service design and delivery might 

trigger the sense of entitlement in service sector employees. Hence, the continuous 

involvement in altruistic behaviors at work is deemed as a license for these employees to 

display deviant behaviors in future. A research study conducted by Yam et al. (2017) 

highlighted that involvement of employees in externally motivated citizenship behaviors 

makes them feel entitled to moral laxity in future. Given these ramifications, it is 
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pertinent to examine the association of psychological entitlement to employees‘ 

counterproductive and deviant behaviors specifically in the context of service industry. 

Although, entitlement research is growing in context of service sector 

organizations but this research still remains deficient in examining the effects of 

psychological entitlement on counterproductive knowledge behaviors of employees. The 

service quality is dependent upon the behaviors of employees at work. In order to 

promote service innovation, employees are required to share their experiences and 

knowledge in almost all phases encompassing service design and delivery. Apart from 

employees‘ collaboration and knowledge sharing, they are also required to display 

civility towards their coworkers (Wu & Chen, 2015). The discourteous behaviors of 

service sector employees towards their coworkers can have a sweeping effect on even the 

customers of the organization thus affecting the overall performance (Mao, Chang, 

Johnson, & Sun, 2019; Jin, Kim, & DiPietro, 2020).  Hence, it is imperative to minimize 

the prevalence of knowledge withholding behaviors at work. In the similar manner, the 

examination of psychological entitlement in relation with uncivil behaviors is equally 

important as with explicit disparaging behaviors like aggressiveness or abuse. 

So, given the recurrent lament pertaining to the enhanced sense of entitlement and 

given the inadequate but mounting research literature (Twenge & Campbell, 2009; 

Langerud & Jordan, 2020), this study examines when and how the psychological 

entitlement tendency impacts employees‘ knowledge hiding and uncivil behaviors. 

Proceeding further, given the negative nature of the constructs less job calling makes it 

important to inculcate the lived experience of service sector employees‘ in order to 

understand their viewpoints in depth. Moreover, prevalent research indicates that 
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employees‘ fairness perceptions, emotional reactions and counterproductive work 

behaviors have roots in both measureable veracity and a socially constructed experience 

where they depict certain individual and social meaning to the respondents (Beauregard, 

2014). So it is pertinent to inculcate the personal experiences of individuals in addition to 

the quantitative findings as they can help in further elaborating the behavioral patterns of 

employees‘ as a result of entitlement propensity. 

1.4. Research Questions  

 

This study answers following research questions in the phase one (quantitative): 

Research Question 1. ―To what extent, if any, psychological entitlement impact 

knowledge hiding behavior, instigated incivility, abusive supervision perceptions and job 

stress?‖ 

Research Question 2. What is the influence of abusive supervision perceptions on 

knowledge hiding behavior and instigated incivility? 

Research Question 3. Do abusive supervision perceptions intervene the relationships 

between psychological entitlement and 1) knowledge hiding behavior and 2) instigated 

incivility? 

Research Question 4. What is the influence of job stress on instigated incivility? 

Research Question 5. Does job stress mediate the relationship between psychological 

entitlement and instigated incivility? 

Research Question 6. Does hostile attribution bias moderate psychological entitlement-

abusive supervision perceptions linkage? 
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Research Question 7. Does rumination buffer the relationship between abusive 

supervision perceptions and behavioral outcomes (knowledge hiding behaviors and 

instigated incivility)? 

Research Question 8. Does job calling moderate the relationship between job stress and 

instigated incivility? 

The research questions 9 and 10 for phase two (qualitative) are: 

Qualitative Research Question. How do perceptions of psychological entitlement affect 

knowledge hiding and uncivil behaviors of service sector employees of Pakistan? 

Mixed Method Research Question. How can the findings that arise from the qualitative 

data be used to give a deeper understanding of the behavioral patterns of psychologically 

entitled employees‘? 

1.5. Research Objectives 

 

The overall research objective of the study is to examine the negative behavioral 

outcomes of psychological entitlement along with certain mediating and moderating 

mechanisms. Specific research objectives of the study are as follows: 

Research Objective 1: To examine the impact of psychological entitlement on 

knowledge hiding behavior, instigated incivility, abusive supervision perceptions and job 

stress. 

Research Objective 2: To investigate the influence of abusive supervision perceptions 

on knowledge hiding behavior and instigated incivility. 

Research Objective 3: To examine the impact of job stress on instigated incivility. 
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Research Objective 4: To examine the mediating impact of abusive supervision 

perceptions between psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behavior. 

Research Objective 5: To examine the mediating impact of abusive supervision 

perceptions between psychological entitlement and instigated incivility. 

Research Objective 6: To find out the mediating role of job stress between 

psychological entitlement and instigated incivility. 

Research Objective 7: To examine the moderating impact of hostile attribution bias on 

the relationship between psychological entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions. 

Research Objective 8: To investigate the moderating impact of rumination on the 

relationship between abusive supervision perceptions and knowledge hiding behavior. 

Research Objective 9: To investigate the moderating impact of rumination on the 

relationship between abusive supervision perceptions and knowledge hiding behavior and 

between abusive supervision and instigated incivility. 

Research Objective 10: To understand the moderating influence of job calling on the 

linkage between job stress and instigated incivility. 

The research objectives for the qualitative phase two are: 

Research Objective 11: To explore the effect of psychological entitlement on service 

sector employees‘ behavioral outcomes. 

Research Objective 12: To explain and validate the results obtained from the 

quantitative phase of the study. 
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1.6. Significance of Study 

This study will contribute towards existent body of knowledge in multiple ways. 

1.6.1. Theoretical significance. The relationship between employees‘ 

personality traits and their negative behavioral reactions has been a concern for scholars 

for the last two decades (Pan et al., 2018; Wirtz & Rogotti, 2020; Schilbach, Baethge, & 

Rigotti, 2020). Researchers are emphasizing the role of personality characteristics as a 

determinant of employees‘ counterproductive or deviant behaviors apart from 

interpersonal or situational factors prevalent at work. A personality trait that has received 

enhanced attention in past one decade is psychological entitlement tendency of 

employees. The occurrence of entitlement issues has been multiplied in work 

organizations since the entry of millennial generation at workplace, but the literature 

reveals that this notion has been neglected by organizational scholars (Aslop, 2008; 

Harvey& Dasborough, 2015; Jordan et al., 2017). Furthermore, Harvey and Dasborough 

(2015) mentioned the research on psychological entitlement as a ‗low -hanging fruit‘ in 

the pursuit to reduce the academic-practitioner void, demonstrating a remarkable prospect 

to present these practitioners with required managerial solutions while concurrently 

creating a stimulus in scholastic domain. Similarly, Jordan et al. (2016) also focused on 

the need to probe the notion of psychological entitlement in context of its effects by 

positing that it is an emerging construct in organizational psychology that has interesting 

and significant implications for both researchers and practitioners.  

This study follows the footsteps of these researches and contributes to the 

prevalent body of knowledge by presenting an integrated model that highlights the 
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consequences of psychological entitlement along with the role of perceptions, feelings 

and cognitions. Researchers have attempted their part in explaining the influence of 

psychological entitlement on certain attitudinal and behavioral outcomes like perceived 

inequity, turnover intent, job satisfaction and conflict with supervisor, coworker abuse 

and political behavior, reduced organizational citizenship behaviors enhanced 

counterproductive work behaviors, abusive supervision perceptions, coworker bullying, 

unethical behaviors etc(Naumann et al., 2002; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Harvey & 

Harris, 2009; Szalkowska et al., 2015; Wheeler, Halbesleben, & Whitman, 2013; Mackey 

et al., 2016; Naseer et al., 2019). This depicts that psychological entitlement is a 

conception that has noteworthy implications for organizations, encompassing individuals, 

teams, and functioning of organizations, with enhanced related costs when efficiency is 

compromised (Jordan et al., 2017). Despite of the fact that many studies have focused on 

outcomes associated with entitlement, however, the literature is silent on the relationship 

between psychological entitlement and counterproductive knowledge behaviors i.e. 

knowledge hiding behaviors of employees and mild deviant behaviors i.e. workplace 

incivility. So, the first contribution of this study is to fill this void and examine 

psychological entitlement in association with these two behavioral outcomes.  

The second contribution of this study demonstrates that abusive supervision 

perceptions generated because of psychological entitlement of employees might lead to 

knowledge hiding and uncivil behaviors of employees. The previous research literature 

highlights that negative perceptions of employees pertaining to organizational processes 

or organizational members can generate negative consequences in the form of 

undesirable behaviors at work (Blau, 1964; Mackey et al., 2016). This study pursued this 
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domain of research and highlights that whether abusive supervision perceptions act as an 

intervening mechanism between psychological entitlement and two behavioral outcomes; 

knowledge hiding behaviors and instigated incivility. Similarly, mediating effect of 

frustration between psychological entitlement and employee deviant behaviors is already 

established (See Harvey & Harris, 2009) but how stress levels of entitled employees 

affect mild deviant behaviors is under studied. So, the third contribution of the study 

focuses on intervening effect of stress between psychological entitlement and instigated 

incivility of employees.  

Proceeding further, Wu et al. (2014) in a research study posited that role of 

cognitive biases on employees‘ perceptions needs to be examined. Hostile attribution bias 

highlights a cognitive bias that ascribes the worst intentions to a behavior or action 

(Milich & Dodge, 1984). The examination of a cognitive bias as moderator the linkage 

between psychological entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions is an interesting 

contribution to social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Hence, the fourth contribution of 

this study brings into limelight the buffering influence of this hostile attribution bias on 

the linkage between psychological entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions.  

Moreover, an overview of current research literature highlights the role of self 

threat stimuli like abusive supervision should be examined in perspective of rumination 

(Rosen & Hochwarter, 2014). Rumination is a self focused consideration towards one‘s 

previous thoughts and feelings (Lyubomirsky & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1995). The fifth 

contribution the study is to examine that whether the ruminating pattern of employees 

increase the influence of abusive supervision perceptions on negative behavioral 

outcomes of employees. Extant study highlights that whether the emotional regulation 
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strategy of rumination might influence the relationship between employees‘ perceptions 

of unequal exchange associated with supervisor and consequent negative behavioral 

reactions. 

Lastly, the recent research literature displays an amplified concern towards 

examining the role of job calling on employee attitudes and behaviors (Yoon, Daley, & 

Curlin, 2017; Dalla Rosa & Vianello, 2020). The boundary level effect of job calling can 

also be elaborated in context of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Motivational 

processes linked with social exchange mechanism can help to explain the moderating 

influence of job calling on the association between job stress and uncivil behaviors. So, 

the sixth contribution of this study is the extension of this idea and examination of 

boundary effect of job calling on the linkage between job stress and instigated incivility. 

1.6.2. Contextual significance. The personality disposition named as 

psychological entitlement is primarily studied in Western organizational settings. The 

research literature highlights that how the prevalence of millennial generation in Western 

workplaces has posed challenges for the management and leadership of those 

organizations. The consequences of the notion of psychological entitlement in advanced 

countries are studied in multiple studies (Harvey & Harris, 2010; Mackey et al., 2016; 

Priesemuth & Taylor, 2016). But studies focusing on psychological entitlement in Asian 

organizational settings are scarce and particularly nonexistent in context of Pakistan 

(Naseer et al., 2019 as exception). This study focuses on the phenomenon of 

psychological entitlement in an Eastern country thus allowing the generalizability of the 

notion established and studied in Western organizational settings. 
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The previous research literature indicates that personality characteristics‘ induced 

counterproductive behaviors are gaining prevalence in Eastern work settings (Zheng, Wu, 

Chen, & Lin, 2017; Pan et al., 2018). An overview of CWBs‘ research envisages that 

deviant employee behaviors are better predicted by aberrant personality traits (Wu & 

Lebreton, 2011). So, in order to prevent negative behavioral outcomes of employees, it is 

crucial for organizations to determine that which negative personality dispositions might 

drive them. In the current study, the focus is on counterproductive knowledge behaviors 

(knowledge hiding) and mild deviant behaviors (instigated incivility) and the proposed 

driving force is psychological entitlement.  

This study is expected to guide managers of service sector of Pakistan about the 

link between psychological entitlement and negative behavioral outcomes of employees. 

The understanding of this particular link will help the service sector organizations to 

reduce the behaviors pertaining to the concealment of crucial organizational information. 

Knowledge hiding behavior of employees and determination of its antecedents has gained 

momentum in past decade because lack of collaboration and hiding of information among 

coworkers can have serious concern for organizational innovation and growth (Wu & 

Chen, 2015; Khalid et al., 2018). Likewise, mild deviant behaviors i.e. incivility is 

considered as important to be dealt with by management because it acts as a driving force 

of many overt counterproductive behaviors at work (Loh & Loi, 2018; Mao, Chang, 

Johnson, & Sun, 2019). The research literature demonstrates that service sector 

organizational management in Pakistan deals with multiple challenges associated with 

employees engaging in such toxic behaviors at workplace (Khalid et al., 2018; Naseer et 

al., 2019; Zahid, Butt, & Khan, 2019). Thus, examining psychological entitlement in 
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relation to these undesirable work behaviors can unleash many noteworthy findings that 

can be helpful for organizational management in diminishing these negative behaviors. 

1.6.3. Methodological significance.  The use of mixed method research design is 

the key methodological contribution of this research. The previous researches highlight 

that there is an immense need to study business problems by using mixed method design 

(Molina-Azorin & Cameron, 2015). The use of mixed methodology shall surmount the 

shortcomings of both quantitative and qualitative research design by examining 

organizational problems with wider lens where findings from both the research designs 

shall complement each other (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). This research aims to use 

sequential explanatory mixed method research design where the quantitative results of 

the study will be further elaborated and explained through qualitative research method.  

This is a significant contribution to the current entitlement and CWBs‘ research 

because it will unleash the effects of psychological entitlement on employee behavioral 

outcomes in a detailed manner. Employees shall discuss the pertinent reasons behind the 

quantitative findings which will further enrich the study. The experiences shared by 

employees pertaining to the research problem in the qualitative phase shall help to 

explain the quantitative results in depth. The use of this pluralistic approach will 

resultantly guide service sector management in policy making, human resource 

management and reward management pertaining to psychologically entitled employees. 

1.6.4. Practical significance. This mixed method study will unleash new 

dynamics between organizational management and employees. Understanding the 

association between psychological entitlement and negative employee behavioral 
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outcomes along with underlying mechanisms and moderating processes can assist 

organizational management in multiple ways. Current research will help practitioners in 

identifying and understanding the nature of entitled employees as the existence of this 

characteristic in workforce can cause a plethora of problems for fellow employees and 

also for the management (Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey & Dasborough, 2015). The 

practitioners will gain abreast of the fact that which factors can augment these negative 

behaviors caused by entitlement, and which factors can decrease it. An understanding of 

the undesirable behavioral outcomes associated with psychological entitlement will 

create an urge in organizational management to understand this phenomenon and probe 

into the ways to alleviate it.  

This study will also be useful for organizational managers to devise approaches 

that mitigate the undesirable behavioral reactions of employees that are already part of 

organization and are victimized by perceptions of entitlement. The results of the current 

research shall be quite valuable for the top management to design and implement 

strategies that decrease employees‘ motivation to reflect and act in an entitled manner. 

Design of well articulated and thoughtful employee strategies is dependent upon the 

careful consideration of employees‘ attitudes and behaviors at workplace. Unless the 

practitioners don‘t understand the behavioral reactions of employees with enhanced sense 

of self worth and self obsession, they cannot design policies for addressing employee 

with these propensities. Moreover, the results of this study shall guide the human 

resource managers regarding the nature and frequency of interventions to deal with the 

psychologically entitled employees and their negative behaviors at workplace. 
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Similarly, awareness of the characteristics of the psychologically entitled 

individuals and their reactions towards perceived inequity at workplace can assist 

organizational management to review their feedback systems (Harvey & Dasborough, 

2015). Understanding the different shades of psychologically entitled personality can 

guide organizational behavior experts to focus upon techniques that can mould the 

negative thinking patterns of psychologically entitled employees towards being 

constructive for the organization (Eurich, 2015).  

Moreover, this study will unfold experiences of employees working in the service 

sector in the qualitative phase pertaining to the research problem. This practice will 

envisage real life challenges of employees pertaining to entitlement tendency and 

resultant employee perceptions and behaviors. Practitioners can gain enhanced 

knowledge regarding the behavioral patterns of entitled employees in organizations and 

also the ways and techniques to manage this tendency at workplace. As a whole, the 

dissertation shall disclose the role of perceptions, thinking patterns and psychology in 

supplementing or reducing the influence of psychological entitlement on behavioral 

outcomes in organization which will help organizational leadership in comprehending 

how to deal with the employees having personality trait of psychological entitlement. 

1.7. Alignment with Theories 

 

The research model of current study is supported with the help of social exchange 

theory (Blau, 1964). This theory has been frequently used by researchers to explain the 

motivational base behind employee behaviors and actions at workplace. 
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1.7.1. Social Exchange Theory. Social exchange theory developed by Blau 

(1964) is regarded as one of the most established theoretical perspective to understand the 

behaviors at workplace (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). This theory is based upon certain 

basic assumptions. According to the concept of social exchange, social behavior 

comprises of a process of exchange. Individuals have a propensity to enhance their 

rewards and minimize their level of efforts or costs. When an individual receive rewards 

and appreciation from others, they experience a sense of obligation (Sprecher, 1998). 

Two main concepts ingrained within these assumptions are self interests and 

interdependence. Self interests motivate employees to act in harmony with perceptions of 

rewards and costs linked with exchange of resources. Interdependence demonstrates the 

degree to which outcomes of one person depend upon the outcomes of other. Individuals 

actually trade their efforts with a pledge of rewards in the future. 

 In fact, employees modify their attitudes and actions on the basis of their 

perception regarding treatment received from others or on the demand for reciprocity 

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Parzefall & Salin, 2010). When employees believe that 

they are being fairly treated by organization or the organizational actors, they feel 

themselves indebted to reciprocate by showing engagement in positive behaviors and 

attitudes. On the contrary, if employees think that they are being unjustly treated by 

organization, they retaliate by engaging in negative outcomes i.e. workplace aggression, 

withholding knowledge, bullying, counterproductive work behaviors (Wei & Sei, 2013; 

Eschleman et al., 2014; Kim, Kim, & Yun, 2015; Mackey et al., 2016) etc. 

Psychologically entitled employees believe that they deserve preferential 

workplace treatment irrespective of the actual level of efforts they incur at work place 
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(Campbell et al., 2004). Such individuals develop ideal expectations regarding rewards 

and recognition irrespective of the amount of incorporated efforts and level of inputs on 

their behalf. When entitled employees fail to get these expected rewards, they perceive 

lack of fairness in organization. This perceived unfairness then generates negative 

perceptions and attitudes that finally get transformed into negative behavioral outcomes 

(Blau, 1964; Khalid & Gulzar, 2019). The entitled employees develop negative 

perceptions and engage in negative behavioral outcomes because they perceive unequal 

or unfair exchange at workplace in terms of their recognition and rewards. 

The prevalent research concentrates on subordinates‘ beliefs of ‗social exchange 

bond‘ with their supervisors as the vital mechanism that triggers social exchange 

perceptions. The reason behind is that supervisors are considered as main workplace 

actors whose actions are supported by entire organization (Eisenberger et al., 2010; 

Harvey et al., 2014). Previous researches have also used social exchange theory in 

context of abusive supervision to contend that a condition of perceived imbalance is 

formed when individuals feel that they have undesirable social exchange processes with 

supervisors (Avey, Wu, & Holley, 2015). The abusive supervision literature reveals that 

subordinates who perceive supervisor to be discourteous, rude and insolent engage in 

more revengeful actions and retaliatory behaviors (Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2006; Wei & 

Sei, 2013; Inness, Barling, & Turner, 2005).  

Furthermore, the perceived imbalance between self proclaimed efforts of 

psychologically entitled employees (Campbell et al., 2004), and the rewards they receive 

yields stress which then gets translated into uncivil behaviors as a mean to correct the 

lack of reciprocity (Harvey & Harris, 2010). Besides, entitled employees also have a 
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belief that they are superior to other employees and commonplace organizational 

standards are not applicable to them. This particular belief increases the likelihood of 

their engagement in negative and undesirable behaviors (Forsyth, Banks, & Mc Daniel, 

2012).  Past researches have also used social exchange theory to elucidate the attitudes 

and behaviors generated as a result of job stress (see Haar, 2006). 

Proceeding further, this study focuses on the moderating role of hostile attribution 

bias on the association between psychological entitlement and abusive supervision 

perceptions. Hostile attribution bias is characterized as an extra- punitive mind set in 

which individuals put blame on to other people (Adams & John, 1997). The presence of 

hostile attribution bias encompassed by emotional instability, impetuousness, and 

defiance can further intensify the psychologically entitled employees‘ beliefs of unequal 

social exchange. Past research literature mentions that biases in attributions of employees 

can influence overall social exchange mechanism between employees at workplace (see 

Weiner, 1985; Lawler & Thye, 1999; Beauregard, 2014). A pertinent example is 

hedonistic attribution bias where employees attribute positive occurings to themselves 

and negative ones to external factors.  

Likewise, in the social exchange process favorable emotions from exchange are 

attributed to ones‘ own self and unfavorable or negative emotions emerging from 

exchange to other partners (Weiner, 1985). Hostile attribution bias envisages that 

employees tend to give hostile explanations to ambivalent situations or contexts, which is 

also a type of external attribution bias (Adams & John, 1997; Kong, 2018). So 

individuals showing hostile attribution bias tend to doubt the aims and intentions of other 

partners involved in a social exchange mechanism even if in actuality, they are not (Galic 
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& Ruzojcic, 2017). Such individuals do not accept their responsibilities in the social 

exchange process rather become judgmental and attribute hostility and negativity to the 

other people involved in the process of exchange. 

Another cognitive factor that can impact the social exchange mechanism taking 

place between individuals is rumination. The social cognitive approach highlights that 

emotions alter or modify cognitions crucial for the exchange processes (Lawler & Thye, 

1999; Aryee et al., 2002). Rumination is also considered as a cognitive emotional 

regulation strategy that focuses on thoughts associated with any negative event 

(Garnefski, Kraaij, & Spinhoven, 2001). In this study, moderating role of rumination is 

studied on the association between abusive supervision perceptions and employee 

negative behavioral reactions. The negative exchange process linked with abusive 

supervision perceptions is affected by the cognitive process associated with ruminative 

tendency. The propensity to ruminate determines whether an individual continuously 

remember the events or feelings associated with the imbalanced social exchange 

mechanism. 

Lastly, the motivational processes linked with social exchange theory can justify 

the role of job calling on the association between job stress and instigated incivility 

(Blau, 1964). Hall and Chandler (2005) envisaged that job calling has its roots in internal 

motivation of employees and thus is not affected by instrumental goal attainment. In fact, 

it highlights a generalized type of psychological engagement with the elements of one‘s 

job tasks (Dobrow, 2004; Wrzesniewski, 2004). Employee motivation at job determines 

his/her conception about reciprocity at work (Blau, 1964; Homan, 1961). An employee 

who consider his/her job as meaningful encompassing salient and high order work goals 
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tend to have a positive self view about the organization and its practices(Praskova et al., 

2014). These optimistic social exchange perceptions regarding workplace experienced by 

individuals who live their job calling have a tendency to minimize the impact of job 

stress on negative behavioral outcomes such as instigated incivility. 

1.7.2. Supporting theory: displaced aggression theory. Displaced aggression 

envisages the diversion of an employee‘s harmful behavior from a main to secondary 

victim or target (Tedeschi & Norman, 1985). Employees are usually unable to defy the 

source of stress at workplace, so these employees turn towards less influential employees 

on whom to emit their stress (Hoobler & Brass, 2006). Displaced aggression theory 

(Dollard et al., 1939) has been utilized to explicate the attitudinal and behavioral 

outcomes ensuing from the perception of lack of social exchange (Mitchell & Ambrose, 

2012). This research used social exchange theory to posit that employees who feel 

supervisor‘s behavior to be abusive react with inauspicious adjustments to their job 

attitudes and behaviors, and draw on displaced aggression theory (Dollard et al., 1939) to 

explain that employees aggress towards convenient victims. 

According to displaced aggression theory, employees involved in acts of 

aggression do not aggress against the supervisors or higher ups who triggered frustration 

rather aggress against convenient targets like coworkers who are less able to retaliate as 

compared to supervisors (Dollard et al., 1939).  The safe targets are selected because they 

do not exercise considerable control on major decisions and happenings in organization. 

Supervisors are not considered as safe victims because they have a substantial control 

over organizational functioning and work processes (Wang & Noe, 2010). Supervisors 

also have a considerable positional power in determining incentives, promotions and 
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evaluation reports of employees (Wang & Noe, 2010). Resisting against supervisors can 

instigate adverse reactions and consequences for employee. So, employees transfer their 

frustration towards their coworkers because of their less positional control and authority. 

Psychologically entitled individuals develop perceptions of abusive supervision when 

their unrealistic expectations are not fulfilled by supervisors (Harvey et al., 2014). These 

feelings of lack of social exchange (Blau, 1964) instigate aggression in entitled 

employees which is then transferred to coworkers in the form of hiding information and 

engagement in uncivil acts towards them.  

1.8. Operational Definitions of Variables 

 

1.8.1. Psychological entitlement. Psychological entitlement constitutes a belief 

that one deserves more rewards and recognition as compared to others irrespective of the 

level of efforts and ability (Campbell et al., 2004). 

1.8.2. Knowledge hiding behavior. Knowledge hiding behavior is a deliberate 

concealment of knowledge and information that is being requested by others (Connelly et 

al., 2012). 

1.8.3. Instigated incivility. Blau and Andersson‘s (2005) defined instigated 

incivility as meek intensity non standard behavior with uncertain intention to hurt the 

target, in defiance of norms for reciprocal reverence. 

1.8.4. Abusive supervision perceptions. Abusive supervision perceptions reflect 

the subordinate‘s belief of the degree to which supervisors are persistently exhibiting 

antagonistic and discourteous behaviors towards their subordinates (Tepper, 2000). 
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1.8.5. Job stress. Motowidlo, Packard and Manning (1986) illustrated job stress 

as a repulsive emotional experience at workplace which encompasses components of 

anxiety, annoyance, woe, and depression. 

1.8.6. Hostile attribution bias. It is regarded an extra punitive mindset where 

individuals perceive that the behavior of other people is hostilely intended towards them 

(Adams & John, 1997). 

1.8.7. Rumination. Rumination is referred as persistent thinking of individuals 

provoked by injustices, threats and losses to one self (Trapnell & Campbell, 1999). 

1.8.8. Job calling. The degree to which employees feel that they live the career to 

which they are being called (Duffy, Allan, & Bott, 2012). 

1.9. Structure of the dissertation 

 

This dissertation consists of five chapters. The chapter two comprises of the 

review of literature on psychological entitlement and its behavioral outcomes along with 

potential mediating and moderating mechanisms. The theoretical underpinnings of the 

proposed framework are also discussed in this section of dissertation. Chapter three 

encompasses the research methodology of the current dissertation. Firstly, the 

epistemological position is illustrated and then, the research design of the study is 

elaborated. The data collection method and analysis techniques for both quantitative and 

qualitative phases are consequently discussed followed by integration of both the 

techniques. Chapter four highlights the results from the quantitative section of study. This 

chapter encompasses the statistical tests performed on the basis of data collected from 

questionnaire along with subsequent discussion of the obtained quantitative results.  
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Chapter four also demonstrates the findings from the qualitative part of the 

dissertation. The findings are based upon the themes that originated from the analysis of 

the interview transcripts and also their corresponding discussion. The fifth chapter 

highlights the discussion aligned with the research questions (i.e. quantitative, qualitative 

and mixed method) of the study. The implications, limitations, future research directions 

and conclusion are also part of this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Literature Review 

 

This chapter encompasses the review of past research on psychological entitlement and 

its behavioral outcomes. The hypotheses are constructed aligned with theories and 

previous studies. 

2.1. Psychological Entitlement 

 

The conception of psychological entitlement has its roots in the philosophy of 

social contract according to which individuals consider themselves worthy of certain 

results and outcomes due to their membership in a social bond (e.g. employee of an 

organization) (Naumann et a., 2002). Psychologically entitled individuals believe that 

they are worthy of more benefits and resources irrespective of the amount of performance 

and input relative to other employees (Naumann et al., 2002; Zitek & Jordan, 2019;  

Naseer et al., 2019). Rooted in economic theory, the term entitlement depicts the goods or 

services owing to a party but psychological entitlement is not based upon fair exchange. 

The employees suffering from psychological entitlement develop a perception of unequal 

reciprocity in social exchange mechanisms (Naumann et al., 2002).  

The phenomena of entitlement can be paved back to behavioral research when 

Freud (1916) called few of his patients as ‗exceptions‘ because they depicted right to 

have certain special privileges. However, the conception of psychological entitlement 

originated from equity theory and psychological contract in the discipline of social 

sciences (Campbell et al., 2004; Adams, 1963; King et al., 1993). Psychological contract 
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on part of employee breed certain prospects of entitlement regarding the pledges from the 

employer for reparation, promotion and professional opportunities (Robinson & 

Rousseau, 1994). 

The considerable attention to this phenomenon can be attributed to ―Generation 

Y‖ (born between (1980-2000)) whose members expect appreciation and rewards for 

their minimal level of effort or even no effort (Sayers, 2007). Entitlement research 

indicates that employees having psychological entitlement beliefs develop quite 

optimistic perception about world and themselves, evade feedback, make unrealistic 

interpersonal judgments, depict overtly self-interested attitude, negate any sort of 

criticism and engage in interpersonal conflicts with managers(Snow et al., 2001; Levine, 

2005; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Rosenthel & Pittinsky, 2006; Langerud & Jordan, 

2020).  

The research literature indicates that psychological entitlement has been 

considered as a facet of narcissism in history but Campbell et al. (2004) recognized 

psychological entitlement as a standalone construct with its own unique interpersonal 

antecedents and consequences. Both narcissism and psychological entitlement drive self 

centered attitude but might do in a different manner. Narcissists depict feelings of 

conceit, grandiosity and self love considering themselves as the superiors thus, 

periphering others. However, psychologically entitled individuals believe that they 

deserve more than fellow employees thus, considering other people as their centre of 

comparison (Rose & Anastasio, 2014). Dickinson and Pincus (2003) highlighted that few 

dimensions of narcissism highlight low self beliefs of employees in contrast to the 

augmented self perceptions of psychologically entitled individuals. The logic behind this 
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is that psychological entitlement can exist separately from traits such as deceitfulness, 

exploitativeness, assertiveness (Campbell et al., 2004; Miller et al., 2012).  

Moreover, the notion of narcissism encapsulates negative aspects to a greater 

level in comparison with phenomenon of psychological entitlement (Pryoret al., 2008). 

Previous research reveal that low level traits like entitlement are even better predictors of 

job outcomes as compared to high level constructs like narcissism (Rose & Anastasio, 

2014). This study focus on psychological entitlement based on the premise that entitled 

employees are more prone to be dependent upon others and also influence the other 

individuals more than narcissists (Rose & Anastasio, 2014).  

2.2. Psychological Entitlement and Related Outcomes 

 

Harvey and Martinko (2009) conducted a research that can be considered as a 

pioneer in determining certain outcomes of psychological entitlement at workplace. This 

research demonstrated the role of attribution theory (Weiner, 1985) in explaining the 

consequences of psychological entitlement. The study highlighted that psychological 

entitlement perceptions propagates self serving attribution mechanism and that the 

diminished need of cognition mediates this association. Self serving attribution styles 

were linked with enhanced conflict with supervisors and diminished job satisfaction. 

Furthermore, the research also envisaged a positive linkage between entitlement beliefs 

and turnover intentions. 

Proceeding further, Harvey and Harris (2010) performed a research that depicted 

a positive association of psychological entitlement with political behavior and coworker 

abuse. This study showed that the sense of psychological entitlement among employees 

nurtures the thinking that they are under rewarded. This particular thinking pattern 
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engages employees in political behaviors that may help employee in achieving desirable 

treatment that may not have been possible in their nonexistence. Likewise, the study 

showed that psychologically entitled individuals indulge in coworker abuse as a 

retaliatory reaction of misperception of being treated unfairly. Frustration was found to 

intervene the association between psychological entitlement and both outcomes. 

Furthermore, the same study envisaged that enhanced communication with supervisor 

mitigate job frustration for employees with low entitlement perceptions but aggravated 

the frustration levels of employees with high entitlement perceptions. 

The perceptions of psychological entitlement were also studied with a unique 

variable ‗anger at God‘ in a study conducted by Grubbs, Exline, & Campbell (2013). 

Grubbs et al. (2013) deliberated that conflict is probable to arise if the prototypical 

features of the psychologically entitled person are applied to the individual‘s spiritual 

experiences. Entitled individuals continuously experience situations in which they sense 

that life is unjust or that the circumstances are making them devoid of the things they 

think they ought to have. This research study depicted anger as an outcome when an 

individual‘s expectations from God are not fulfilled. The misperceptions of unfair 

treatment indulge an individual in anger towards the perpetrator. 

Similarly, Harvey et al. (2014) conducted a study in which psychological 

entitlement was examined in relationship with perceptions of abusive supervision. This 

research demonstrated that individuals having perceptions of psychological entitlement 

report high level of supervisory abuse as compared to other colleagues even if they share 

the same supervisor. These particular abuse perceptions then involve employees in 

revengeful outcomes ignoring the fact that if they are accurate or not. This finding reveals 
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that abusive supervision perceptions are subjective in their nature and they may vary 

from person to person. 

Another interesting study conducted by Martinko et al. (2016) suggested 

workplace bullying as an outcome of psychological entitlement such that psychological 

entitlement leads to workplace bullying through abusive supervision perceptions. This 

study also established that the association of entitlement with abusive supervision 

perceptions is stronger when felt accountability of employee is low. This study used 

social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) to illustrate that the perception of imbalance created 

due to abusive supervision yield negative outcome; workplace bullying as a retaliatory 

reaction. Similarly, displaced aggression theory (Dollard et al., 1939) also provided the 

theoretical base to explain the behavior generated due to mistreatment of supervisors. 

This theory contemplate that employees direct their negative and vengeful behaviors at 

easy targets such as coworkers who do not have control over organizational processes 

(Wang & Noe, 2010).  

Proceeding further, Foley et al. (2016) studied psychological entitlement in 

context of social comparisons at workplace. They proposed downward social comparison 

as an outcome of psychological entitlement. The research illustrated that psychologically 

entitled employees because of their limited cognition form opinions and derive 

conclusions without deliberation of relevant information (Harvey & Martinko, 2009). 

Such employees tend to experience incongruity about input – results ratio and also 

experience contradiction in expectations regarding themselves and other people. Thus, to 

gain understanding about own capacities and social environment around them, entitled 

employees may indulge in social comparisons. The entitled individuals indulge in 



48 
 

 

downward comparisons because this assists them to sustain their positive sense of self or 

self image. 

Furthermore, a recent study conducted by Zitek and Jordan (2019) illustrated the 

association between psychological entitlement and failure to follow instructions. This 

research posited that psychologically entitled employees do not like to follow the 

instructions from other sources because they believe they are being unfairly inflicted on 

them. Likewise, Naseer et al. (2019) performed a research on service sector of Pakistan 

and highlighted the association of psychological entitlement with counterproductive work 

behaviors and careerist orientation of employees. The reasoning behind linkage of 

psychological entitlement and employees‘ undesirable outcomes was that entitled 

individuals show unethical behavioral patterns and break work norms when they fail to 

get what they expect. 

2.2.1. Knowledge hiding behavior. One of the employee behaviors‘ that has 

gained considerable attention in management literature is knowledge hiding behavior.  

Knowledge is deemed as an amalgamation of individual experiences, insights and context 

specific information that acts as a framework in order to gauge and inculcate new 

information and experiences. This knowledge is not only a component of organizational 

repositories rather it is prevalent in mind of individuals, organizational processes and 

norms (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). The prevalent research literature highlights that the 

concept of knowledge hiding has become popular in a variety of fields including 

organizational behavior, hospitality management, academia, human resource 

management etc (Connelly et al., 2012; Zhao et al., 2016; Ghani et al., 2020). The 

existent research on employees‘ knowledge hiding behavior has its roots in the concept of 
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knowledge management (Xiao & Cooke, 2018). The initial researches stressed upon 

withholding of data by scientists pertaining to the knowledge concerted features of 

academic sector (i.e. Campbell et al., 2000). Later on, the advent of information 

technology reflected a focus on readiness of information sharing by knowledge workers 

(Davenport, 1999). Proceeding further, the literature revealed a concern for unfavorable 

knowledge related behaviors like knowledge sharing hostility and knowledge hoarding in 

organizations (e.g. Disterer, 2001; Michailova & Husted, 2003; Husted, Michailova, 

Minbaeva, & Pedersen, 2012; Evans, Henderon, & Oldrovd, 2014; Holten, Robert 

Hancock, Persson, Marie Hansen, & Hogh, 2016). 

 Consequentially, Connelly, Zweig and Webster (2006) gave the definition of 

knowledge hiding behavior in their research study and finally Webster et al. (2008) 

distinguished knowledge hiding from knowledge withholding behavior. Building upon 

the previous research literature related to knowledge hiding (see, Campbell, Weissman, 

Causino, & Blumenthal, 2000; Webster et al., 2008; Haas & Park, 2010), Connelly et al. 

(2012) devised the construct of knowledge hiding and constituted its valid scale, 

establishing knowledge hiding as an eminent research concern in the knowledge 

management field. Knowledge reflects the job related viewpoints, information, and 

adeptness at the workplace and knowledge hiding reveals a deliberate effort to hide 

knowledge from others when they request for it (Connelly et al., 2012).  

Literature indicates that knowledge hiding does not only mean non existence of 

knowledge sharing. Lack of sharing information can be merely due to oversight or 

unawareness while knowledge hiding involves a deliberate attempt of concealing 

information (Kang, 2016). The intentional characteristic of knowledge hiding not only 
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differentiate it from lack of knowledge sharing but also from knowledge hoarding which 

involves an attempt of accumulating information that might not be essentially asked by 

some other person (Hislop, 2003). Peng (2013) further illustrated the difference between 

two constructs; knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding by positing that they are not 

positioned on converse sides of similar continuum. These constructs are associated with 

each other but are unique in nature with different outcomes and underlying mechanisms 

in reaction to even same predictors (Ford & Staples, 2008; Connelly & Zweig, 2014).  

Moreover, knowledge management literature highlights certain strategies that 

might be used by employees to conceal knowledge or information (Connelly & Zweig, 

2015) on the basis of inherent intention. All strategies focus on concealment of 

knowledge requested by some colleague. First strategy is ‗evasive hiding‘ that entails 

deception. When employees practice evasive hiding, they give erroneous knowledge or 

make a sham promise of providing knowledge in future with no aim of really providing 

it. The second deceptive strategy is ‗playing dumb‘ in which the hider act as if he/she do 

not know or understand the knowledge requested by some other person (Connelly & 

Zweig, 2015; Hernaus, Cerne, Connelly, Vokic, & Skerlavaj, 2019). The third strategy 

named as ‗rationalized hiding‘ do not crucially involve dishonesty as the person hiding 

information provide reasoning for failure to give information such as inability to provide 

information or putting blame on someone else (Connelly & Zweig, 2015).  

Researchers claim that knowledge hiding behavior can be categorized as trivial in 

nature, like, neglecting a little request, or crucial, such as withholding important 

information (Serenko & Bontis, 2016). In contrast to other negative behaviors like social 

undermining, counterproductive work behaviors etc, knowledge hiding is not essentially 
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planned to damage the other person. Although, rationalized knowledge hiding behavior 

might have a reason such that withholding confidential information or keeping secrets of 

others (Connelly et al., 2012), it is improbable that individuals indulge in rationalized 

knowledge hiding as a result of negative organizational triggers or antecedents (Khalid et 

al., 2018). In addition, certain negative behaviors i.e. CWB‘s incorporate a plethora of 

acts that can target organizations (or its members (Cohen, 2016). However, knowledge 

hiding behavior is directed at individuals rather than organization as a whole (Zhao et al., 

2013). 

2.2.2. Psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behavior. An overview 

of past research illustrates that knowledge hiding behavior of employee is influenced by 

variances in the understanding about the psychological ownership, attitudes, interpersonal 

dynamics, workplace context, and personality. A study conducted by Peng (2013) 

highlighted psychological ownership as an antecedent of employee knowledge hiding 

behavior. Psychological ownership nurtures feelings of possessiveness of knowledge in 

employees that further instigate territorial behaviors that show up in association with 

others at workplace. The more an employee is indulged in the mechanism of knowledge 

creation, the more he/she takes ownership of it. These feelings of ownership of employee 

might restrict employee to share the intangible asset i.e. knowledge with others because 

of the fear of losing control over it (von der Trenck, 2015; Ghani et al., 2020). A recent 

study also highlighted the impact of employee cynicism on knowledge hiding behavior 

(Aljawarneh & Atan, 2018). Employee with cynical attitude often get victimized by a 

fear that if they will share knowledge with others at workplace, it might develop the 
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organization or fellow employee, and they can also seek benefit from it. So this feeling 

engage them in knowledge hiding as a response. 

Other factors that might lead to knowledge hiding behavior are linked with 

interpersonal dynamics at workplace. When an employee perceives a negative or 

misleading behavior upon asking coworkers for help, they tend to believe that their 

coworkers are not trustworthy. As the relationships at workplace are governed by 

reciprocity norm, the deteriorated interpersonal bond can take the form of a climate of 

lack of trust named as a ―distrust loop‖ (Cerne et al., 2014). Hence, if employees face the 

phenomenon of knowledge hiding, they are more likely to hide knowledge as a response 

(Connelly et al., 2012; Kumar Jha, & Varkkey, 2018). In the similar manner, if 

employees feel that they are not justly treated in terms of interpersonal relationships, they 

might indulge in knowledge hiding behavior as a reaction guided by norm of reciprocity 

(Lanke, 2018; Khalid et al., 2018). 

The research literature also reveals the impact of context of workplace in 

determining knowledge hiding behavior of employee. Complexity of knowledge 

(Connelly et al., 2012), job insecurity (Serenko & Bontis, 2016; Kumar Jha et al., 2018), 

workplace incivility (Arshad & Ismail, 2018), and perceptions of politics (Malik et al., 

2019) positively affect the knowledge hiding behavior of employees. Likewise, culture 

conducive for knowledge sharing (Connelly et al., 2012; Serenko & Bontis, 2016) and 

prosocial motivation (Skerlavaj, Connelly, Cerne, & Dysvik, 2018) lessen the propensity 

of employees to get indulged in knowledge hiding behavior. 

Moreover, there are few studies that have highlighted the influence of personality 

disposition on employee knowledge hiding behavior. These studies envisage that certain 
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personality characteristics augment the chance of employees‘ engagement in knowledge 

hiding behaviors (Webster et al., 2008). The past research reveals that employees having 

negative personality dispositions such as dark triad, neuroticism are more likely to get 

involved in concealment of information and knowledge (Demirkasimoglu, 2016; Anaza 

& Nowlin, 2017; Arshad & Ismail, 2018; Pan, Zhang, Teo, & Lim, 2018). Likewise, 

individuals having positive personality traits like agreeableness and conscientiousness 

show less propensity to get indulged in deceptive knowledge hiding behaviors (see Anaza 

& Nowlin, 2017). 

Literature reveals that psychologically entitled employees think that they are 

worthy of superior treatment and rewards, often showing little concern of actual 

performance (Campbell et al., 2004). Employees with high entitlement levels depict self 

serving attribution style which encompasses a propensity to take responsibility of positive 

results, and attributing negative results to external forces (Cacioppo et al., 1986). Entitled 

employees deem themselves as distinct and exceptional as compared to fellow employees 

and deserve a more desirable treatment than others (Fisk, 2010; Yam et al., 2016). When 

such employees do not receive the expected treatment from others they develop a 

perception of being treated unfairly at workplace. 

Current research literature depicts psychological entitlement as a hot research area 

and its association with employee behaviors and attitudes is grasping attention of research 

scholars massively (see Naseer et al., 2019; Zitek & Jordan, 2019). Previous research 

studies have focused upon the association between psychological entitlement and 

employees‘ negative behavioral reactions such as coworker abuse, upward undermining, 

workplace bullying, counterproductive work behaviors, workplace deviance (Harvey & 
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Harris, 2010; Harvey et al., 2014; Mackey et al., 2016; Yam et al., 2016). 

Counterproductive knowledge behaviors such as knowledge hiding can also be 

influenced by feelings of psychological entitlement. This association between 

psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behaviors can be elucidated with the 

help of social exchange theory (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). This theory posits that 

employee social behavior is determined by the process of exchange. The exchange 

associations highlight an informal set of expectations between members or parties that are 

formed on the basis of confiding in one another regarding the amount of benefits received 

(Parzefall & Salin, 2010). Commonly employees depict a favorable response to favorable 

work environment and attitudes of organizational members and react to unfavorable 

workplace treatment with unfavorable modification in behavioral responses and attitudes 

(Robinson, 2008) 

Psychologically entitled employees perceive the work environment and 

organizational members as unjust when the self constituted expectations of such 

employees are not accomplished. Individuals having psychologically entitled 

personalities can be best explained as getters with an ultimate goal to get more than 

coworkers for the similar or less amount of effort and time (Klimchak et al., 2016). 

Employees with high level of entitlement tend to believe that they are owed important 

resources, rewards  and benefits such as a better position, high salary, preferential 

treatment(Twenge & Campbell, 2009; Yam et al., 2016). When psychologically entitled 

employees fail to attain all these, they perceive distortion in the exchange process with 

organization (Mackey et al., 2016; Naseer et al., 2019).  They believe that organization is 
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unfair or biased in provision of rewards and benefits so they tend to get engaged in 

revenge seeking behaviors. 

 One of such behaviors is hiding of knowledge and information from coworkers. 

The reason behind this is that employees perceive knowledge as an important and 

valuable intellectual resource (Peng, 2013). Psychologically entitled individuals deny the 

exchange of this crucial resource as a result of perceived unjust treatment in terms of 

evaluation of their efforts and provision of rewards. Certain previous studies reveal that 

knowledge hiding behaviors of employees are determined by negative social exchange 

processes perceived by employees (Lanke, 2018; Khalid et al., 2018). 

Hypothesis 1: Psychological entitlement has a positive impact on knowledge hiding 

behavior of employees. 

2.2.3. Instigated incivility. The concept of workplace incivility was first 

introduced by Andersson and Pearson (1999) in their study which illustrated the 

definition of incivility and also explained how incivility can get transformed into more 

intense negative behaviors at workplace. Workplace incivility comprises of meek yet 

frequent deviant behaviors that breach the norms of organization creating an environment 

characterized by impudence and insolence (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; He, Costa, 

Walker, Miner, & Wooderson, 2019; Liu, Xiao, He, Wang, & Li, 2020). Such behaviors 

may encompass answering telephone in a disrespectful manner, ignoring a coworker, 

sending an impolite message to a coworker, gossiping about a fellow employee, publicly 

victimizing someone with criticism etc.   



56 
 

 

Although, such actions appear to be intrinsically docile but they owe the 

organizations in trillions due to the devastating impact on performance, enthusiasm and 

health of both targets; witnesses and instigators of incivility(Pearson & Porath, 2009; 

Green, 2019). Andersson and Pearson (1999) highlighted that workplace incivility must 

not be ignored at workplace as it triggers a negative spiral in organization that hampers 

employee performance and positive functioning of organization. The prevalent workplace 

incivility research also identifies different sources of incivility at workplace. The 

different sources that can instigate incivility are supervisors, coworkers and customers. 

However, the current research reveals less information about whether uncivil behaviors 

from multiple sources (i.e. coworkers, supervisors, and customers) can breed diverse 

outcomes, although the status and difference in job position might impact the sternness of 

the impact and the pattern in which targets respond to these uncivil events (Herschovis & 

Barling, 2010). This can be explained with the example that supervisor‘s uncivil behavior 

is more detrimental than incivility showed by coworker, because the victims of these 

insolent behaviors rely on supervisors for performance appraisals. Similarly, uncivil 

behaviors depicted by coworkers are more disastrous than incivility shown by customer. 

The reason behind is that employees might have an interaction with uncivil customer 

once but has to face the uncivil behavior of coworker on daily basis (Schilpzand et al., 

2016). 

Furthermore, workplace incivility literature also differentiates incivility instances 

on the basis of types (i.e. witnessed, experienced or instigated) (Schilpzand et al., 2016). 

Most of the research on uncivil behaviors focuses on experienced incivility. The 

predictors of experienced incivility encompass behavioral, contextual, and dispositional 
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facets that envisage uncivil employee actions (see Ali, Ryan, Lyons, Ehrhart, & Wessel, 

2016; Taylor, Kluemper, & Locker, 2018; Alshehry et al., 2019; He et al., 2019; Vahle-

Hinz, Baethge, & Van Dick, 2019). On the other hand, witnessing incivility negatively 

affect witnesses‘ task performance, helpfulness, and creativity (Porath & Erez, 2009; 

Porath, Maclnnis, & Folkes, 2010). Studies also reveal that female witnesses of uncivil 

occurrences deem such events as more inapt as compared to male employees 

(Montgomery, Kane, & Vance, 2004). Proceeding further, instigated incivility focuses on 

factors that provoke employees to engage in uncivil behaviors. The prevalent research 

indicates that instigated uncivil behaviors of employees are determined by experienced 

incivility and perpetrators‘ attitudes, perceptions, characteristics and some situational 

variables (Lee & Jensen, 2014; Walker, van Jaarsveld, & Skarlicki, 2014). 

Comparatively, less amount of research has focused on personal dispositions or 

perceptions that may involve employees in uncivil behaviors (see Lee & Jensen, 2014; 

Walker et al., 2014; Schilpzand et al., 2016).  

2.2.4. Psychological entitlement and instigated incivility. This study builds 

upon this line of research and examines psychological entitlement as an antecedent of 

instigated incivility. Psychologically entitlement encapsulates the employees‘ beliefs that 

they are worthy of extra rewards and attention at workplace without taking into 

consideration the amount of effort being invested (Harvey & Harris, 2010; Zitek & 

Jordan, 2019). In this context, employees might or might not have inculcated the energy 

and time to affirm deservingness (Campbell et al., 2004). In order to comprehend the 

notion of psychological entitlement, it is pertinent to analyze it from equity standpoint. 

The equity theory has its origin in social comparison theory and mentions that employees 
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will sort out referent others to utilize as a basis of assessment for their mutual exchange 

scenario (Adams, 1963).  

Entitled individuals persistently compare their rewards with their counterparts at 

workplace and consider themselves as eligible of extraordinary praise and rewards 

(Campbell et al., 2004; Naseer et al., 2019). These elevated expectations are due to 

certain inherent characteristics and thinking patterns of psychologically entitled 

employees such as having unreasonable demands, a feeling of preeminence, consistent 

antagonism towards others, and self pity (Khan, 2019). When these employees do not get 

these expected rewards or anticipated recognition they tend to believe that organizational 

processes are unfair thus generating negative outcomes as a result. These negative 

outcomes can be conflict with supervisor, political behaviors, coworker abuse, job 

frustration, coworker bullying, abusive supervision perceptions etc (Naumann et al., 

2002; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Harvey, et al., 2014; Mackey et al., 2016). One of the 

negative behavioral outcomes displayed by entitled individuals can be instigated 

incivility. This relationship can be explained with the help of fact that perceptions and 

attitudes of instigators can have a well determined impact on instigated incivility. 

Likewise, Blau and Andersson (2005) highlighted that perceptions of injustice and 

diminished job satisfaction is associated with instigated incivility.  

Furthermore, a study conducted on manufacturing workers of a pharmaceutical 

plant that proclaimed it was closing depicted that incivility is linked to augmented beliefs 

of contract violations, perceptions of procedural and distributive injustice, and plant 

closure policy (Blau, 2007). The same study also revealed that stress levels of instigator 

are also associated with uncivil behaviors. In the similar vein, Meier and Semmer (2013) 
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posited that perceived lack of reciprocity, or the belief that an individual suffers from 

inequity in what he contributes and what he receives from organization or its members  in 

return, predict instigated incivility. Furthermore, a recent study conducted by Ilies et al. 

(2019) envisaged the association between employee moral disengagement and incivility 

towards coworkers. This study also found the relationship between moral disengagement 

and incivility towards spouse. In the similar manner, Kim and Qu (2019) illustrated the 

impact of service sector‘s employee burnout on incivility towards coworkers and 

customers. 

Psychologically entitled employees also have perceptions regarding lack of 

reciprocity or unequal exchange(Gouldner, 1960; Blau, 1964) because they think that 

they deserve superior treatment and appreciation without showing any focus on own 

efforts (Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Harris, 2009; Zitek & Jordan, 2019). When the 

idealistic anticipations associated with performance and rewards are not fulfilled, they 

develop perceptions of inequity and lack of reciprocity. Such individuals perceive that 

their inputs are not fairly evaluated and that the outputs provided by organization are not 

aligned with inputs. This particular perception engages employees in discourteous and 

disrespectful behaviors towards fellow employees as a negative behavioral response. 

Furthermore, psychologically entitled individuals show uncivil behaviors towards 

coworkers because they believe that peers have hampered their progress of attaining 

desired goals and rewards (Westerlaken, Jordan & Ramsay, 2017; Naseer et al., 2019). 

This is due to the fact that entitled individuals have positive view about themselves, 

evade feedback that defy their viewpoint, formulate pessimistic interpersonal judgments, 

suffer from dissatisfaction, display selfish attitude and dislike criticism (Snow et al., 
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2001; Levine, 2005; Rosenthel & Pittinsky, 2006; Campbell et al., 2004; Langerud & 

Jordan, 2020). These self focused behaviors and negative judgments regarding fellow 

employees nurture the belief that they are being unfairly treated as compared to other 

fellow employees who according to their viewpoint are less competitive and deserving as 

compared to themselves(Westerlaken et al., 2017; Naseer et al., 2019). Hence, it can be 

hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 2: Psychological entitlement has a positive influence on instigated incivility. 

2.3. Abusive Supervision Perceptions 

  

Abusive supervision is described as an employee‘s perceptions regarding the 

degree to which  his/her supervisor gets involved  in consistent insolent and aggressive 

behaviors that are both verbal or non verbal in nature(Tepper, 2000). There are various 

characteristics of abusive supervision highlighted by Tepper‘s (2000) definition. First is 

subjectivity of the concept of abusive supervision. This means that abusive supervision 

reflects the subjective evaluation of employees regarding the behavior of supervisor that 

might be affected by the characteristics of the perceiver i.e. employee or also by the 

context of workplace in which the particular evaluation is being made. The second 

characteristic is that abusive supervision highlights that supervisor consistently depicts 

abusive behavior. A one- time event in which a supervisor is rude towards subordinates 

does not reflect the presence of abusive supervision.  

The third point regarding the conceptualization of abusive supervision by Tepper 

(2000) is that abusive supervision is a purposeful behavioral pattern; though, 

Teppers(2000) study did not explain abusive supervision in context of perpetrator‘s 
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projected outcomes (i.e. causing destruction or harm for others). The later study 

highlighted that abusive behavior can take two forms; reflecting indifference (i.e. a 

supervisor shouting at employees in order to get the work done) or depicting malevolent 

intent (i.e. a supervisor embarrassing an employee in order to give a lesson to other 

employees). The previous research indicates that abusive supervision encompasses a 

diverse variety of behaviors such as being rude to subordinates, criticizing subordinate in 

front of others, blaming  subordinates for own mistakes, undermining, unjustly seeking 

credit and undermining employees etc(Tepper, 2000; Tepper, 2007). Since the 

publication of Tepper‘s (2000) influential article, a plethora of research studies examined 

the malicious effects of abusive supervision perceptions on employee behavioral and 

organizational outcomes. 

Additionally, subordinates who believe their supervisor to be abusive demonstrate 

poor task performance (e.g., Xu, Huang, Lam, & Miao, 2012), are rated low on formal 

performance appraisals (e.g., Harris, Kacmar, & Zivnuska, 2007), and report indulgence 

in less organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs; e.g., Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002) 

than their colleagues who do not perceive as much supervisory abuse. Clearly, abusive 

supervision perceptions are associated with a wide variety of negative employee 

outcomes. Previous research studies have highlighted that the perceptions of abusive 

supervision are associated with increased stress levels (Wheeler et al., 2011), decreased 

job satisfaction (Kernan, Watson, Chen, & Kim, 2011), enhanced workplace 

deviance(Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Mawritz et al., 2012) and counterproductive work 

behaviors(Wei & Si, 2013).  
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Moreover, studies also demonstrated the relationship of abusive supervision 

perceptions with low quality leader member exchange (Lian, Ferris, & Brown, 2012; Xu 

et al., 2012) and augmented work family conflict (Carlson, Ferguson, Perrewe, & 

Whitten, 2011; Carlson, Ferguson, Hunter, & Whitten, 2012). Additionally, researches 

also indicate that employees who perceive their supervisors to be abusive tend to 

decrease their task performance, creativity (Liu, Liao, & Loi, 2012; Han, Harms, & Bai, 

2017) and also their organizational citizenship behaviors (Zellars et al., 2002; Lyu, Zhu, 

Zhong, & Hu, 2016; Xia, Zhang, & Li, 2019). Furthermore, some studies indicate that 

abusive supervision perceptions are also associated with employees‘ knowledge hiding 

behavior (Khalid et al., 2018), disturbed sleep cycle (Han et al., 2017), reduced self 

esteem(Vogel & Mitchell, 2017) and job tension (Mc Allister, Mackey, & Perrewe, 

2018). Proceeding further, researchers have also investigated the effect of abusive 

supervision perceptions on involvement of employees in bullying of coworkers (Mackey 

et al., 2016) and enhanced turnover intentions (Tariq & Ding, 2018). 

Apart from the employee outcomes in response to abusive supervision 

perceptions, a body of research also indicated certain predictors of abusive supervision. 

The previous research literature demonstrates certain individual and contextual factors 

that may instigate perceptions of abusive supervision. Tepper, Duffy, Henle, & Lambert 

(2006) highlighted that there is an association between supervisor‘s depression and 

abusive supervision.  Research studies also examined a relationship between interactional 

justice perceptions of supervisor and employee reported abusive supervision (Aryee, 

Chen, Sun, & Debrah, 2007).  Past researches elaborated that those supervisors who are 

treated badly by their organization tend to relocate their frustration on their subordinates 
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(Colquitt et al., 2013). Similarly, supervisors perceiving the violation of psychological 

contract tend to be more abusive. Likewise, a recent study indicated that subordinate 

deviance can trigger abusive behavior of supervisor in organizational 

interactions(Shillamkwese, Tariq, Obaid, Weng, & Garavan, 2020). 

Few recent studies have illustrated that the attribution styles of followers also 

have an impact on perceptions of abusive supervision. Individuals having hostile 

attribution bias tendency have a propensity to think their supervisor as more abusive. 

Furthermore, Khan, Moss, Quratulain and Hameed (2018) demonstrated perceived threat 

to hierarchy as an antecedent of perceived abusive supervision. Certain recent studies 

have also examined the influence of personality traits of subordinates in depicting 

abusive supervision perceptions such as psychological entitlement is studied in 

relationship with abusive supervision perceptions (See Harvey et al., 2014; Mackey et al., 

2016).  

2.3.1. Psychological entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions. The 

linkage between employee entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions has 

originated from the conception that employee understanding about what is considered as 

abusive is somehow based upon subjectivity. This viewpoint is encapsulated in Tepper‘s 

(2000) description of abusive supervision which posits that this notion encompasses the 

perceptions of subordinates about the degree to which the supervisor indulge in persistent 

display of aggressive verbal and non verbal actions or behaviors. Coherent with 

subjectivity of this notion, abusive supervision is gauged by the subordinates‘ perceptions 

about engagement of supervisor in behaviors like ignoring employees, publically 

ridiculing, breaking promises etc (Tepper et al., 2006). Same concept is illustrated by 
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Martinko et al. (2011) positing that employees with an inclination to attribute undesirable 

outcomes to established sources (i.e. supervisor) showed distorted mutual relationships 

with their managers and were more often to consider their supervisor as offensive than 

coworkers who did not show this particular attribution bias. 

 The conception that individuals diverge in their evaluation of similar supervisory 

behaviors is quite well recognized in prevalent literature. A study from sexual harassment 

literature revealed that individual difference aspects lead to significant variations in 

perceptions about being harassed (Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sacket, 2001). Likewise, 

literature on pay entitlement envisages that suitability of pay from supervisor is 

influenced by gender differences (e.g., Pelham & Hetts, 2001). We propose that enhanced 

entitlement is characterized as an individual difference feature that varies from person to 

person, and thus can prompt employee to believe their supervisor as abusive. The 

research in cognitive psychology highlights that the perceptual and behavioral responses 

are affected by the external triggers such as degree of interaction with supervisor can 

affect the employees‘ cognitive mechanism and thus reaction to this trigger. 

Based upon this conception, we contend that various features of psychological 

entitlement can influence individuals to construe supervisory behaviors such as positive 

criticism as abusive. When the impracticable expectations of entitled individuals are not 

fulfilled, they build up a belief that they are not being fairly evaluated by supervisor thus 

generating perceptions of abusive supervision. When the supervisor does not commend 

the psychologically entitled individuals for their ordinary work, they nurture a perception 

that supervisor does not recognize their efforts and criticize them for undue reasons 

(Harvey et al., 2014).  
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These perceptions have roots in distorted norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) in 

which augmented outcome aspirations are linked with comparatively low effort levels. 

Since supervisors are natural target to transfer blame when anticipated appreciation and 

rewards are not received (Wang & Noe, 2010), unfulfilled expectations can adversely 

affect the perceived exchange relationship between entitled individual and supervisor. 

From the social exchange perspective, such employees consider that there exists 

disproportion in the exchange bond between them and their supervisor (Blau, 1964). This 

perception of unequal exchange then generates negative and biased interpretations 

regarding the behavior of the supervisor. In fact, psychologically entitled employees may 

deem the non-fulfillment of admiration and desired rewards as defiance of exchange 

agreement and consider their supervisor as less trustworthy (Harvey et al., 2014; Mackey 

et al., 2016). 

Likewise, the constructive and critical feedback given by supervisor might be 

misunderstood by entitled employee as distortion of the reciprocity bond. Psychologically 

entitled individuals may question the proficiency and motive of supervisor when they fail 

to get the desired feedback (Snow et al., 2001). Hence, the negative feedback of 

supervisor is presumed as a deceitful attempt of supervisor to deny the psychologically 

entitled employee of positive outcomes that are aligned with the favorable feedback. In 

fact, the entitled employees engage in an interpersonal conflict with supervisor based 

upon the assumption that he/she is being unfairly treated by the supervisor. Hence, it can 

be hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 3: Psychological entitlement has a positive effect on abusive supervision 

perceptions 
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2.3.2. Abusive supervision perceptions and knowledge hiding behavior. 

Knowledge hiding is considered as a purposeful act of hiding knowledge being asked by 

others at workplace (Connelly et al., 2012). The phenomenon of knowledge hiding 

encompasses the issue of request and intention. Employees deliberately conceal 

knowledge from fellow employees when they request for it. Recent research considers 

knowledge hiding behavior as a counterproductive knowledge behavior with varying 

levels of intensity. These behaviors can be trivial like ignoring a small request or major in 

some cases like withholding important strategic level information (Serenko & Bontis, 

2016). The cost associated with knowledge hiding in organization cannot be denied 

(Ghani et al., 2020). The act of withholding critical organizational knowledge from 

coworkers can trigger severe strategic implications for the entire organization (Bogilovic 

et al., 2017; Rhee & Choi, 2017). Although, concealment of knowledge may have 

constructive objective in some situations (i.e. rationalized hiding) but generally it is 

deemed as having a pessimistic intention as it inculcates concealing of knowledge from 

fellow workers(Connelly et al., 2012; Peng, 2013; Pan et al., 2018).   

According to the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), employees are indulged in 

a give and take mechanism in organization. When individual do favors for others, they 

expect to get similar favors in return from others in future. Considering the stand point of 

social exchange theory (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), employees may withhold their 

discretionary actions such as knowledge exchange or transfer when they perceive 

undesirable treatment from supervisor or organization. Thus, social exchange theory can 

be a useful theoretical foundation to explicate when individuals might or might not hide 

knowledge from others (see Khalid et al., 2018). 
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Among multiple actors in the organization, leaders are deemed significant since 

they control major decisions about incentives, rewards and promotions (Banks, Mc 

Cauley, Gardner, & Guler, 2016). In this context, the behavior of leader is quite 

prominent in influencing employee behaviors (Harold & Holtz, 2015; Khalid et al., 

2018). Specifically, destructive behavior of leader is likely to instigate knowledge 

withholding among employees. Nevertheless, more research is required on leader 

behavior, especially on disparaging behavior of leaders such as abusive supervision to 

enhance our understanding about knowledge hiding (Wang & Noe, 2010). Abusive 

supervision encompasses ―subordinates‘ perceptions pertaining to the extent to which 

supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, 

excluding physical contact‖ (Tepper, 2000 p. 178). Such  behaviors comprises of 

breaking promises, lying, invading the privacy, taking credit of subordinates‘ tasks, 

giving silent treatment, aggressive outbursts, publically ridiculing and purposefully 

concealing necessary information(Tepper, 2000; Zellars et al., 2002; Harris et al., 2007). 

Research literature demonstrates a positive association between perceptions 

regarding abusive supervision and employee responses (e.g. Harris et al., 2007; Mackey 

et al., 2016; Schaubroeck, Peng, & Hannah, 2016; Kernan, Racicot, & Fisher, 2016; Ju et 

al., 2019; Kirrane, Kilroy, & O‘Connor, 2019). We posit that employees involve in 

knowledge withholding behaviors as a reaction to abusive supervision because abusive 

supervision has a negative impact on the dyadic relationship between supervisors and 

employees, thus leading to low quality exchange relationship between supervisor-

subordinate dyad. The quality of relationship between employee and supervisor 

determines how an employee may respond to request of knowledge from other persons at 
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workplace i.e. coworkers etc. The interactions in the supervisor – subordinate dyad are 

governed by social exchange (Blau, 1964). Some abusive behaviors of supervisors such 

as lying and withholding of information fall under the purview of knowledge hiding. An 

abused individual may respond to these behaviors by hiding information from supervisors 

or coworkers as a reciprocal behavior or a retaliatory reaction (Mitchell & Ambrose, 

2007; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). 

This association can be further elaborated with the help of displaced aggression 

theory which posits that employee behavioral reactions are influenced by supervisory 

aggression or mistreatment (Dollard et al., 1939; Khalid et al., 2018). This theory 

suggests that employees subjected to abusive supervision do not show retaliation towards 

the actual source of aggression (i.e. supervisor) rather they aggress towards easy victims 

(i.e. colleagues). The revengeful reaction of hiding knowledge is usually directed at 

coworkers because coworkers are deemed as convenient targets. The reason of 

considering them as easy targets is due to the fact that unlike supervisors they do not 

exercise considerable control over rewards, compensation and promotions (Bank et al., 

2013).  

Another theoretical perspective that can help in elucidating the linkage between 

abusive supervision and knowledge hiding behavior is reactance theory. Reactance theory 

mentions that employees victimized by enhanced stress levels are more apt to get back 

their control by exercising their own will (Zellars et al., 2002). Abusive supervision can 

also be considered as a stressful experience because it incorporates chronic attack on the 

feelings, emotions and self esteem of subordinate (Tepper, 2000). So the abused 

employees reinstate their self-determination and control by withholding information from 
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others as a discretionary reaction and a retaliatory response. So it can be hypothesized 

that: 

Hypothesis 4: Abusive supervision perceptions have a positive effect on knowledge 

hiding behavior. 

2.3.3. The mediating role of abusive supervision perceptions between 

psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behavior. Leadership literature 

highlights that some managers engage in behaviors that can be considered as oppressive, 

discourteous, undermining and abusive (Ashforth, 1994; Tepper, 2000; Duffy, Ganster, & 

Pagon, 2002; Kluemper et al., 2019; Shillamkwese et al., 2020). These hostile behaviors 

include degrading colleagues in front of others, hiding required knowledge, threatening 

fellow employees, yelling at others because of disagreement (Keashly, 1998). The 

linkage between employee entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions is based upon 

the subjective disposition of abusive supervision perceptions. This subjectivity can be 

explained by a fact that those individuals who have a propensity to attribute external 

factors for the occurrence of negative events perceive their bosses or supervisors as more 

abusive as compared to individuals who do not have this particular attribution bias 

(Martinko, Harvey, Sikora, & Douglas, 2011; Harvey et al., 2014). Psychologically 

entitled individuals blame supervisors for their short comings and avoid taking 

responsibility of their own actions. They deem critical feedback provided by supervisor 

as an attack to their existence at workplace and refuse to take it positively (Snow et al., 

2001). Infact, psychologically entitled individuals perceive critical or negative feedback 

from supervisor as a threat to their positive self evaluations and always show reluctance 

to embrace it.  
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Such individuals live with a false belief that they are worthy of superior treatment 

at workplace because of their extraordinary abilities irrespective of the level of effort that 

has been made by them (Campbell et al., 2004; Naseer et al., 2019). When 

psychologically entitled employees fail to receive the expected rewards and recognition 

from supervisors, they tend to develop negative perceptions regarding supervisors. 

Psychologically entitled employees consider supervisors as responsible for the gap 

between what they deserve and what they are provided with. The reason behind this is 

that supervisors have a considerable positional authority in organization and appraisal of 

an employee‘s performance is in their domain (Wang & Noe, 2010; Harvey et al., 2014).  

The feeling of being mistreated by supervisors then nurtures revengeful behaviors 

that are counterproductive for employees and organization. Psychologically entitled 

employees reduce their frustration and anger by engaging themselves in CWBs‘ that are 

harmful for the functioning of organization and also fellow employees (Fisk, 2010; 

Naseer et al., 2019). Knowledge hiding behavior is also regarded as counterproductive in 

nature as employees intentionally conceal information that is requested to be provided by 

other organizational members. Despite of the fact that rationalized hiding might have 

positive intentions in certain situations (Connelly et al., 2012), it is improbable that 

individuals practice rationalized hiding in response to rude and hostile behavior of 

supervisor (i.e. abusive supervision). Knowledge hiding behavior may not be inevitably 

focused upon damaging the organization; mostly it is a reaction to given circumstances or 

a situation e.g. abusive supervision (Khalid et al., 2018).  

It is posited that the association between abusive supervision perceptions of 

psychologically entitled individuals and knowledge hiding behaviors can be elucidated 
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with the help of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). This theory highlights that 

employee show behaviors depending upon the treatment received from employer. A 

supportive treatment by employer is reciprocated by a positive response while a negative 

treatment by employer is reciprocated by a counterproductive response (Cropanzano, 

Prehar, & Chen, 2002). As employees consider supervisors as representatives of the work 

organization, they may deem their organization accountable for the failure to shield them 

from mistreatment (Schoss, Eisenberger, Restubog, & Zagenczyk, 2013). When 

employees believe that they are being subjected to abusive supervision in organization, 

they develop feelings of injustice and unfairness which get translated into negative 

behaviors as a response. Knowledge is viewed as an employees‘ intellectual asset (North 

& Kumta, 2018), so when employees perceive unfair treatment by organizational 

members i.e. supervisors, they tend to reciprocate by hiding their knowledge. 

Furthermore, aligned with displaced aggression theory (Dollard et al., 1939), 

when psychologically entitled employees think and believe that they are being rudely 

dealt with by supervisors, they tend to become aggressive. This aggression is not 

transferred to the source of aggression (i.e. supervisors) rather; it is shifted to the easy 

victims (colleagues) that have comparatively less tendency to retaliate. When 

psychologically entitled individuals believe that they are being mistreated by their 

supervisor, they tend to seek reprisal by hiding information from fellow employees 

(Mitchell & Ambrose, 1997). Supervisors are seldom targeted for the rebellious 

behaviors because they are deemed as powerful due to the positional authority they 

possess over promotions and rewards (Wang & Noe, 2010).  
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The mediating impact of abusive supervision between psychological entitlement 

and negative employee behaviors has also been studied in past studies such as Harvey et 

al. (2014) highlighted the intervening role of abusive supervision perceptions on the 

linkage between psychological entitlement and employee outcomes; organizational 

deviance and undermining behaviors. Likewise, Mackey et al. (2016) demonstrated the 

mediating impact of abusive supervision between psychological entitlement and bullying. 

This study also follows these footsteps and highlights the mediating influence of abusive 

supervision between psychological entitlement and employees‘ knowledge hiding. 

Therefore, it is posited: 

Hypothesis 5: Abusive supervision perceptions mediate the relationship between 

psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behavior. 

2.3.4. Abusive supervision perceptions and instigated incivility. The 

relationship between abusive supervision perceptions of employees and resultant 

incivility can be explicated on the basis of fact that interactions of employees with 

supervisors, coworkers and subordinates have a well defined impact on employee 

behavioral outcomes at workplace (Harold & Holtz, 2015). The perceptions about 

supervision determine both the positive and negative outcomes of employees (see Ju et 

al., 2019; Kirrane et al., 2019; Al-Hawari et al., 2019; Zhao & Guo, 2019). When 

employee perceives that the supervisor is abusive, they tend to show reaction by showing 

involvement in negative behavioral outcomes such as withholding information, 

counterproductive work behaviors, reduced job engagement, decreased helping behaviors 

(Khalid et al., 2018; Ju et al., 2019; Kirrane et al., 2019; Zhao & Guo, 2019). Abusive 

supervision is characterized by constant rude treatment by supervisor encompassing 
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providing feed back in a inconsiderate way, making humiliating comments, aggressive 

outbursts(e.g. Ashforth, 1994). The abusive behaviors of supervisors like lying, unfair 

criticism or putting blame on subordinates for own mistakes etc depict that supervisor 

does not value social bondings or the reverential treatment of others. 

 The rude and hostile behavior of supervisor breaks the norms of reciprocal 

respect and induces feelings of unfairness regarding the source of hostility i.e. supervisor  

(Aryee et al., 2007; Caza & Cortina, 2008). Abusive behavior of supervisor signals that 

subordinate is not valued and recognized as an asset to the workplace which threatens the 

self motivation and self esteem of subordinate. As employees are provoked to reinstate 

fairness and to fight against perceived intimidation to their personal existence, abusive 

supervision is anticipated to instigate a desire of seeking vengeance. This vengeance then 

breeds antisocial behaviors as a mean to retaliate (Aquino & Douglas, 2003). The 

incivility of supervisor‘s behavior tends to provoke incivility in the behavior of target i.e. 

employee. This incivility can take many forms such as ignoring coworkers, talking rudely 

to others, sending offensive messages, rolling eyes etc (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; 

Miner et al., 2018). Past literature reveals that abusive behavior of supervisors is 

associated with diverse emotional and psychological reactions such as emotional 

exhaustion, psychological distress, and distrust in supervision (Tepper, 2000; Tepper, 

2007; Wu & Hu, 2009; Xiaqi, Kun, Chongsen, & Sufang, 2012).  

Past research literature indicates that dealing with offensive and discourteous 

behaviors of supervisors depletes the self regulatory mechanisms (Muraven & 

Baumeister, 2000) that employees use to protect themselves from getting engaged in 

impetuous and uncivil behaviors (Baumeister & Exline, 1999). When the self regulatory 
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tendencies get drained, employees tend to show uncivil behaviors as a strategy to reduce 

their frustration (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1986). This conception is also supported 

by field and laboratory studies (Mead, Baumeister, Gino, Schweitzer, & Ariely, 2009; 

Barnes, Schaubroeck, Huth, & Ghumman, 2011) demonstrating that employees with 

drained self control mechanisms show more uncivil behavioral reactions.  

Negative behavioral reactions of this nature can be understood in context of norm 

of reciprocity which highlights that employees responds to employer‘s treatment in the 

similar manner as they receive from them(Gouldner, 1960). As supervisors are deemed as 

representatives of organization, employees may consider organizations as liable for not 

protecting them from abusive treatment (Schoss et al., 2013). Thus, while reciprocity 

could seemingly aim the direct source of mistreatment (supervisors), it might be more 

probably shifted to the coworkers who are considered as convenient targets (Dollard et 

al., 1939).  Due to enhanced power difference between supervisor and subordinates, 

employees do not target supervisors as victimizing them can result in dire consequences 

for them. These consequences can take the form of delayed promotions, not giving 

rewards and appreciation, counter retaliation or even chastisement (Mitchell & Ambrose, 

2007; Aquino et al., 2001; Zhao & Guo, 2019). So, it can be hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 6: Abusive supervision perceptions have a positive effect on instigated 

incivility 

2.3.5. The mediating role of abusive supervision perceptions between 

psychological entitlement and instigated incivility. In addition to our prediction that 

psychological entitlement is positively linked with instigated incivility, there are also 

certain research studies focusing on mediating role of abusive supervision perceptions 
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between psychological entitlement and employee behavioral reactions (e.g. Harvey et al., 

2014; Mackey et al., 2016). Abusive supervision reveals perceptions of employee 

regarding supervisory misbehavior encompassing insolence, antagonism, unfair criticism 

and public belittling (Tepper, 2000). Abusive supervision is considered as a perceptual 

variable because it is based upon the subjective assessment of subordinates regarding the 

behavior of supervisor (Tepper, 2000; Tepper, 2007). So, the subordinates may have 

dissimilar evaluations of the same supervisor; one employee might deem a supervisory 

behavior as abusive while another views it as acceptable. Based upon this assumption, 

personality characteristics and individual differences of employees have a profound 

impact on their perceptions (Henle & Gross, 2014). Research literature highlights that 

psychological entitlement highlights a type personality that has a well determined impact 

on employee‘s perceptions and behavioral responses (Snow et al., 2001).  

Psychologically entitled employees consider themselves unique and special in 

terms of their personality characteristics (Zitek & Jordan, 2019; Naseer et al., 2019). 

They believe themselves to be worthy of exceptional treatment from supervisors. Such 

individuals have unrealistic expectations regarding promotions and rewards ignoring the 

level of effort exerted by them. When these impractical expectations regarding treatment 

from supervisor are not fulfilled they tend to consider their supervisor as rude and unjust 

(Mackey et al., 2016). Such individuals cannot sustain the constructive feedback of 

supervisor rather consider it as negative criticism (Levine, 2005) and also get involved in 

interpersonal clashes with supervisor(Harvey & Martinko, 2009). Martinko et al. (2011) 

highlighted that perceptions of abusive treatment from supervisor are enhanced when the 
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beliefs regarding leader member exchange decline and supervisor‘s actions are evaluated 

through a negative yardstick. 

This particular feeling of abusive supervision engages employees in negative 

behavioral reactions such as instigated incivility. These pessimistic reactions of entitled 

employees have origin in the belief that the supervisors are unfair and unjust in their 

treatment towards them. This unfairness is considered as a factor that damages the 

reciprocal relationship between supervisor and subordinate aligned with the social 

exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960). The lack of 

reciprocity then engages employees in negative retaliatory reactions in order to create 

balance in relationship. These negative and undesirable behaviors must be targeted to the 

source of unfairness i.e. supervisors. However, subordinates do not target supervisors as 

they are considered as powerful because of their control over pay, promotions and 

punishment. So, the undesirable behaviors originated through feelings of abusive 

supervision are shifted to the easy targets i.e. coworkers who have comparatively less 

potential to react or retaliate in return (Kluemper et al., 2020).  

Uncivil behaviors that are used as a retaliatory tool can be in the form of 

ostracizing fellow employees, not responding to their queries, showing disrespect, 

sending offensive emails etc(Blau & Andersson, 1999). Employees target coworkers also 

because they have an enhanced number of daily interactions with fellow employees as 

compared to supervisors (Rosen, Koopman, Gabriel, & Johnson, 2016). Certain research 

studies have considered abusive supervision as an intervening mechanism between 

psychological entitlement and employee behavioral reactions (Harvey et al., 2014; 

Mackey et al., 2016). This research study also follows their footsteps and examines 
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mediation impact of abusive supervision perceptions between psychological entitlement 

and instigated incivility. The research hypothesis is as follows: 

Hypothesis 7: Abusive supervision perceptions mediate the relationship between 

psychological entitlement and instigated incivility 

2.4. Job stress 

 

Job stress is considered as an individual response to threats that he/she face at 

workplace (Jamal, 1990). Stress is considered as a vague term and has been examined 

through multiple perspectives (Cooper & Dewe, 2007). The concept of stress has been 

employed to refer to stress causing factors, reactions to stressors, features of an individual 

or environment, or the interface between employee and environment (Parker & De Cotiis, 

1983). A plethora of research studies have aimed to better comprehend the characteristics 

of job stress (see Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991). Even though there have been certain 

debates pertaining to the definition of this phenomenon, most of the researchers 

harmonize with the Motowidlo et al.‘s (1986) conceptualization which considers stress as 

an abhorrent negative experience inculcating facets of apprehension, displeasure, misery 

and despair. Job stress is considered as the restlessness an employee undergoes as a 

consequence of existing job conditions that are created due to the incongruity between 

the demands and available resources (Lazarus & Folkman, 1985).  

The stress factors at job can be unfulfilled expectations, interpersonal differences 

or conflicts, lack of independence or other such things that are considered as source of 

stress for employees (Armstrong, Atkin-Plunk, & Wells, 2015; Lambert, Minor, Gordon, 

Wells, & Hogan, 2018; Hoert, Herd, & Hambrick, 2018; Ding & Liu, 2019; Chau, 2019; 

Boateng & Hsieh, 2019). The stress inducing factors are not solely environmental 
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circumstances that give rise to stress reaction or response; rather it is an employee‘s 

assessment of the situation that breeds stress reaction (see Hege, Lemke, Apostolopoulos, 

Whitaker & Sonmez, 2019; Schall & Schutz, 2019). Job stress is the consciousness of an 

unpleasant response to certain circumstances or conditions that result in divergence from 

usual functioning, yet is regarded as short term (Parker & De Cotiis, 1983). 

The past research literature demonstrates that stress at workplace has an influence 

on both employees and organization immensely. Stress has a well determined impact on 

employees‘ physical and mental health, emotions, and behaviors at workplace. In the 

same manner, family life of individuals is also adversely affected by stress at work. Stress 

can exercise an impact on employees and organizations within multiple time frames; 

stress responses can become evident instantly or might take certain amount of time to 

become visible (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). An overview of previous research literature 

reveals certain conceptualizations pertaining to the concept of stress. These 

conceptualizations can be bifurcated into four types. First is stimulus and it points 

towards circumstances or events such as interpersonal conflicts, pressures related to time, 

or any accidental scenario (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). There are certain confusions 

related to the fact that different people might have different responses to the same 

stimulus but most of the researchers agree that there are certain types of stimuli that 

instigate stress in maximum number of individuals (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992).  

Second is the concept of reaction that focuses upon physical reactions as an 

important component of stress which means that stress is prevalent if an employee shows 

an explicit type of response irrespective of the situation (Selye, 1956). The third 

conceptualization is given by Lazarus (1966) and is called transactional concept which 
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posits that stress is determined by the situation and the particular individual who is 

defining it. It means that stress is an exchange between environment and person 

encompassing expectations, perceptions, and viewpoints and coping strategies of 

individuals. Fourth concept is called as discrepancy and is given by Edwards (1992) who 

mention stress as an inconsistency between desires of a person and environment. Hence, 

stress is a quite extensive concept with many definitions and meanings. 

Multiple research studies have highlighted the influence of stress on employee 

and organizational outcomes such as reduced job performance(Motowidlo et al., 1986), 

decreased organizational commitment, heightened turnover motivation, reduced job 

satisfaction(Jamal, 1990), enhanced burnout(Jamal & Baba, 2000; Kim & Stoner, 2008; 

Zysberg, Orenschtein, Gimmon, & Robinson, 2017), increased intentions to quit(Allisey, 

Noblet, Lamontagne, & Houdmont, 2014), enhanced deviant and CWB‘s (Penney & 

Spector, 2005; Haider, Nisar, Baig, & Azeem, 2018),  poor sleep quality (Knudsen, 

Ducharme, & Roman, 2007), decreased well being  (Tsaur & Tang, 2012) and low 

organizational performance(Ongori & Agolla, 2008) etc. 

Given the grave nature of consequences job stress can have on employees and 

organization as a whole, research scholars have been trying since decades to identify the 

causes of stress at workplace. There are certain individual and contextual factors that may 

augment job stress among employees. Some of them are job conditions, individual 

characteristics, locus of control, type A personality, perfectionism, nature of job, physical 

work environment, supervisory support, social support, justice, experience at job, 

psychological capital (Motowidlo et al., 1986;  Spector & O‘Connell, 1994; Flett, Hewitt, 

& Hallett, 1995; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Babin & Boles, 1996; Abdi & Shahbazi, 
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2001; Chu, Lee, & Hsu, 2006; Fujishiro & Heaney, 2009; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Abbas 

& Raja, 2015). 

2.4.1. Psychological entitlement and job stress. The association between 

psychological entitlement and job stress can be explicated with the help of social 

exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Aligned with the perspective of social exchange, the 

conditions or factors that generate negative employee reactions such as job stress are the 

ones that stir up the feelings of unfair exchange or lack of equity (Rousseau, 1995). 

According to social exchange theory, employees are in a continuous process of looking 

for balance between their ―investment‖ in a relationship and the return or result of that 

investment. Employees perceive their time, effort and expertise as an investment and pay, 

recognition and rewards as a return of that particular investment (Carrell & Dittrich, 

1978). When employees feel that their perceived efforts and expected rewards are not 

aligned with each other, they believe that there is an unequal exchange which leads to 

stress at work (Blau & Boal, 1989; Noblet & Rodwell, 2008). Past research reveals 

certain stress causing events for entitled individuals such as not getting anticipated 

rewards, not receiving desired appreciation, not getting promotions that an employee 

think he/she is entitled to get etc(Harvey & Harris, 2010). Although, these events may be 

right in context of employee‘s actual performance, they are probably perceived as 

negative by the psychologically entitled employee resulting in job stress. Psychologically 

entitled individuals have a propensity to generate negative beliefs regarding the social 

exchange process in the organization. Such employees think that they are subjected to 

unfair treatment at workplace based upon the logic that they are not being given 

recognition and rewards they deserve (Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Harris, 2010).  
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The previous researches conducted in context of social exchange process posit 

that the perceptions about the process of exchange prevalent at workplace predict 

employee emotions and related experiences such as feeling good, relieved, energized, 

satisfied, and so on (Lawler & Yoon, 1996: Lawler & Thye, 1999). Based upon this 

particular logic given by these past studies, it can be highlighted that the feelings of 

imbalance in minds of psychologically entitled employees may instigate job stress. The 

reason behind is that when psychologically entitled employees couldn‘t get what they 

perceive they deserve, they might get frustrated keeping in view the lack of fairness at the 

workplace (Harvey & Harris, 2010).  

Furthermore, according to social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), social exchange 

bonds at workplace encompass the exchange of socio- emotional benefits. These benefits 

include open-ended commitments and close personal relationships. Psychologically 

entitled employees believe that they are being unjustly treated by organization and that 

the benefits they receive are less as compared to the extent of effort they put in and the 

abilities they possess. This particular feeling of receiving less socio emotional benefits 

generates job stress (Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, & Schminke, 2001; Cropanzano, Rupp, 

& Byrne, 2003). Entitled employees have a capacity to blame other organizational 

members for all negative outcomes (Harvey & Martinko, 2009). Such employees believe 

that fellow employees create hindrances in their goal achievement process or any other 

required outcomes (Weiner, 1985). Hence, they believe that organization and its members 

treat them unjustly and the obligations of the fair exchange mechanism are not fulfilled at 

workplace. So, it can be hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 8: Psychological entitlement has a positive influence on job stress. 
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2.4.2. Job stress and instigated incivility. Incivility is considered as meek yet 

widespread type of interpersonal deviance that defies the norms of workplace thus 

forming an environment characterized by impertinence and disregard (Andersson & 

Pearson, 1999). Such behaviors depict impoliteness and disrespect for others at 

workplace. The uncivil acts of employees are deemed as mild, ambiguous and deviant.  

Incivility occupies the lower end of intensity continuum (Andersson and Pearson, 1999). 

Uncivil acts can be both verbal (rudely talking to fellow employee) and non verbal 

(ostracizing coworker) but can never be physical (Martin & Hine, 2005). Although, 

uncivil behaviors are considered as innately meek as compared to candid hostile 

behaviors such as harassment and bullying, but they are triggering point of incivility 

spiral that get transformed into counterproductive work behaviors harmful for employees 

and organizations as a whole. Uncivil behaviors are considered as deviant in nature 

because they defy the standards and norms of organization designed to enhance the 

collaborative interactions among individuals (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Policies 

cannot be designed for every social interaction in organization. Consequently, certain 

unwritten rules exist in workplace to augment cooperation and apt interactions among 

employees. Uncivil behaviors tend to contravene such rules of mutual reverence at 

workplace (Pearson et al., 2000). 

Furthermore, uncivil behaviors of employees reveal an ambiguous intention to 

harm. These behaviors are considered as ambiguous as they incorporate intention of the 

perpetrator and the perception of the victim. The instigator or perpetrator might involve 

in such behaviors with or without aim to harm. The victim or target might identify this 

behavior as premeditated and intentional or unintended and done out of unawareness 
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(Pearson & Porath, 2005). When an employee is subjected to negative workplace 

treatment or organizational stressors, he/she may intentionally or intentionally engage in 

uncivil behavioral reactions unintentionally in order to release tension or intentionally as 

an act of revenge.  

The uncivil behaviors instigate a plethora of negative workplace outcomes such as 

reduced organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behaviors, job satisfaction 

and job performance(Lim & Cortina, 2005; Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001; Shin 

& Hur, 2020) and also augmented turnover, absenteeism and counterproductive work 

behaviors(Everton, Jolton, & Mastrangelo, 2005; Spence Laschinger, Leiter, Day, & 

Gilin, 2009; Bishoff, Hochwarter, & Ferris, 2016; Penney & Spector, 2005). As a 

consequence, it is imperative for researchers to find out the ways to diminish such 

negative behaviors at workplace. Certain predictors of uncivil behavior of employees 

have been identified, one of which is a work environment characterized by stressful job 

conditions. When an employee perceives certain situations as intimidating and stressful, 

he/she tend to respond by showing emotional reactions (Spector & Jex, 1998). These 

emotional reactions can take the form of behavioral responses which may get transformed 

to counterproductive acts in future (Spector & Jex, 1998; Spector & Fox, 2002). 

Employees get involved in counterproductive work behaviors in order to escape stress or 

diminish negative emotions. For instance, an employee who undergoes an interpersonal 

conflict with a fellow employee may perceive the interface as hostile. As a result, 

employee feels frustrated, which direct him/her to engage in undesirable behavioral 

reactions.  
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Multiple studies have examined the association between job stress and 

counterproductive work behaviors (Specter & Fox 2005; Bruk-Lee & Spector, 2006; 

Tucker et al., 2009; Bowling & Eschleman, 2010; Salami, 2010). Despite the prevalence 

of research on job stress and counterproductive work behaviors, only one study has 

examined the linkage between stress and incivility in Western settings i.e. United States 

of America (USA) (Roberts, Scherer, & Bowyer, 2011). This study follows the same line 

of research and examines the linkage between job stress and instigated incivility in Asian 

work setting. 

Instigated incivility is affected by the perceptions and attitudes of the instigator 

(Schilpzand et al., 2016). Blau and Anderson (2005) revealed that lack of job satisfaction 

and feelings of being unfairly treated led to incivility. Perceived lack of reciprocity that is 

receiving less as compared to investment is also found to be related to instigated incivility 

(Meier & Semmer, 2013). Rosen et al. (2016) revealed that diminished self control is 

associated with enacted incivility of employees. Similarly, a study conducted by Blau 

(2007) on a pharmaceutical company before its closure highlighted that instigated 

incivility is associated with plant disclosure illegitimacy, enhanced perceptions of 

injustice and contract violation. This study also revealed that frustration and strain of 

instigator also engages him/her in uncivil acts. Stressful working conditions create unrest 

among employees that get translated into uncivil behavioral reactions directed at 

organizational members especially coworkers that are considered as easy targets in 

organization (Roberts et al., 2011; Dollard et al., 1939).  

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) can be used as a theoretical standpoint to 

illustrate the relationship between job stress and instigated incivility of employees. 
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Employees develop their perceptions of just exchange process in organization depending 

upon the treatment they receive from the organization and the organizational actors. In 

fact, research reveals that employees nurture social exchange bondings to the degree they 

get valuable benefits and that such benefits are delivered in a just way. Jobs that generate 

stress are expected to breach both of these conditions (Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, & 

Schminke, 2001; Cropanzano, Rupp, & Byrne, 2003). Firstly, job stress is considered as a 

cost an employee bears in exchange of any benefits received from employer. Secondly, 

employees are resentful towards the workplace that breaks the norm of social exchange 

thus inculcating the perceptions of unfairness in them (Roberto & Scott, 1986; Rook, 

1987). Job stress, as it is costly and commonly seen as unjustified, shall hamper the 

growth of high quality social exchange relationships (Rook, 1987). This job stress then 

might translate into uncivil behaviors as a strategy used by employees to balance the 

exchange or reduce their own level of stress. 

Hypothesis 9: Job stress has a positive influence on instigated incivility 

2.4.3. The mediating role of job stress between psychological entitlement and 

instigated incivility. Current study has argued that psychological entitlement is related to 

job stress and we further argue that job stress is associated with instigated incivility. 

Stress has been used as a mediating mechanism in certain studies such as Sharma, Dhar 

and Tyagi (2016) examined job stress as a mediating link between work family conflict 

and psychological health of nursing staff in health sector of India. Likewise, Ismail and 

Gali (2017) highlighted the intervening role of job stress between appraisal satisfaction 

and work family conflict. Furthermore, a recent study conducted by Hege et al. (2019) 

studied the mediating impact of work stress between fast work pace, low sleep quality, 
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coworker/ supervisor support and work life balance. This study also follows this line of 

research and posits that job stress mediates the association between psychological 

entitlement and instigated incivility.   

This research explicates that psychologically entitled individuals have a 

propensity to get stressed at work and this stress than gets translated to uncivil behavioral 

reactions directed at coworkers. The association between psychological entitlement and 

job stress can be explained with the help of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). 

Psychologically entitled individuals have a positive perception about themselves and their 

efforts. Such individuals believe that they are very capable and deserve best rewards and 

utmost appreciation even for their minimal work as compared to others. When these 

expectations of psychologically entitled employees are not fulfilled, they perceive a lack 

of fairness thus deeming existence of unequal exchange. These perceptions of unequal 

exchange generated due to non fulfillment of expectations generate affective workplace 

reactions that are negative in nature such as job stress (Walster, Walster, & Bercheid, 

1978). Past research also indicates that when employees perceive that organization does 

not provide rewards and resources aligned with their efforts, they tend to feel distressed 

at workplace (Blau & Boal, 1989; Noblet & Rodwell, 2008).  Psychologically entitled 

employees have a greater propensity to feel stressed because they possess characteristics 

of self love and grandiosity which hampers them to admit their mistakes and failures. So, 

such employees blame organization and its members as responsible for unfulfillment of 

their idealistic expectations (Harvey & Martinko, 2009). Psychologically entitled 

employees feel that organization and its members are unfair in evaluation of their efforts 

and thus instigate a feeling of an unequal social exchange process at workplace. Holding 
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unrealistic expectations from others and then ascription of own failures to fellow 

employees generate considerable degree of stress (Harvey & Harris, 2010). 

The stress generated then gets transferred to coworkers as a mechanism to transfer 

stress. The uncivil behaviors as a result of stress can be in the form of ostracizing fellow 

employees, being rude and discourteous, not replying to a query of fellow worker, not 

answering emails etc (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). The uncivil behaviors of employees 

are directed at fellow employees because in contrast to supervisors who possess 

considerable positional authority to approve conflict behaviors, colleagues might not 

have this degree of authority and therefore are regarded as easy targets (Wang & Noe, 

2010). Psychologically entitled individuals develop faulty perceptions when they tend to 

analyze the rewards of peers‘ thus showing resentment towards coworkers. Such 

resentment is due to the augmented beliefs regarding self value and self serving 

attribution biases linked with psychological entitlement (Harvey & Martinko, 2009). 

These perceptions of psychologically entitled employees might develop thinking in 

employees that they are receiving less from organization in contrast to fellow employees 

(i.e. Adam, 1985).  

Hypothesis 10: Job stress mediates the relationship between psychological entitlement 

and instigated incivility. 

2.5. Hostile Attribution Bias 

 

Attribution styles are explanations of how employees are partial in their causal 

descriptions. Their presence has been acknowledged in social psychology, originating 

from the recognition of ―fundamental attribution error‖. This error is associated with over 

rating the function of internal versus external reasons when scrutinizing the actions and 
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behaviors of others (Ross, 1977). The attribution styles can be of various types relying on 

the characteristics of outcome i.e. positive and negative. Some individuals have self 

serving attribution style in which individuals have a propensity to take credit of 

achievements and blame exterior causes for failure. Some people display pessimistic 

attribution style which differs from optimistic approach, attributing accomplishments to 

external factors whereas ascribing failure to external sources (Thomas & Weston, 2019).  

Apart from these two attribution styles, hostile attribution bias has also gained 

considerable attention in recent literature (Martinko et al., 2011). Hostile attribution bias 

is referred as an exaggerated antagonistic intent to behaviors of coworkers‘ even in 

circumstances where this hostile attribution is unwarranted such as real intentions are 

placid or the situation is unclear (Dodge, 1980; Dodge & Frame, 1982; Adams & John, 

1997). Hostile attribution bias highlights an ambiguous thinking pattern that attributes the 

bad intention to a behavior (Milich & Dodge, 1984). In contrast to anger, which has been 

characterized as an affective component of aggression, hostility is considered as a 

cognitive feature of aggressive behavior (Epps & Kendall, 1995). The previous research 

literature posits that employees having a strong hostile attribution bias have a tendency to 

blame others and consider the behaviors of others as antagonistic even if they actually are 

not (Mathews & Norris, 2002).  

 Hostile attribution bias was first elaborated in the field of psychology by 

researchers in order to evaluate the causes of aggression among children (Epps & 

Kendall, 1995). Many studies afterwards highlighted the association between children‘s 

and adolescents‘ hostile attribution bias and aggression. Later on, Epps and Kendall 

(1995) investigated the impact of hostile attribution bias on adults‘ aggression. Following 
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this trend many studies in the domain of psychology elucidated the linkage between 

hostile attribution bias and adult‘s resultant reactions (see Vitale, Newman, Serin, & Bolt, 

2005; Dodge, 2006; Halligan, Cooper, Healy, & Murray, 2007; Chen, Coccaro, & 

Jacobson, 2012; Bondu & Richter, 2016; Tuente, Bogaerts, & Veiling, 2019).  

Proceeding further, the phenomenon of hostile attribution bias paved its way in 

management research literature and it was studied in relationship with employee work 

outcomes. There are few studies that highlighted the role of hostile attribution bias in 

determining employees‘ behaviors and perceptions such as employees‘ perceptions of 

abusive supervision, workplace deviant behaviors, work engagement, reduced job 

satisfaction, job stress and job satisfaction (Martinko et al., 2011; Martinko et al., 2012; 

Wu et al., 2014; Lyu et al., 2016). These studies depicted that employees with hostile 

attribution bias commonly blame their colleagues, supervisors, managerial policies and 

other external aspects for their in competencies and issues at work (Douglas & Martinko, 

2001).  

2.5.1. The buffering impact of hostile attribution bias. Beauregard (2014) 

elucidated that social exchange process prevalent at workplace can be influenced by 

plethora of cognitive factors. Employees‘ perceptual thinking pattern and emotions have 

a propensity to alter conditions important for reciprocal exchange mechanism at 

workplace (Lawler & Thye, 1999). The previous research literature reveals that employee 

attributions have an impact on organization‘s social exchange processes (Hewstone, 

1989; Lawler & Thye, 1999). Employees having hostile attribution bias perceive things 

from the lens of their self generated expectations. Expectations regarding antagonistic 

and hostile behaviors can unfold unfair attributions of hostility (Wu et al., 2014). Such a 



90 
 

 

bias might bolster the belief that supervisor is discourteous and rude (Martinko et al., 

2011). The justification behind this is that individuals having hostile attribution bias have 

a propensity to blame external sources i.e. supervisors for all the negative events and 

shortcomings. Hostile attribution bias further augments the belief of entitled employees 

that they are being mistreated by supervisors. This mistreatment can be in the form of not 

getting desired promotion or expected rewards etc. These unrealistic expectations are 

fortified in the presence of hostile attribution bias. Even the compassionate and indistinct 

intent of supervisors is attributed as pessimistic due to hostile attribution bias (Dodge & 

Frame, 1982). 

Attribution research highlights employees‘ tendency towards hostile and 

hedonistic attributions; that is, such employees tend to attribute favorable events 

internally and less desirable events externally (Weiner, 1985; Thomas & Weston, 2019). 

A study conducted by Martinko et al. (2011) highlighted the subjective character of 

abusive supervision perceptions by mentioning that individuals with tendency to attribute 

unfavorable events to exterior factors think their supervisor as more abusive as compared 

to others who does not show this attribution bias. Also such individuals focus upon the 

negative motives of an action (Milich & Dodge, 1984). So, in social exchange process 

such individuals mistrust the feelings generated from social exchange and show a 

tendency of blaming others for all wrong happenings. Hence, the tendency of hostile 

attribution bias can further intensify the belief of entitled employees that they are being 

unfairly treated by organization that resultantly intensify negative perceptions about 

organizational actors. 
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Literature reveals that hostile attribution bias instigates workplace aggression 

(Douglas & Martinko, 2001) and workplace deviance (Judge, Scott, & Ilies 2006). 

Hostile attribution bias impact frustrating conditions and influence resultant perceptions 

and behavioral reactions. Employees with hostile attribution bias have a different 

perspective regarding their environment and people. Such individuals tend to observe 

things in light of their own expectations. Wu et al. (2014) mentioned that expectations 

pertaining to aggressive actions open up unfair attributions of hostility. This biased 

thinking pattern strengthens the belief among psychologically entitled employees that 

their boss or supervisor is abusive (Martinko et al., 2011). Psychologically entitled 

employees even misjudge the constructive criticism of supervisors aimed to improve their 

tasks.  

Few studies conducted in the past also examined the buffering impact of hostile 

attribution bias on employee perceptions and behaviors such as Hoobler and Brass (2006) 

examined that moderating influence of hostile attribution bias of supervisor on the 

linkage between psychological contract violation and perceptions of abusive supervision 

of subordinates. Similarly, Wu et al. (2014) conducted a research study in which they 

examined joint buffering impact of negative reciprocity and hostile attribution bias on the 

linkage between incivility and workplace deviance. This study extends this domain of 

research and examines moderating impact of hostile attribution bias on the relationship 

between psychological entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions. In fact, this 

study highlights the role of hostile attribution bias of employees in shaping the 

perceptions regarding supervisor. 
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Hypothesis 11: Hostile attribution bias moderates the relationship between psychological 

entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions such that this relationship is strong when 

hostile attribution bias is high as compared to when it is low. 

2.6.  Rumination 

 

It is commonly believed that human beings are the only creatures who show a 

propensity to think and ponder about themselves. Self reflection that is a process of 

reflecting upon own thoughts, experiences, and feelings has remained a topic of interest 

for quite a longer span of time (see Ingram, 1990; Papageorgiou & Wells, 2004). This 

research literature focused upon negative forms of self reflection among people 

victimized with depression and stress. Mor and Winquist (2002) highlighted that self 

focused attention is one of the most common factor influencing individual thinking 

patterns and behaviors. Rumination is considered as a pessimistic, unrelenting and 

consistent self focused thinking pattern that is reliant on the reasons and results of 

stressors faced by an individual(Ward, Lyubomirsky, Sousa, & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2003; 

Aldao, Nolen Hoeksema, & Schweitzer, 2010; Chen, Pu, Shi, & Zhou, 2020).  

Rumination comprises of both trait (i.e. a personality trait that instigates reflection 

aligned with experiencing stressors) and state (i.e. relying on existent negative thoughts 

and feelings) components (Watkins, 2008). Therefore, the prevalent research posits that 

rumination is both persistent across situations and affected by individual difference 

features (Bentall et al., 2011). Rumination is regarded as a propensity of an employee to 

consistently reflect about signals received from exterior sources (Nolen-Hoeksema et al., 

2008). The past research literature highlights that rumination can exercise an influence on 

employees‘ physical, mental and emotional outcomes such as distress (Nolen-Hoeksema, 
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McBride & Larson, 1997), angry mood(Rusting & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1998), 

depression(Spasojevic & Alloy, 2001), reduced forgiveness(Mac Cullough, Bono, & 

Root, 2007) and negative affect(Kirkegaard Thomsen, 2006).  

Furthermore, research literature highlights that increased rumination is linked 

with lack of confidence in finding solutions, mitigated attention control, lack of self 

regulation and failure to present recuperative ideas (Hong, 2007; Rosen & Hochwarter, 

2014). Furthermore, ruminators have fewer propensities to take corrective actions in a 

thoughtful and timely way due to lack of self assurance and confidence (Lyubomirsky, 

Tucker, Caldwell, & Berg, 1999). Research also reveals that impact of rumination on 

employee job outcomes such as reduced job satisfaction and decreased job performance 

(Rosen & Hochwarter, 2014). 

2.6.1. The moderating role of rumination on the linkage between abusive 

supervision perceptions and knowledge hiding behavior. Research literature reveals 

that rumination can trigger hostile reactions in response to perceived abusive behaviors 

and insults (Collins & Bell, 1997). The employees victimized by offensive and 

discourteous behaviors are not only distracted cognitively but they also think over past 

events persistently to act in the same manner (Schilpzand, Leavitt, & Lim, 2016; Chen et 

al., 2020). Whenever an individual is subjected to negative instances or occurings in life, 

he/she may engage in two types of reactions; distraction or rumination (Nolen-Hoeksema, 

1991). The one who displays the response of distraction has ability to deflect 

himself/herself from pessimistic situations while the one having tendency of rumination 

continuously recall the pessimistic episodes and find him/herself unable to deflect from 

negative instances happened in the past.  
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Abusive supervision is highlighted as a negative workplace event that instigates 

individual sense making processes and emotional responses (Folger & Cropanzano, 

2001). Unlike distraction, an employee having tendency of rumination feels disability to 

forget the negative interaction episodes with supervisors. The inability to forget the 

interaction episodes with supervisors prompts employees to engage in negative 

behavioral reaction. This study posits that rumination can intensify the positive 

association between abusive supervision perceptions and knowledge hiding behaviors. 

Knowledge hiding behaviors are considered as counterproductive in nature because they 

encompass an intentional attempt to withhold knowledge (Serenko & Bontis, 2016).  

When employees ruminate about the previous events encompassing discourteous 

treatment, they may augment knowledge hiding behaviors as an effort to seek vengeance. 

Thus, the propensity of hiding information from coworkers in response to discourteous 

behavior will be intensified in the presence of ruminative tendency. Ruminative tendency 

will hamper the process of forgetting the negative events and this inability than spur 

further negative reactions as a mechanism to pacify anger (Whitmer & Gotlib, 2013). The 

previous research literature highlights that rumination diverts the attention of employees 

from positive coping process and involve them in detrimental threat responses (Lio & 

Wei, 2011; Whitmer & Gotlib, 2013). The ability of not forgiving the undesirable work 

events might enhance the influence of abusive supervision perceptions on knowledge 

withholding behaviors of employees. The reason behind this is that ruminators are 

comparatively more sensitive to workplace stressors and this sensitivity prompts their 

engagement in negative and hostile behavioral reactions (Ganster & Rosen, 2013; Rosen 

& Hochwarter, 2014).  
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Several studies have used rumination as a moderator such as Liao and Wei (2011) 

studied the buffering impact of rumination on the linkage between intolerance of 

uncertainty and depressive symptoms. Later study also investigated rumination as a 

boundary condition between intolerance of uncertainty and anxiety symptoms. Similarly, 

Rosen and Hochwarter (2014) highlight the moderating role of rumination the linkage 

between politics perceptions and three employee outcomes i.e. negative emotion, job 

satisfaction and job performance. This study adds to the existing literature by 

highlighting the buffering role of rumination on the relationship between abusive 

supervision perceptions and knowledge hiding behavior. 

The moderating impact of rumination can also be explained in context of social 

exchange theory (Blau, 1964). The previous research literature highlights that cognitive 

factors have a well defined impact on social exchange processes prevalent in organization 

(Beauregard, 2014). The social cognitive approach envisages that employees‘ emotions 

have a propensity to adapt cognitions associated with social exchange relationships 

(Lawler & Thye, 1999; Aryee et al., 2002). Rumination refers to the preservative and 

inadvertent cognitions in the non existence of clear external signals (Martin & Teisser, 

1996). So it is quite probable that the negative exchange mechanism associated with 

abusive supervision perceptions is influenced by the cognitions linked with ruminative 

tendency. Hence, it is hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 12: Rumination moderates the relationship between abusive supervision 

perceptions and knowledge hiding behavior such that such that this relationship is strong 

when rumination is high as compared to when it is low. 
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2.6.2. The moderating role of rumination on abusive supervision and 

instigated incivility linkage. Rumination is referred as experiencing invasive or 

recurrent negative thoughts (e.g. Nolen Hoeksema, 1991). Ruminators have a capacity to 

repetitively thinking about negative feelings and emotions (Ward et al., 2003). 

Rumination is also considered as a type of self consideration encompassing persistent 

thinking about one‘s self, spurred by not only negative dispositions but also perceived 

losses, or unfairness at the workplace (Trapnell & Campbell, 1999). This study posits that 

rumination also intensify the linkage between abusive supervision and instigated 

incivility of employees. 

 The research literature reveals that rumination is associated with many 

maladaptive responses in reaction to the exposure to stress. For instance, enhanced 

rumination is linked with diminished attention control, lessened confidence in solving 

problems, dearth of regulating ones‘ self and lack of displaying restorative solutions 

(Hong, 2007). Furthermore, research mentions that rumination distracts attention from 

positive reactions to those that are considered as undesirable (i.e. negative, troublesome, 

and recurring). So rumination dispirits positive coping mechanism and instigates negative 

threat response (Whitmer & Gotlib, 2013). Abusive supervision episodes can be 

perceived by ruminators as a threat to their personality and a source of their social 

undesirability. So, it can strengthen the responses dealing with the interpersonal dejection 

that the target of abusive supervision faces. Continuous thinking about the negative 

interaction episodes with supervisor augments the capacity of abused employees to 

engage in uncivil behaviors. Instigated incivility highlights the rude and discourteous 

behavior of employee (Blau & Andersson, 1999).  
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Rumination capacity of an employee triggers a query that why he/she has been 

subjected to negative treatment and this recurring thinking pattern then enhances the 

chance of engagement in rude and discourteous behaviors as a source of revenge (Bies, 

Tripp, & Kramer, 1997). Rumination is deemed as a source of cultivating stress and 

aggression in reaction to perceived abuse (Collins & Bell, 1997). Rumination is linked 

with deficiency of forgiveness (McCullough, Bellah, Kilpatrick, & Johnson, 2001). An 

overview of existing literature reveals that most individuals who have a characteristic of 

forgiving have a capacity to ruminate less (Yamhure-Thompson & Snyder, 2003). Intense 

rumination commonly heralds an unforgiving and retaliatory or vengeful reaction 

(Bushman, Bonacci, Pedersen, Vazquez, & Miller, 2005). Bushman et al. (2005) 

highlighted that ruminators are unable to forget the triggering events of aggression and 

thus, they respond by engaging in retaliatory behaviors towards convenient targets 

(coworkers) who are not worthy retaliatory aggression but are mildly annoying. Easy 

targets are chosen because they are conveniently approachable as compared to source of 

aggression i.e. supervisor.  

 Hence, the ruminators most probably find it difficult to forgive the undesirable 

humiliating and undignified treatment they receive from supervisors and this incapacity 

augments the positive association between abusive supervision perceptions and instigated 

incivility towards easy targets i.e. coworkers. Rumination can prompt individuals 

victimized by perceived abusive supervision to involve in uncivil behavioral reactions as 

a negative coping strategy or a vengeful response. Hence, ruminators tend to see the 

social exchange process between them and their supervisor from a different lens thus 
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continuously remembering the perceived abusive behavior of supervisor and building a 

perception of unjust exchange mechanism (Beauregard, 2014). 

 Literature also shows that ruminators have a pessimistic and biased thinking 

pattern that might instigate a feeling about existence of negative and unfair social 

exchange process at workplace (Lyubomirsky & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1995). Thus 

rumination about the previous episodes with abusive supervisor can enhance the 

propensity of employees to engage in uncivil behaviors. Moreover, research literature 

depicts that rumination tend to instigate anger among individuals and they tend to 

displace that aggression to others (Bushman et al., 2005). So it is quite possible that 

ruminating tendency enhances the impact of abusive supervision on employee 

discourteous and rude behaviors towards coworkers. 

Hypothesis 13: Rumination moderates the relationship between abusive supervision 

perceptions and instigated incivility such that this relationship is strong when rumination 

is high as compared to when it is low. 

2.7. Job Calling 

 

The real definition of calling has originated from theology, which mentions how 

people respond to their religious calling. The concept of calling paved way recently into 

organizational behavior field and has become a source of interest for both researchers and 

practitioners (Li & Yang, 2018; Walsh et al., 2020). Individuals differ noticeably in the 

way they articulate and experience their job and careers. Whereas some individuals might 

do job as source of meeting everyday requirements or gratify need for achievement, 

others might sense being ―called‖ to a specific career. There exists plethora of definitions 
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highlighting the concept of calling. Dik and Duffy (2009) endeavored to coalesce 

important components and elucidated job calling as an attitude to work that encompasses 

personal meaning, is guided by prosocial norms, and instigates in reaction to transcendent 

summons.  

Research scholars from multiple fields have tried to understand and investigate 

the concept of job calling and how it is associated with workplace outcomes. Till date, 

the most of the research has highlighted association of calling with career development 

outcomes. For instance, college students who possess a sense of calling display comfort, 

choice work salience, decidedness, career decision satisfaction, life meaning, life 

satisfaction, academic satisfaction (Duffy & Sedlacek, 2007; Dik, Sergent, & Steger, 

2008; Duffy & Sedlacek, 2010; Duffy, Allan, & Dik, 2011; Duffy, Allan, & Bott, 2012). 

 Research conducted on adult employees has concentrated on certain experience 

related to work. Job calling is associated with many desirable employee outcomes such as 

organizational commitment (Cardador, Dane, & Pratt, 2011), job satisfaction (Duffy, 

Bott, Allan, Torrey, & Dik, 2012), work meaning, occupational identity, occupational self 

efficacy, person- job fit, work engagement(Hirschi, 2012; Praskova et al., 2015), career 

commitment(Duffy, Allan, Autin, & Douglass, 2014), job involvement(Horvath, 2015), 

perceived employability(Praskova et al., 2015) and organizational citizenship 

behavior(Park et al., 2016). An overview of all these research studies reveal that 

employees having a sense of calling are comparatively more satisfied and committed at 

their jobs and they perceive their job tasks more than just a duty. Such individuals find a 

certain degree of meaning and purpose in their work (Duffy & Dik, 2013). 
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Previous literature on job calling highlights that it is important to draw a 

distinction between perceiving and living a calling. Results of past researches on job 

calling reveal that perceiving a calling and living a calling depicted a profound difference 

in their relationship with work outcomes. Living a calling is found to be associated 

strongly with job outcomes as compared to perceiving a calling (Duffy & Dik, 2013). 

Employees cannot generate desirable job outcomes unless they live their job calling. 

Perceiving a job calling is only related to perceptions of calling holded by employee 

while living a job calling shows that employee actually lives his/her job calling. There are 

certain barriers that can hinder the process of living ones‘ calling.  

These hindrances can be education level, family demands, income, discrimination 

etc (Brown, Reedy, Fountain, Johnson, & Dichiser, 2000; Tang & Smith-Brandon, 2001; 

Lee & Vinokur, 2007; Shollen, Bland, Finstad, & Taylor, 2009). So, employees who get 

a chance to live their job calling tend to engage in positive behavioral outcomes because 

such individuals find a sense of meaningfulness and commitment towards their work 

(Duffy, Bott, Allan, Torrey, & Dik, 2012). The research literature highlights that there 

exists a paucity of studies which examine the association of living job calling with 

employee attitudinal and behavioral outcomes so there is need to fill this missing link and 

examine how living ones‘ job calling can impact their work outcomes (Allan, Tebbe, 

Duffy, & Autin, 2015). 

2.7.1. The moderating impact of job calling. This study adds to the previous 

literature of job calling and posit job calling as a moderator on the linkage between stress 

and instigated incivility. The reason behind is that employee who live their job calling 

consider the stressors of job as challenge stressors rather than hindrance. For such 
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individuals, job carries a distinct purpose and meaning (Li & Yang, 2018; Walsh et al., 

2020). Employees living their job calling do not get frustrated with the everyday stressors 

rather they consider the stressors as challenges which are to be met. Living calling allows 

employees to feel identified with their work and experience personal calling that can 

exert extensive and in depth positive influence on a person‘s life and work (Duffy et al., 

2014). Individuals with a job calling opt a problem solving coping style that concentrates 

on solutions of work related problems rather than getting frustrated and stressed (Rawat 

& Nadavulakere, 2015; Esteves & Lopes, 2017). 

People living their job calling identify themselves with organization, society and 

also their coworkers by accepting the values and beliefs of their job (Bunderson & 

Thompson, 2009). Such people deem workplace as an integral element of their self and 

feel that their organization is crucial for attainment of their goals (Cardador et al., 2011). 

This sense of affiliation and fervor for work prompts people to get committed to their 

organization and also work (Xie et al., 2017). Such individuals develop group thinking 

and always engage in helpful and altruistic behaviors towards fellow workers (Conklin, 

2012; Praskova et al., 2015; Park, Lee, Lim, & Sohn, 2018). So the individuals living 

their job calling can overpower the positive impact of job stress on uncivil behaviors of 

employees. Employees possessing prosocial orientation (Praskova et al., 2015) are less 

apt to engage in discourteous or hostile behaviors because they think that it is their 

responsibility to help and assist coworkers in all circumstances. The sense of purpose, job 

meaningfulness and self fulfillment associated with job calling (Bunderson & Thompson, 

2009; Park et al., 2018) hampers the engagement of employees in undesirable behavioral 
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outcomes such as instigated incivility. So, employees living their job calling can diminish 

the affect of job stress on instigated incivility of employees.  

The moderating role of job calling can also be explained in context of social 

exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Motivational processes associated with social exchange 

process can explain the buffering impact of job calling on the linkage between job stress 

and instigated incivility. The concept of job calling is engrossed in internal motivational 

processes of employees and is not linked with instrumental goal accomplishment (Hall & 

Chandler, 2005). This phenomenon depicts psychological involvement with components 

of one‘s job (Dobrow, 2004; Wrzesniewski, 2004). The degree of employee motivation 

highlights his/her perception about reciprocal exchange processes at work (Blau, 1964; 

Homan, 1961). The employees who deems his/her job as meaningful is more likely to 

have an optimistic view about organizational actors and procedures (Praskova, Hood, & 

Creed, 2014). These optimistic perceptions regarding the process of social exchange at 

workplace has a tendency to diminish the negative influence of stressful factors on 

employee behavioral reactions such as incivility. 

Proceeding further, the previous research literature reveals that living a calling is 

generated as consequence of well being at job and gratifying self experiences (Duffy et 

al., 2014). The people get an opportunity to live their calling because of autonomy related 

to work related decision making and supportive work environment. So such individuals 

perceive their work environment as just and fair in terms of interpersonal interactions 

thus generating a sense of being indebted to respond to organization and its members in 

the same manner fulfilling the norms of social exchange (Blau, 1964). So such 
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individuals tend to stay courteous and helpful towards other organizational members in 

order to balance the reciprocity of the social exchange mechanism at workplace. 

So, it can be hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 14: Job calling moderates the relationship between job stress and instigated 

incivility such that this relationship is weak when job calling is high as compared to when 

it is low. 

The Table 2.1 highlights the mapping of the relationships between variables along with 

corresponding hypotheses 

Table 2.1 Literature Review Mapping Summary 

Relationships 

between variables 

                       Supporting citations  Hypotheses 
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2.8. Research Model and Hypotheses 

 

2.8.1. Proposed model. The research model depicted in figure 2.1 represents the 

hypothesized association between variables. The model posits that psychological 

entitlement has a positive influence on employees‘ knowledge hiding behaviors and 

instigated incivility. Abusive supervision perceptions shall mediate the linkage between 

psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behavior. Similarly, abusive supervision 

perceptions and job stress are hypothesized as mediators between psychological 

entitlement and instigated incivility. Hostile attribution bias is hypothesized as a 

moderator on the linkage between psychological entitlement and perceptions of abusive 

supervision. In the similar manner, rumination is posited as a buffer on the association 

between abusive supervision perceptions and knowledge hiding behavior and instigated 

incivility. Furthermore, the boundary effect of job calling on the association between job 

stress and instigated incivility is also hypothesized. Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) 

is used as a theoretical foundation behind the hypothesized relationships. Displaced 

aggression theory (Dollard et al., 1939) is also used as a supporting theory. All the 

proposed hypotheses are as under: 
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 Figure 2.1 Research Model 

 

2.8.2. Proposed Hypotheses. Below mentioned hypotheses are designed by 

researcher on the basis of literature review. 

Hypothesis 1: Psychological entitlement has a positive impact on knowledge hiding 

behavior of employees. 

Hypothesis 2: Psychological entitlement has a positive influence on instigated incivility. 

Hypothesis 3: Psychological entitlement has a positive effect on abusive supervision 

perceptions 

Hypothesis 4: Abusive supervision perceptions have a positive effect on knowledge 

hiding behavior. 
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Hypothesis 5: Abusive supervision perceptions mediate the relationship between 

psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behavior. 

Hypothesis 6: Abusive supervision perceptions have a positive effect on instigated 

incivility 

Hypothesis 7: Abusive supervision perceptions mediate the relationship between 

psychological entitlement and instigated incivility 

Hypothesis 8: Psychological entitlement has a positive influence on job stress. 

Hypothesis 9: Job stress has a positive influence on instigated incivility 

Hypothesis 10: Job stress mediates the relationship between psychological entitlement 

and instigated incivility. 

Hypothesis 11: Hostile attribution bias moderates the relationship between psychological 

entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions such that it strengthens this relationship. 

Hypothesis 12: Rumination moderates the relationship between abusive supervision 

perceptions and knowledge hiding behavior such that it strengthens this relationship 

Hypothesis 13: Rumination moderates the relationship between abusive supervision 

perceptions and instigated incivility such that it strengthens this relationship 

Hypothesis 14: Job calling moderates the relationship between job stress and instigated 

incivility such that it weakens this relationship. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Methodology 
 

This portion of dissertation elucidates the method pertaining to how the researcher 

proceeded to achieve the desired objectives of the study. According to Sekaran (2003), 

after identification of variables and development of theoretical framework, the next phase 

is to devise research in such a manner that requisite and appropriate data can be collected 

and analyzed in order to reach a solution. This section highlights the prerequisites for the 

analysis of results. This section describes the 1) research philosophy 2) research design 3) 

criterion for opting the research tools and 4) techniques the technique of data collection 

and its alignment with analysis and results. 

3.1. Research Philosophy  

The prevalent research indicates that mixed method research aligns with the 

‗pragmatism‘ paradigm or worldview (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). A pragmatic 

researcher considers any philosophical stance or methodological approach that fits best 

with the research question (Robson, 2011). Pragmatism grants freedom to the researcher 

from certain psychological and practical constrictions enforced by the choice between 

positivism and interpretivism or constructivism (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007), and 

negates researcher to be a hostage of any one technique (Robson, 2003).  The mixed 

method research is deemed as pragmatic research because it encompasses the usage of 

multiple approaches and methods of research and involves mixing of both quantitative 

and qualitative data. This research is also based upon the ‗pragmatic paradigm‘ because 
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main methodology is quantitative in nature and the qualitative portion is used to illustrate 

the findings of the quantitative part. 

3.2.Research Design 

A good and appropriate research design assists researchers in obtaining accurate 

results and enhances the effectiveness of research (Wiersma & Jurs, 2005; Yan, 2020). 

The achievement of the research objectives is reliant upon a certain approach or research 

method. This particular method assists the researcher to develop answers to the research 

questions based upon the systematically gathered evidence (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; 

Wiersma & Jurs, 2005). The research method can be classified as quantitative, qualitative 

and mixed method. Quantitative research method aims to enhance objectivity, 

replicability and generalizability of results, and is specifically focused on prediction 

(Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). This approach sets an expectation that the researcher will 

keep back his perceptions, opinions, and biases to guarantee impartiality and objectivity 

in conduction of study. On the other hand, qualitative research is based upon discovering 

and comprehending the perceptions, experiences, and thoughts of respondents. Hence, 

this research explores rationale, meaning, or reality (Hyatt, 1986). The debate focusing on 

qualitative approach versus quantitative approach contributed to the swift development of 

mixed method approach, which coalesce quantitative and qualitative approaches in a 

manner that presumably link their differences in an effort of addressing a research 

problem or question. The origin of mixed methods can be traced to the multi trait 

approach of Campbell and Fiske (1959), even though it is viewed as a comparatively new 

method whose main methodological and philosophical base have evolved since 1990‘s 
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(Tashkkori, 2009; East, Havard, & Hastings, 2016; Coffey et al., 2019; LaMontagne, 

2019). 

 This research study used the mixed method approach that promises to offer 

multiple ways to solve a research problem. The prevalent research literature demonstrates 

that the trend of using mixed method design in research studies is enhancing in social and 

health sciences day by day (See Jellesmark, Herling, Egerod, & Beyer, 2012; Cote-

Leclerc et al., 2017). Mixed method can be broadly defined as a process of gathering, 

analyzing, and assimilating quantitative and qualitative data at some phase of the research 

process in the bounds of distinct study for the aim of getting better insight of the specific 

research problem (Creswell, 2005). Mixed method research approach is becoming 

progressively articulated, linked to research practice and considered as a third vital 

research paradigm along with traditional research styles; quantitative and 

qualitative(Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). Tashakkori and Teddle (1998) 

mentioned that the approach of combining methods of data collection supplements the 

possibility of ―internally valid or trustworthy conclusions and inferences‖ (p. 91). 

Although there exist forty diverse categories of mixed method research designs in 

literature but Creswell (2003) defined six main mixed method approaches. Out of these 

six approaches, three are labeled as sequential in nature i.e. transformative, explanatory, 

and exploratory while the other three are understood as concurrent i.e. transformative, 

triangulation, and nested (Creswell, 2003; 2013).  

In sequential explanatory design, qualitative data is preceded by gathering of 

quantitative data. The reason behind this sequence is that qualitative data serves to 

explain and interpret the results of quantitative part of study. On the other hand, 
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sequential exploratory design encompasses the gathering and interpretation of qualitative 

data pursued by gathering and interpretation of quantitative data. This approach is used to 

develop questionnaire, devise classification for testing, and identification of factors or 

variables. Proceeding further, the sequential transformative design also comprises of two 

phases but the theoretical viewpoint of the researcher decides regarding the sequence of 

data collection and interpretation.  

Concurrent nested approach follows a design in which there exists one stage of 

data collection where primacy is accorded to one approach that guides the research study, 

whereas the other method is nested in to the research study and plays a supportive 

function. In concurrent transformative design, simultaneous data gathering of 

quantitative and qualitative data is existent. It is supported by theoretical viewpoint in the 

rationale of the study. This particular theoretical perspective or viewpoint direct all 

methodological options and aim to assess that viewpoint at different levels involved in 

analysis. Moreover, concurrent triangulation involves the collection of quantitative and 

qualitative data simultaneously in one stage. The gathered data is analyzed independently 

and then united. An instance can be that researcher gathered survey and interview data in 

the similar phase and then, contrasted the findings and interpret in the discussion. 

A review of research literature demonstrates that past decade has envisaged an 

enhanced focus of human resource management researches on using sequential 

explanatory mixed method research designs in order to answer complex research 

questions(see Espinoza, Peduzzi, Agreli, & Sutherland, 2018; Na-Nan, Chaiprasit, & 

Pukkeeree, 2017; Van Thielen, Decramer, Vanderstraeten, & Audenaert, 2018; Munoz-

Pascual, Galende, & Curado, 2020 etc). The interwined and intricate experiences of 
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individuals, work groups and organizations predominantly need research designs that 

have the capacity to deal with problems related to sequential, network or organizational 

embeddedness associated with human resource management research (Bainbridge & Lee, 

2013). 

Following the previous footsteps, this study also employs a sequential explanatory 

research design which encompasses quantitative data collection followed by qualitative 

data gathering (Creswell, 2009). This design highlights a two stage method where 

qualitative data collection is preceded by the quantitative data gathering. The aim is to 

utilize the results of the qualitative study to explicate and elucidate the results obtained 

from quantitative phase of study. For instance, questionnaire might be used to gather 

quantitative information from a bigger group. Certain participants of the sample group 

might then afterward be chosen for interviews in order to elucidate and provide insights 

in to the quantitative findings. The main purpose behind using sequential explanatory 

method is that quantitative data and consequent analysis gives a general overview of the 

research problem (Ivankova, Creswell, & Stick, 2006). The process of gathering 

qualitative data and consequent investigation and analysis helps to explicate those 

statistical findings by investigating the respondent viewpoints in more detail (Tashakkori 

& Teddlie, 1998; Creswell, 2003). 

The sequential explanatory mixed method approach involves straightforwardness 

and prospects of exploration of the results from quantitative study in extra detail. 

Moreover, this design can be even more helpful for researcher if some unexpected 

findings are revealed from quantitative study because it provides opportunity to 

researcher to dig deep into the reasoning behind the unexpected results (Morse, 1991). In 
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the current study, the quantitative information was gathered using surveys while the 

qualitative data were achieved using one to one unstructured interviews. For this purpose, 

the current study is separated into two sections; phase one follows the quantitative 

approach and phase two focuses on qualitative approach. The decision regarding the 

priority or accorded weight of the two methods is a major concern in mixed method 

researches. Commonly, the quantitative study is given priority because it is collected 

before qualitative data; however, this is not a steady practice (Ivankova et al., 2006). This 

study allocates priority to the quantitative phase and the qualitative study is only used to 

explore and explain the results attained from the quantitative study in much detail 

followed up by integration of both phases at the end. The qualitative phase not only 

elaborated the significant quantitative results related to the behavioral outcomes of 

psychological entitlement but also helped to explain the non significant results. 

Quantitative phase determined the association between psychological entitlement 

and behavioral outcomes along with mediating and moderating mechanisms, whereas the 

qualitative study further refined and elucidated the statistical results by exploring the 

viewpoints of participants in more detail and depth (Ivankova et al., 2006). The 

qualitative themes and subthemes generated as the result of thematic analysis (Braune & 

Clarke, 2006) were employed to validate or disconfirm the results obtained from 

quantitative analysis. The Figure 3.1 highlights the model showing the research design of 

the sequential explanatory mixed method study. 
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Figure 3.1 Sequential Explanatory Mixed Method- Visual Model 

3.3. Phase One: Quantitative Study  

 

This portion of the dissertation highlights the details of the quantitative research 

method. The quantitative portion encompasses of following components: 

 Population and sampling 

 Data collection procedure 

 Unit of analysis 

 Instrumentation 

 Data analysis strategy 

 Pilot testing.  

3.3.1. Population and sampling 

3.3.1.1. Target population. Sekaran (2003) highlighted that population refers to 

the whole collection of populace, events, or things of concern that the researcher desires 

to examine. The target population of current study consists of employees working in of 

service sector of Pakistan. Service sector of Pakistan is fastest growing sector as its 

shares of services are augmenting in all segments of economy with the passage of time. 

The growth rate of this sector is comparatively higher than manufacturing and 

agricultural sector (Ahmed & Ahsan, 2011). Though, the psychological entitlement 
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tendency can be existent in employees working in any organization or sector but the 

previous research literature indicates that the personality trait of psychological 

entitlement is specifically becoming more evident in service sector organizations such as 

academia, hospitality (Kim, Jauhar, & Ghani, 2015; Priesemuth & Taylor, 2016; Jordan 

et al., 2017)etc. The service sector of the country is quite competitive so the 

organizational management is always concerned about mitigating the negative behaviors 

of employees at work and promoting interpersonal cooperation and harmony (Malik, 

Saleem, & Naeem, 2016).   

Previous decade has witnessed an increase in negative personality trait induced 

counterproductive behaviors in Pakistan (Baloch, Meng, Xu, Cepeda-Carrion, & Bari, 

2017; Naseer et al., 2019). The need to study psychological entitlement propensity in 

relationship with negative attitudinal or behavioral patterns of service sector employees 

of Pakistan is being specifically focused by research studies in order to completely 

understand this phenomenon. The presence of psychological entitlement in service sector 

organizations is considered as more devastating because the self serving behavior and 

negative attributions bias(Rosenthel & Pittinsky, 2006; Harvey & Martinko, 2009) 

associated with psychological entitlement can divert the attention of employees from 

serving customers and enhancing organizational performance (directly or indirectly) to 

fulfilling own interests. Researchers are in the phase of exploring the outcomes of this 

particular negative personality trait and among these outcomes the family of 

counterproductive behaviors is considered as particularly pertinent (Vatankhah & Raoffi, 

2018; Naseer et al., 2019).   
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Keeping in view the relevance of this phenomenon in service sector organizations, 

this study highlights that how and when psychologically entitled employees might get 

engaged in knowledge hiding or uncivil behaviors at work. Previous studies on service 

industry of Pakistan highlight that employees indulge in knowledge withholding 

behaviors at work and this has far reaching impact on productivity and innovation of 

organizations (see Khalid et al., 2018). Increased pressure of publications and funding 

specifically in education sector and in general hiding the unique customer experiences, 

training opportunities has become a norm in service sector organizations (Hernaus et al., 

2019; Khalid et al., 2019).  Prevalence of concealment of information from coworkers is 

a serious concern for service sector because the quality of design and delivery of services 

and competitive advantage in service sector is reliant on the frequency of knowledge 

being shared by employees (Crevani, Palm, & Schilling, 2011).  

Knowledge exchange encourages the flow of innovative ideas and information in 

order to develop the work processes and create new business opportunities (Yi, 2009). 

Similarly, indulgence of service sector employees in daily uncivil behavioral patterns is a 

predicament that warrants special attention because it can develop into workplace 

violence or bullying if it goes unaddressed (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Bibi, Karim, & 

Din, 2013; De Clercq, Haq, & Azeem, 2019). So the service sector management needs to 

study employee personality traits in association with these undesirable behavioral 

patterns which are a potential threat to service sector performance and growth. 

This study links psychological entitlement tendency of service sector employees 

with the above mentioned negative behavioral outcomes to see that when and how 

psychologically employees entitled might indulge in knowledge hiding and uncivil 
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behavioral reactions. In an effort to allay the deviant or counterproductive work outcomes 

generated due to psychologically entitled personality of employees, organizational 

management must have a vivid understanding of the this complex phenomenon(Jordan et 

al., 2017). So, it is quite pertinent to identify the mechanisms and conditions through 

which psychologically entitlement is associated with counterproductive or deviant 

behaviors in service sector population of Pakistan. 

3.3.1.2. Sample. Sampling is referred as a mechanism through which a suitable 

portion of entire population is chosen to establish the parameter of complete population 

which is also considered to be representative of whole population (Singleton & Straits, 

2005). Using sample instead of complete population is highly recommended in social 

science research. In sampling, fewer resources are used and likelihood of data accuracy is 

higher. Moreover, as compared to large data, data handling and then interpretation of 

results is quite easy. On the other side, it is tedious, challenging and expensive to study 

entire population. Therefore, a sample must be adequate enough to depict entire 

population. Hence, proper attention is to be given to selection of sample. The service 

sector of Pakistan is no longer one sector rather it is much diversified with three sectors 

coming under its umbrella in Pakistan. These include distributive, producer, and 

‗personal and social services‘ (Ahmad & Ahsan, 2011). The sample of the study 

encompasses employees‘ working in hotels industry, telecom sector (distributive 

services), education sector (personal and social services) and banking sector (producer 

services) of major cities of Pakistan i.e. Rawalpindi, Islamabad, Gujrat, Wah, Lahore, 

Multan, Peshawar and Karachi.  
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The approximate target population of the study was 4891478 (Ministry of 

Finance, 2018; State Bank of Pakistan, 2017; Harianawala & Aziz, 2017; Ali, 2017).  In 

order to decide the sample size of the study, Slovin‘s formula (Slovin, 1960) was used. 

Based upon 95% confidence interval, the adequate sample size was 400. The total sample 

of this study was 513 that is well above the required number. The research study is also 

aligned with the guidelines provided by Comrey and Lee(1992), recommending a sample 

of 1000 is excellent, 500 is very good, 300 is good and 50 is poor for conducting factor 

analysis. The sample size for this study i.e. 513 was considered as adequate as per 

standards suggested by Comrey & Lee (1992). The details regarding sample and the 

calculation of sample is given in table 3.1 

n = N/ (1 + Ne
2
)  

Where N=4891478 

E=0.05 

n= 4891478/ (1+4891478 (0.05)
2
 

=4891478/12229.69 

            n= 400 

3.3.1.3. Sampling Technique. Sampling can be characterized in to two basic 

types; probability sampling and non probability sampling. Probability sampling 

highlights that every element has an alike or equal likelihood of getting selected as a 

sample. On the other hand, non probability sampling envisages that every element does 

not have an identical chance of getting selected as a sample (Wiesma & Jurs, 2005). It is 



120 
 

 

posited from mathematical viewpoint that random or probability sampling is a better 

choice as it focuses on equal and known representation of members of population. The 

current study highlights multistage sampling method; phase 1 envisages stratified 

sampling in determining the number of participants from each sector, and phase 2 

highlights convenience sampling for the selection of participants per sector.  

The stratified sampling involves the subdivision of large stratums into small, more 

targeted groups for the aim of surveying. This sampling technique of selecting few 

subunits rather than focusing on all units can ensure more precision and is also 

considered as economical (Allen et al., 2002). Based upon the process explained by 

Kumar (2005) and the method employed by Sureshchandar, Rajendran, and 

Anantharaman (2002), the researcher designed stratums of the population focused upon 

the nature of services that is, distributive, producer, and ‗personal and social services‘. 

Researcher randomly chose four sectors from these stratums using lottery method. Two 

sectors (hospitality and telecom) were selected from distribution services because of its 

greater representation in service sector. However, one sector was selected from producer 

services (Banks) and one (Education) from ‗personal and social services‘.  

Afterwards, the researcher had to shift from probability to convenience sampling 

because of unattainability of sampling frame for some of the sectors and also due to the 

noncooperation of participants in filling data. In a developing country like Pakistan, data 

collection is a tedious procedure (Taskeen, Shehzadi, Khan, & Saleem, 2014). There 

exists a lack of approval of data collection (Elahi, 2008). Furthermore, in Pakistan, 

people show reluctance to fill the data and return it back. The practice of not 

appropriately filling the surveys and absence of support from participants can instigate 
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multiple issues in process of collecting data (Taskeen et al., 2014). Hence, non 

probability sampling techniques are preferred and are considered as feasible type of 

sampling in such situations (Attiq, Rasool, & Iqbal, 2017).  

Furthermore, as this study incorporates a time lag design involving participation 

of respondents multiple times so it was difficult to continue with the probability sampling 

technique. Convenience sampling method is quite prevalent in social sciences research 

and is widely used in organizational studies because they help deal with time constraints 

and resource limitations (Bryman, 2012). Previous studies published in well reputed 

journals also depict use of an amalgamation of both probability and non probability 

sampling techniques (Labrague et al., 2017; Pawirosumarto, Sarjana, & Gunawan, 2017).  
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Table 3.1 Distribution of Respondents among Target Service Sector Organizations 

 

Note: 
a
 Harianawala & Aziz (2017), Ali (2017), 

c
Ministry of Finance (2018),

 d
State bank 

of Pakistan (2017). 

3.3.1.4. Data collection procedure. Time lagged design was opted in the study in 

order to diminish the common method bias (Podsakoff, Mac Kenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 

2003). The researcher contacted the human resource and administration departments of 

the stratums of service sector (hotels, education sector, telecom organizations and banks) 

and requested them to assist in administering the survey to their employees. The 

 Service Sector of  Pakistan  

Total 
Distributive Services 

 Personal 

and Social   

Services 

Producer 

Services 

Hospitality 

Sector 

Telecom 

Sector 

Education 

Sector 

Banking 

Sector 

Target 

Population 
1521463

a
 1360000

b
 1808000

c
 202015

d
        4891478 

 

Sample 

Proportion 
   250        250       250    250            1000 

 

Percentage of 

employees 
    25 25        25    25               100 

 

No. of 

organizations 

approached 

    10          4          9     7                 30 

 

No. of 

respondents 
   191  102        120     100            513 
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researcher explained the purpose of the research study and the valence of active 

participation in data collection process to the departmental representatives in detail. As a 

result, the approached organizations permitted to administer the questionnaires to their 

employees. Afterwards, researcher used the convenience sampling technique and 

personally interacted with respondents in a non- contrived environment. The involvement 

of participants in data collection procedure was considered as voluntary and participants 

were given adequate time to fill the questionnaires. Every participant was provided with a 

cover letter that highlighted the aim of study, a questionnaire and a confirmation of 

confidentiality. Most of the participants returned the filled questionnaires back on 

assigned time and those who didn‘t were reminded through phone calls by the researcher. 

In cities where it was difficult for researcher to go personally, the human resource 

departments were contacted through phone calls. The researcher guided the departmental 

representatives regarding the aim of the research. To ensure confidentiality, the 

questionnaires were sent with return envelopes so that the respondents can directly send 

the filled questionnaires to the researcher. The email address of researcher was mentioned 

in the cover letter so that respondents may contact the researcher in case of any confusion 

or lack of understanding. However, the researcher explained all items of the 

questionnaires to one focal person of the approached departments so that he/she can 

guide coworkers in case of any query. 

Furthermore, the researcher had to contact the senior officials of the organizations 

and explain them the purpose of the research in order to ensure active participation of 

employees. As it was a time lag study, the researcher highlighted this requirement to the 

senior officials and also human resource representatives to allow and encourage their 
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employees to participate in all three phases of study. The similar method was opted for all 

phases of data collection. Lastly in the third phase of the study, the researcher added an 

additional question regarding the consent of respondent for participation in the qualitative 

phase of study. 

3.3.1.5. Time Horizon. It took approximately four months to gather data from 

participants as this was a time lagged study. To gather reliable data, to encapsulate the 

actual effect of variables, and to reduce common method bias the measurement of study 

variables was divided in to temporary lags (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Research depicts that 

if the time lag is very short, then it might not minimize the salience of independent 

variable or presence in memory. If the time lag is extra long, then it might permit 

contaminating factors to interfere between the independent and dependant variables, and 

as a consequence could veil the real relationship that exists (Peng, 2013). This study 

opted one month lag, which is considered to fit the condition highlighted above, in that it 

is improbable to be considered as extra long or short. Numerous studies depict that 

effects or impact can be noticeably captured when time lag study design is opted (Green, 

1975; Peng, 2013; Lian et al., 2014; Chughtai, Byrne, & Flood, 2015). 

The data were gathered in three time lags in this study. In the first phase (T1), 

employees provided data regarding the demographics and independent variable 

(psychological entitlement). During the second phase (T2), employees‘ responses about 

mediators (abusive supervision perceptions and job stress) and moderators (hostile 

attribution bias, rumination and job calling) were collected. In the third phase (T3), 

employee responses regarding dependent variables (knowledge hiding behavior and 

instigated incivility) were gathered.  
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At T1 researcher distributed 1000 questionnaires to officer grade employees 

working in diverse service sector organizations i.e. hotels, educational institutes, telecom 

organizations and banks. Out of 1000, 856 complete surveys were received (response rate 

of 87 percent). After a period of one month, questionnaires regarding abusive 

supervision, job stress, hostile attribution bias, rumination and job calling were filled by 

respondents who returned the first phase survey. These respondents were contacted 

through email and contact numbers they mentioned in their first stage questionnaire. Out 

of 856, 586 returned the complete questionnaires (response rate of 68 percent). After a 

one month period, in the third phase, 586 employees who completed the second phase 

survey participated and provided information regarding their knowledge hiding behaviors 

and instigated incivility. 513 respondents returned back the filled survey thus completing 

all three phases of data collection (response rate of 51.3 percent). 

3.3.1.6. Sample Characteristics. Information regarding the demographics of 

service sector employees is mentioned below in table 3.2 

Table 3.2 Demographic Characteristics Profile of Respondents 

 

Variable Category Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male             276 53.8 

 Female 237 46.2 

Age(years) 20-25 189 36.8 

 26-35 198 38.6 
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The sample of the study comprised of both male and female employees. The 

Table 3.2 illustrates the percentage of the female and male participants. The frequency 

table shows that 53.8 percent (i.e. 276) respondents were males while 46.2 percent (i.e. 

 36-45 111 21.6 

 >45 15 2.9 

Education     Less than Bachelors 17 3.3 

 Bachelors 204 39.8 

 Masters 202 39.4 

 More than Masters 90 17.5 

Tenure(years) <1 33 6.4 

 1-5 222 43.3 

 6-10 209 40.7 

 >10 49 9.6 

Organization type        Banking sector 191 37.2 

 Telecom sector 102 19.9 

 Education sector  120 23.4 

 Hotel industry 100 19.5 
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237) were females. This depicts that service industry represents a gender mix in terms of 

their employees. The table also mentions diverse age groups of the respondents. The 

frequency table shows that 36.8 percent participants were in the age bracket of 20-25 

years. 38.6 percent respondents belonged to the age range of 26-35 years. The percentage 

of participants lying in the age group of 36-45 years was 21.6. Furthermore, only 2.9 

percent respondents were having age > 45 years. The qualifications profile of respondents 

depicts that 3.3 percent participants were having degree less than bachelors, 39.8 percent 

respondents possessed degree of bachelors. 39.4 percent participants were having 

qualification of Masters while 17.5 percent respondents were having degrees more than 

Masters. This reveals that most of the respondents were well educated.  

Table 3.2 also envisages the experience of the participants. The frequency table 

shows that 6.4 percent participants have work experience of less than 1 year, 43.3 percent 

respondents have experience of 1-5 years. Furthermore, 40.7 percent participants have 

experience in between 6- 10 years while only 9.6 percent were having work experience 

more than 10 years. Furthermore, the type of industry is also mentioned in the table 3.2. 

37.2 percent of employees belonged to the banking sector, 19.9 percent of the 

respondents were from the telecom sector, 23.4 percent respondents were from the 

education sector and 19.5 percent respondents belonged from hotel industry. 

3.3.1.7. Common method variance. As the data was self reported and filled by 

employees in all three phases, Harman single factor test was performed to assess the 

common method variance. This test depicts that whether one factor contributes to 

maximum of the covariance between dependant and independent variables (Podsakoff & 

Organ, 1986). Table 3.3 envisages that first factor explained 25% variance in the data 
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which is well below the set limit of 49%. So the present data had no problems regarding 

common method variance. 

Table 3.3 Common Method Variance 

 

3.3.1.8. Study settings. The research was conducted in a natural environment as 

data were gathered from employees at their work places. The respondents were ensured 

about the confidentiality of responses facilitating them to candidly provide responses as 

the study was performed in non contrived environment. 

3.3.1.9. Researcher interference. There was no researcher interference because 

the study was conducted in non contrived settings and normal work routine of 

respondents was not disturbed. 

3.3.1.10. Unit of analysis. Sekaran (2003) highlighted that unit of analysis 

mentions the degree of aggregation of the data gathered during the consequent data 

analysis phase. The unit of analysis can be country, individual, organization or group. 

The unit of analysis in this research is ‗individual‘ as the study is conducted on 

individuals working in service sector of Pakistan. 

3.3.2. Instrumentation. The measures utilized in the study were formulated, 

validated and comprehensively investigated by previous research studies prevalent in the 

literature. Preliminary version of the survey was reliant upon the past tested measures. 

Aligned with the suggestions given by Fayers and Hand (2002) about the cautious 

      Component                        Initial Eigenvalues 

 

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

 

             Total 

 

% of Variance 

 

Cumulative % 

 

Total 

 

% of Variance 

 

Cumulative % 

 

1 17.006 

 

25.383 

 

25.383 

 

17.006 

 

25.383 

 

25.383 
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selection of measures for the questionnaires, the researcher held detailed discussions with 

subject matter experts and few service sector employees. The discussion facilitated the 

researcher in ascertaining the understandability of questionnaire. The researcher also 

gathered feedback about the phrasing, length, precision and format of the scale. The 

discussions resulted in alterations in wording of few items. The wording of these items 

was adjusted for the final version of questionnaire. The alterations were undertaken for 

some difficult or tricky words such as ‗stalled‘, ‗condescending‘ etc by replacing them 

with easy words as per recommendations of the experts. Many research studies have 

incorporated the same approach (Reynoso, 1995; Holmvall & Sidhu, 2007).  

3.3.2.1. Psychological entitlement. Entitlement was gauged using Campbell et 

al.‘s (2004) nine item measure. Campbell et al. (2004) conceptualized the phenomenon of 

psychological entitlement as an unwavering and persistent sense that one is worthy of and 

entitled to more than others psychological entitlement scale (PES) is considered as 

suitable for wide range of social settings (Campbell et al., 2004). PES is being utilized 

and validated by a plethora of studies (Harvey & Harris, 2010; Grubbs et al., 2013; Foley 

et al., 2016; Mackey et al., 2016; Yam et al., 2016). PES scale is used because of its 

excellent psychometric properties and fewer items which enhance participation on behalf 

of respondents. Recently a study conducted in Pakistan (see Naseer et al., 2019) also used 

the same scale and depicted good reliability (α =0.95). A sample items are ‗I feel entitled 

to more of everything‘ and ‗Things should go my way‘. The item number two of the scale 

(B2) was negatively worded so we reverse coded that item before cumulating items. This 

scale also contained one culture specific question ―If I were on Titanic, I would deserve 

to be on the first life boat‖. The researcher discussed this question with the experts and 
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few respondents before finalizing the questionnaire. However, none of the experts or 

respondents suggested its omission based upon the reasoning that Titanic is a well known 

phenomena in Pakistan also. All responses were gathered on a Likert scale ranging from 

1 stating ―Strongly Disagree‖ to 5 stating ―Strongly Agree‖. The Cronbach alpha of the 

scale was 0.90 

3.3.2.2. Knowledge hiding behavior. Knowledge hiding is referred as a deliberate 

choice to hold back knowledge asked by others (Connelly et al., 2012). Connelly et al., 

(2012) mentioned three types of knowledge hiding behavior namely evasive hiding, 

rationalized hiding and ―playing dumb‖. The current study used self reported eight items 

(four from evasive hiding dimension and four items playing dumb) to assess knowledge 

hiding behavior of employees. The reason behind using these two dimensions is that 

evasive hiding and playing dumb involves deception motive. The researcher modified the 

item three (H3) of this measure by replacing the complex word ―stalled‖ with delayed as 

per suggestions of the panel.  

The scale open with following sentence ―In a specific episode in which a 

particular coworker requested knowledge from you and you declined and the sample item 

include ―pretended that I did not know the information‖. The answers were gathered on a 

five point scale where 1: ―never‖ and 5: ―always‖. Berry, Carpenter and Barratt (2012) 

conducted a meta analysis that depicted that self-reported counterproductive work 

behavior including knowledge hiding, essentially incorporates a broader component of 

this particular behavior than is the case with other behaviors incorporating self reports, 

which consequently favor the use of self-reported measures. Connelly et al. s‘ (2012) 
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scale has also been used in eastern work settings (see Arain, Bhatti, Ashraf, & Fang, 

2018). The reliability coefficient value of the scale was 0.84. 

3.3.2.3. Instigated incivility. Instigated incivility was measured using Blau and 

Anderson‘s (2005) modified measure of Cortina et al.‘s (2001) seven item instigated 

incivility scale. Blau and Anderson‘s (2005) defined instigated incivility as meek 

intensity non standard behavior with uncertain intention to hurt the target, in defiance of 

norms for reciprocal reverence. Blau and Anderson scale (2005) is a well validated 

measure and has been used in many studies (Sayers, Sears, Kelly, & Harbke, 2011; Meier 

& Semmer, 2013; Taylor & Pattie, 2014). The researcher also modified this scale in order 

to make it more clear and understandable for respondents.  

The difficult word ―condescending‖ used in first item of incivility scale i.e. I1 was 

replaced with an easy synonym ―arrogant‖. The modification of word was in accord with 

the valuable suggestions of panel. The scale opens up with the sentence asking employees 

to specify that how often he/she has exhibited the following behaviors in the past year to 

coworkers at work. Sample items include ‗put down others or were arrogant to them in 

some way‘. The previous research literature highlights that this self report scale is being 

used by many studies (Leiter, Price, & Spence, 2010; Van Jaarsveld, Walker, & Starlicki, 

2010; Sayers et al., 2011; Rosen et al., 2016). This scale has also been used in studies 

conducted in Pakistan and depicted good reliability (see Anjum & Ming, 2018; De 

Clercq, Haq, & Azeem, 2018). The answers were collected on a five point scale where 1: 

―Not at all‖ and 5:  ―All the time‖. The reliability coefficient of the scale was 0.88. 

3.3.2.4. Abusive supervision perceptions. Abusive supervision is referred as 

subordinate‘s belief of the degree to which supervisors are continuously exhibiting 
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antagonistic and discourteous behaviors towards their subordinates (Tepper, 2000). The 

study measured perceptions of abusive supervision using the 15 item scale proposed by 

Tepper‘s (2000). This particular measure depicted high internal consistency (α=0.90) in 

original validation study. Furthermore, this measure displayed strong discriminant and 

convergent validity confirming that it is related but distinct from perceptions of 

distributive justice(r= -0.39) and procedural justice (α=0.90). Tepper (2000) abusive 

supervision scale is being used in multiple recent studies due to its good psychometric 

properties i.e. (Harvey et al., 2014; Lian et al., 2014; Mitchell, Vogel, & Folger, 2015; 

Vogel et al., 2015; Wang, Harms, & Mackey, 2015; Yam et al., 2016; Greenbaum, Hill, 

Mawrtitz & Quade, 2017). This scale has also been used in several studies conducted in 

Pakistani organizations and demonstrated excellent reliability (see Khalid et al., 2018; 

Khan et al., 2018; Arain, Bukhari, Khan, & Hameed, 2018). Sample item says: ―My 

supervisor lies to me‖. All responses were gauged on a five point Likert scale where 1 

referred to ―Never‖ and 5 referred to: ―Very Often‖. The coefficient alpha of the scale 

was 0.85. 

3.3.2.5. Job stress. Job stress was evaluated by using four items‘ measure given 

by Motowidlo et al. (1986) scale. Although, there exists a debate regarding exact 

description of job stress but most of the researchers show an agreement on Motowidlo et 

al. (1986) conception of stress. According to Motowidlo et al., (1986) it is a repulsive 

emotional experience which encompasses components of anxiety, annoyance, 

wretchedness, woe and depression. This scale is used in multiple studies (Bolino & 

Turnley, 2005; Chiang, Birtch & Kwan, 2010; Daniel, 2015; Bernerth & Hirschfeld, 

2016) and displayed excellent psychometric properties. This instrument has also been 
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used in studies conducted in Pakistani work settings (see Saif-ur-Rehman & Kashif-ur-

Rehman, 2009). This scale contained one reversely coded item (D4) and required 

recoding to show consistency with other items measuring job stress. Sample item is: ―I 

feel a great deal of stress because of my job‖. All responses were measured on a five 

point Likert scale where 1 says ―strongly disagree‖ and 5 says ―strongly agree‖. 

Coefficient alpha value of this scale was 0.79. 

3.3.2.6. Hostile Attribution Bias. A six-item measure given Adams and John 

(1997) was used to gauge the concept of hostile attribution bias. Hostile attribution bias is 

an extra punitive mindset where individuals perceive that the behavior of other people is 

hostilely intended towards them (Adams & John, 1997). This measure is part of 

California Psychological Inventory (CPI; Gough, 1957, 1987). Sample item says: ―People 

pretend to care more about one another than they really do‖. All responses were gathered 

on a five point Likert scale where 1 referred to: ―Strongly disagree‖ and 5 referred to 

―Strongly Agree‖. This scale is being used in certain studies conducted in Eastern settings 

(Wu et al., 2014; Lyu et al., 2016) and depicted scale validity. The coefficient alpha value 

of the scale was 0.89. 

3.3.2.7. Rumination. Rumination was assessed using 12-item measure of 

rumination given by Trapnell and Campbell (1999). This measure is subset of 

Rumination Reflection Questionnaire (RRQ; Trapnell & Campbell, 1999). Rumination is 

referred as persistent thinking of individuals provoked by injustices, threats and losses to 

one self (Trapnell & Campbell, 1999). A sample item says: ‗‗I tend to ‗ruminate‘ or dwell 

over things that happen to me for a really long time afterward‘‘ All responses were 

gathered on a five point Likert scale where 1 referred to: ―Strongly disagree‖ and 5 



134 
 

 

referred to ―Strongly Agree‖. The three inversely coded items in the scale i.e. F5, F9, F10 

were recoded to maintain alignment with other items of the scale. This scale reflects good 

scale validity and is being used in many studies (Borders, Barnwell & Earley wine, 2007; 

Burnette, Davis, Green, Worthington & Bradfield, 2009; Rosen & Hochwarter, 2014). 

This scale has also been used in studies conducted in Pakistan and demonstrated good 

reliability (see Shakil & Yousaf, 2015). The coefficient alpha value of the scale was 0.85. 

3.3.2.8. Job calling. Living Calling Scale (LCS; Duffy, Allan, & Bott, 2012) 

comprising of six questions was utilized to evaluate the extent to which a person feels 

that he or she is at present living his or her calling. Sample item is, ‗I am working in a 

job, to which I feel called.‘ Participants responded on five point scale where 1 referred to 

―strongly disagree‖ and 5 referred to ―strongly agree‖ with an additional choice ‗Not 

applicable‘-I don‘t have a calling. Those participants who answered ‗Not applicable‘-I 

don‘t have a calling‘ were removed from analysis. As this study is analyzing the ‗living 

calling‘ construct so it is crucial to gather data from employees who feel some amount of 

calling at work. This procedure is being used in many studies incorporating living calling 

scale (see Duffy, Bott, Allan, Torrey, & Dik, 2012; Allan et al., 2015; Douglas, Duffy, & 

Autin, 2016). Duffy, Allan and Bott (2012) posited that living calling scale depicted 

strong internal consistency reliability (α =0.95).  

The concept of calling was explained to respondents with the help of a detailed 

definition of the concept mentioned in the questionnaire. This helped respondents to 

clearly understand the concept of calling and then provide pertinent answers. This scale is 

used in many studies and displayed good psychometric properties (Duffy, Allan, Bott, 

Torrey, & Dik, 2012; Duffy, Allan, & Bott, 2012; Duffy, Allan, Autin, & Douglass, 
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2014). This scale has also been used in South East Asian work settings and demonstrated 

good reliability (see Allan et al., 2015). The coefficient alpha of the scale was 0.86. 

3.3.3. Questionnaire design. The questionnaire was designed in accord with the 

requirements of the time lag design.  As the study was conducted in three time lags where 

the same respondents were contacted in three different stages to gather data. The first 

stage questionnaire comprised of a cover letter highlighting the introduction of 

researcher, an overview of study and an assurance of confidentiality of responses. 

Moreover, the questionnaire had two sections; section A composed of demographic 

questions while the section B constituted questions pertaining to the independent variable 

i.e. psychological entitlement. Furthermore, the first stage questionnaire also contained a 

section pertaining to the contact details i.e. names(optional), email addresses, and phone 

numbers of participants for further correspondence  

The second stage questionnaire also contained an assurance of confidentiality 

followed by five sections; section C contained items related to abusive supervision, 

section D constituted items of job stress, section E contained items related to hostile 

attribution bias, section F comprised of items of rumination and section G comprised of 

items related to job calling. The second stage questionnaire also contained a section 

pertaining to the contact details i.e. names (optional), email addresses, and phone 

numbers of participants in order to contact participants for last phase of the study. 

Finally, the third stage questionnaire followed the same pattern as of the previous two 

stages. This questionnaire apart of confidentiality assurance contained section H which 

consisted of items related to knowledge hiding behavior and section I that comprised of 

items of instigated incivility. At the end of this questionnaire, researcher added question 
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pertaining to the willingness of the respondents to participate in the qualitative phase 

interviews. 

3.3.4. Pilot Study. The researcher performed a pilot testing before conduction of 

actual questionnaire in order to recognize probable issues in measurement and to examine 

the preliminary reliability and validity of survey. A pilot study is considered as a tryout 

study conducted earlier to the main research study. It is explicitly carried out to analyze 

the feasibility of the research tool or instrument being used (VanTeijlingen & Hundley, 

2001). It highlights that before the execution of pilot study the researcher should have 

clear understanding of research problem, research questions, tools and techniques to 

reexamine them to analyze how they will work practically and if the need arises, it can be 

tailored fittingly(Blaxer, Hughes, & Tight, 1996).  

Although, the process of conducting a pilot study takes time and resources, but it 

assist in avoiding a large degree of effort and time that can be inculcated in using such 

instrument that produces undeterminable and faulty results(Oppenheim, 2000). Also as 

the scales were adapted and few of them were also reworded so conducting a pilot study 

was required. The researcher carefully assessed that if the respondents have any concerns 

regarding the interpretation of questions and also the general impression of the 

participants regarding survey was catered. The respondents were asked to give their 

reviews, viewpoints, concerns and criticism regarding the content of questionnaire. The 

respondents did not suggest any change in the content of the questionnaires. A total of 75 

questionnaires were distributed to employees working in hospitality, banking, education 

and telecom sector located in Rawalpindi and Islamabad. Out of 75 surveys, 59 usable 

surveys were received. The researcher calculated Cronbach‘s alpha for each scale and 
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found them to be adequate as per the standards recommended by Nunnally (1978). Table 

3.4 shows the results. 

Table 4.4  Reliability Statistics of Pilot Study 

 

Variable  No. of items Cronbach alpha 

Psychological entitlement  9 0.76 

Knowledge hiding behavior 8 0.78 

Instigated incivility 7 0.77 

Abusive supervision perceptions 15 0.80 

Job stress 4 0.73 

Hostile attribution bias 6 0.78 

Rumination 12 0.74 

Job calling 6 0.75 

 

3.3.5. Quantitative data analysis strategy. Various tests were performed to 

analyze the data collected for the current study. Initially data was screened followed by 

the examination of correlation among variables to elucidate the direction of relationship. 

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted with an objective to ensure that every 

variable highlights a distinct construct. All hypotheses were assessed by using structural 

equation modeling (SEM) and path analysis. The quantitative analysis constituted these 

components: 
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 Data Screening  

 Reliability and Validity Analysis  

 Descriptives 

 Controls 

 Measurement Model 

 Correlation Results 

 Structural Model  

 Testing of Hypotheses 

3.4. Phase Two: Qualitative Methodology 

 

This portion of the dissertation envisages the methodology pertaining to the 

qualitative phase of the study. The sampling technique, characteristics of sample, and 

analysis method is illustrated in this part of the study. Miles and Huberman (1994) 

mentioned that the best characteristic of that qualitative data is that it highlights naturally 

happening common events in natural settings. Qualitative data also serves the purpose of 

complementing, validating, elucidating and illuminating quantitative data that the 

researcher gathered from the similar setting (Miles & Huberman, 1994. Having selected 

the sequential explanatory design for current study, the purpose of the second phase is to 

complement and explain the results obtained from the first phase of the study. 

3.4.1. Qualitative data collection method. Semi structured interviews were 

used to gather information from the respondents. Semi structured interviews were 

considered suitable for this research because they complement the exploration of the 

opinion and individual perceptions regarding important and complex issues. Furthermore, 

they help in probing for additional information and elucidation of answers (Barriball & 
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While, 1994). An interview guide was developed based upon the quantitative results and 

also the research question of the qualitative study. The qualitative research question is 

“How do perceptions of psychological entitlement affect knowledge hiding and uncivil 

behaviors of service sector employees of Pakistan?” The interview protocol comprised of 

20 main questions along with corresponding probes. Some of the probes were generated 

during the development of the protocol while few of the probes generated during the 

process of conducting interviews based upon the conversation between the researcher and 

the interviewees. Sample interview protocol questions are: Please explain ―Have you ever 

thought that you deserve the best things in life because you are worth it?‖, ―What role do 

you feel personality play in employees‘ knowledge hiding behavior?‖, ―Do you think we 

respond towards others on the basis of the treatment we get from them?‖ 

3.4.2. Qualitative sample selection. For qualitative part of research, participants 

were chosen from those who filled the questionnaires in the quantitative phase and 

showed willingness to participate in the qualitative phase of the study. Creswell and 

Plano Clark (2011) highlighted that similar respondents must participate in both phases as 

the main focus of the sequential explanatory design is to explain and validate the results 

of the quantitative phase. Moreover, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) argued that involving 

new respondents in the qualitative phase might lead to deviating viewpoints and result in 

discrepancy in the inferences extracted from quantitative and qualitative data. 62 

participants showed consent to participate in the interview.  

Maximum variation sampling technique was employed to gather information from 

participants by using one to one interviews. The reason behind purposefully selecting 

participants on the basis of variance pertaining to gender, education, experience and 
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sector is to gather multiple and diverse viewpoints. This technique has been employed in 

many research studies (see Ibrahim & Scot, 2013; Van Dellen & Heidekamp, 2015). This 

method of selecting individuals aided in in-depth exploration of how psychological 

entitlement tendency might impact the negative behavioral outcomes of employees. 

Diverse and more representative viewpoints generated through the process helped in 

explaining the quantitative results in more detail. Service sector employees were 

interviewed until data saturation was reached and no further new information was 

emerging. Furthermore, taking more interviews was also not desirable because the 

general ability of the researcher to give a detailed picture reduces with addition of every 

new participant (Creswell, 2007). So the sample size for one to one interviews was n= 8. 

3.4.3. Qualitative sample characteristics. The demographic profile of the 

qualitative respondents is depicted in the table 3.5. Out of 8 participants, four were male 

while four were female. One participant was 25 years old, three were in the age bracket 

of 26-35 years, two were in the bracket of 36-45 years while two were above 45 years of 

age. Two of the participants were having bachelors‘ degree, three participants were 

having Masters and three were having more than Masters Degree. Three participants 

were having experience in the range of 1-5 years, two participants were having 

experience in the range of 6-10 years while two participants were having experience of 

more than 10 years. Likewise, in terms of position at workplace, two participants were 

having entry level job, three participants were working at middle level position while two 

participants were having senior positions in their respective organization.  

Moreover, sample consisted of two participants from banking, education, telecom, 

and hotel industry each. The frequency table shows that participants highlight diversity in 
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terms of gender, age, education, industry, experience and position in organization. The 

researcher purposefully ensured variation in demographics of respondents in order to 

generate detailed viewpoints and experiences of participants of diverse individual and 

organizational profiles. Heterogeneous selection of participants helps in generating 

unique, credible and diverse experiences regarding the research questions of the 

qualitative research (Ivankova, 2014).  

Table 5.5 Demographic Profile of Interviewees (n=8) 

   

3.4.4. Interview settings. The participants were contacted by researcher to set 

appropriate time and place for conducting interviews. All of the participants agreed to 

take interviews at their workplaces. Interviews were conducted in separate offices or 

meeting rooms in order to ensure the confidentiality of participants. Participants were 

verbally informed about the nature of the qualitative follow up interviews on telephone. 

Participant Gender Age Education Tenure Employee position Sector 

P1 Female 25years M. Phil 2years Lecturer Education 

P2 Female 42years M. Phil 11years Lecturer Education 

P3 Male 43years Masters 15years Branch Manager Bank 

P4 Male 27years Masters 3years Officer Grade II Bank 

P5 Male 58 years Masters 16years General Manager Hotel 

P6 Female  30 years Bachelors 9years Research Analyst Telecom 

P7 Male 28 years Masters 2.5years Officer(IT) Telecom 

P8 Female 40 years Masters 17years Manager(Marketing) Hotel 
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Later on, on the day of interview participants were informed regarding the interview 

protocol in person and were asked to sign a consent letter before the formal start of 

interview. The consent letter highlighted the permission by the participants to conduct 

interview. The researcher explained the purpose of the interview and the nature of 

research to the participants in detail. Participants were also ensured regarding the 

confidentiality of their identities and were guaranteed that participants‘ and 

organizations‘ names shall not be disclosed anywhere in the dissertation. Researcher also 

sought permission for recording of the interview by explaining the participants about the 

requirement of interview analysis. The consideration of these administrative and practical 

issues pertaining to the interview process can be helpful in conducting effective 

interviews (Cridland, Jones, Caputi, & Magee, 2015). 

Researcher tried to build rapport with the participants before the formal initiation 

of interviews in order to make them feel comfortable. The researcher also tried to conduct 

the interviews at an appropriate pace in order to ensure that interviewees understand the 

questions properly. The researcher listened to the responses with interest and remained 

patient during the whole interview process in order to get a thorough response from the 

interviewees. The past research shows that the personality and empathetic attitude of the 

interviewer is also an important component of an effective interview process (Brinkmann, 

2007). Interviews varied in length from 28 minutes to 1 hour. Interviews were conducted 

in a mix of Urdu (National language of Pakistan) and English as Pakistanis have a 

propensity to use both languages in general conversations. Later on, the portions in Urdu 

were translated by researcher by seeking the help of one English language expert. This 

method is also been used by some past studies conducted in Pakistan (see Nadeem & 
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Kayani, 2017). All the interviews were recorded on mobile phone and the tape recorder 

of the researcher. The researcher also took notes throughout the process of interview. 

3.4.5. Interview analysis method. The interviews were analyzed using the 

thematic analysis and the method elucidated by Braun & Clarke (2006). Six steps of this 

analysis method were performed. The step one was regarding the familiarization of the 

researcher with the data which encompassed the thorough reading of the interview 

transcripts and finding out the initial idea or patterns pertaining to the research question. 

The step two involved the formation of the initial codes that encapsulated creation of 

codes by going through the underlying and semantic content that contained certain 

amount of information relevant to the research question. Codes were referred as 

components of text carrying some meaningful information pertaining to the study‘s 

research questions. The third step was related to the exploration of the themes. Followed 

by the creation of the initial codes, the codes were analyzed for recurring patterns and 

relationships aligned with the codes.  

Theoretically associated codes were gathered into prospective themes. Sub themes 

were also recognized. Fourth step involved the ‗review of the generated themes‘ where 

all coded parts included in a theme were reviewed to see if they formed a coherent and 

articulate pattern shown by the theme, and that every theme had adequate amount of 

information to support it. The researcher also went back to the main transcript to make 

certain that themes were recognized properly and they represented the significance and 

perspective of the interviewees‘ unique accounts. In this step, themes were divided, 

joined, or revised or fresh themes were formed. The step five involved ‗description and 

naming of the themes‘ encompassing refinement of the main and subthemes. This was 
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done by elaborating the gist of each theme and forming a narrative discussion regarding 

what was significant about theme and how. Sixth phase involved development of the 

report highlighting the construction of a story told by the collected information in 

coherence with the research question of the study. Descriptive quotations that gave clear 

evidences or encapsulated the crux of themes were used throughout the analysis to enrich 

it and to facilitate comparison between different participants. Table 3.6 highlights a flow 

elaborating the detailed process of sequential explanatory mixed method incorporating 

link of the process with research objectives of study.  
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Table 6.6 Flow Chart of Detailed Process of Sequential Explanatory Study 

Phase  Procedure Product Link with 

research objective 

Phase 1: Data 

Gathering 

Survey method Data in SPSS RO 1-10 

 

Phase 1: Data 

Analysis  

 

CFA 

Correlation  

Structural  equation 

Modeling in AMOS 

 

 

Testing of Validity  

of model 

Testing of 

hypothesis 

 

RO 1-10 

Linking phase 1 and 2 Maximum variation 

sampling technique  

Development of 

interview protocol 

Interview sample 

Semi structured 

interview schedule 

RO 1-12 

Phase 2: Data 
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CHAPTER 4 

Data Analysis 

 

This part of dissertation is composed of two main components i.e. quantitative and 

qualitative analysis. Quantitative data analysis opted appropriate statistical tools to 

answer the posited research questions and analyze the relationship between psychological 

entitlement and two behavioral outcomes; knowledge hiding and instigated incivility with 

accompanying moderating and mediating mechanisms. While the qualitative data 

analysis was undertaken by using the six step approach of Braune and Clarke (1986). 

4.1. Quantitative Analysis 

 

4.1.1. Data screening. Before further proceeding with the tests, the crucial stage 

is to carefully inspect entire data and resolve any problems associated with it (Hair et al., 

2006). Therefore, the gathered data was screened before the evaluation of the 

measurement model in an effort to gain authentic results. The researcher identified the 

presence of missing data as it might affect the findings of the study (Tabachnick & 

Fedell, 1996). In the data set, there existed eighteen missing values. The values of the 

missing data were calculated by taking average scores of the variable followed by manual 

replacement of each case with that value (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Howell, 2010). 

This particular technique of manually replacing each missing score with the mean value 

is deemed as appropriate and ethical (Soldner & Crimando, 2010; Howell, 2010). 

 According to Barnett and Lewis (1985), outliers are responses that are quite 

different from the remaining responses. Outliers violate the assumptions of normality and 

have a propensity to change the results of the study. Outliers tend to have deleterious 
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impact on the statistical results of the research. Outliers are considered as those data 

values that diverge substantially from the remaining data. In order to assess outliers for 

univariate analysis, the standard method of earmarking data outside the range of plus or 

minus 3 standard deviations from the mean was used. Only one univariate outlier was 

detected having value only slightly greater than 3. Research literature suggests that little 

number of outliers can be present if the sample is larger in size. Hence, the actual metric 

can be momentous as compared to the altered metric for elucidation of the authentic and 

pertinent results (Kline, 2005). Therefore, one outlier was retained in the study as its 

deletion from the sample didn‘t influence the results. 

Furthermore, in order to confirm the normality of data, skewness and kurtosis was 

used and the results depicted that all values were in desired and acceptable limit. The 

research literature reveals that the skewness and kurtosis values must lie between ± 2, 

which authenticates the sample distribution‘s symmetry (SPSS Inc.1998). The results 

depicted in Table 4.1 highlight that skewness and kurtosis values of all variables are in 

prescribed range. 
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Table 4.1 Skewness and Kurtosis Statistics 

 

4.1.2. Reliability of the scales. An instrument being used in a study must 

highlight reliability as without it the research results using the measurement scale cannot 

be replicated. Reliability highlights the repeatability or replicability of a particular scale 

or variable (Hopkins, 2000). Cronbach‘s alpha (Cronbach, 1951) is most commonly used 

to gauge the reliability of scales in social sciences. It serves to calculate internal 

consistency reliability when measures are composed of multiple items (Bonnet & Wright, 

2015). It considers the average correlation among the items. Table 4.2 envisages the 

values obtained from Cronbach alpha test. The Cronbach alpha values of all the scales are 

above 0.70 highlighting the reliability of the scales being used. Revised Cronbach alphas 

are also given in table 4.2. These revised values are being calculated after deletion of the 

factors (INC1, RUM2) showing factor loadings low than 0.4 as a result of confirmatory 

factor analysis (Nunnally, 1978). 

Variables 
Minimum 

Statistic 

Maximum 

Statistic 
Skewness Kurtosis 

 Psychological entitlement                     
1.00 5.00 -0.53 -0.34 

Knowledge hiding  
1.00 5.00 -0.18 -0.54 

Instigated incivility 
1.00 5.00 0.19 -1.01 

Abusive supervision perceptions 
1.00 5.00 -0.19 -0.49 

Job stress 
1.00 5.00 -0.50 -0.19 

Hostile attribution bias 
1.00 5.00 -0.77 -0.52 

Rumination 
1.00 5.00 0.17 -1.12 

Job calling   
1.00 5.00 0.70 -0.22 
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 Table 4.2  Reliability of the Measures 

*Note: Items are removed on the basis of results of CFA 

4.1.3. Composite reliability. Cronbach alpha is widely used measure of 

reliability of scales. However, it is being criticized for its inability to gauge uni 

dimensionality of construct and also underestimating the actual reliability (Raykov, 1998. 

Alpha is deemed as a measure of degree of means inter correlation gauged by variances, 

or as a tool to assess mean inter correlation of standardized data that enhances as the 

number of items augments (Skerlavaj, Stemberger, Skrinjar, & Dimovski, 2007). A 

famous alternative to coefficient alpha is composite reliability (CR) which is assessed in 

concurrence with structural equation modeling. Composite reliability evaluates the 

Variable  No. of items Cronbach 

alpha 

*Items 

removed 

Revised 

Cronbach alpha 

Psychological entitlement  9 0.90 0 0.90 

Knowledge hiding behavior 8 0.84 0 0.84 

Instigated incivility 7 0.87 1 0.88 

Abusive supervision perceptions 15 0.85 0 0.85 

Job stress 4 0.79 0 0.79 

Hostile attribution bias 6 0.89 0 0.89 

Rumination 12 0.84 1 0.85 

Job calling 6 0.86 0 0.87 
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overall reliability of compilation of constructs through composite reliability coefficients 

and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) (Skerlavaj et al., 2007).  

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) and Analysis of a Moment 

Structures (AMOS) cannot directly measure the composite reliability but AMOS gives 

standardized regression weights that can be further used to assess composite reliability. 

The formula to gauge composite reliability is as follows: 

CR= (sum of standardized loadings)²/ (sum of standardized loadings) ² + sum of indicator 

measurement error) 

CR= [(sum of standardized loadings)²/ (sum of standardized loadings)² + sum of indicator 

measurement error (1-the square of each loading)]. 

There exists no general cutoff value for composite reliability (Skerlavaj et al., 

2007). Research studies recommend value greater than 0.8 (Koufteros, 1999) and 

multiple studies recommend values greater than 0.7 (Kifle, Mbarika & Tan, 2007; Kim & 

Malhotra, 2005). There are also researchers who suggest that value greater than 0.6 is 

also adequate (see Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000).  In order to assess AVE, the value 

of 0.5 is used (GarciaRodriguez, Jose SanzoPerez, & Trespalacios Gutierrez, 2007). The 

latent construct elucidate more variance associated with construct than error variance in 

case if AVE value exceeds 0.5(Pavlou & Gefen, 2004; Garcia Rodriguez et al., 2007). 
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Table 4.3  Composite Reliability of the Measures and AVE of Constructs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The above mentioned table depicts that composite reliability values of all 

constructs are greater than 0.8 aligned with the criteria suggested by Koufteros (1999). 

Likewise, in AVE values of all exceed 0.5 as suggested by previous studies (Pavlou & 

Gefen, 2004; Garcia Rodriguez et al., 2007). 

4.1.4. Validity of measures. It is regarded as the accuracy of presumptions being 

drawn from the scales. Validity highlights that whether scale measures what they are 

expected to gauge. Scale reliability is insufficient but actual requirement for proving 

validity as a reliable scale might prove to be valid but the unreliable scales cannot be 

valid in any circumstances (Kline, 2005). Below mentioned validities were assessed by 

researcher. Construct validity of the measure was established with the help of measuring 

convergent, divergent validity and conducting confirmatory factor analysis of the 

measurement model (see Wu & Hu, 2009). 

Variables                                     CR     AVE 

Psychological entitlement  0.91    0.64 

Knowledge hiding behavior 0.85   0.65 

Instigated incivility 0.88  0.61 

Abusive supervision perceptions 0.86 0.55 

Job stress 0.82 0.70 

Hostile attribution bias 0.90 0.60 

Rumination 0.86 0.65 

Job calling   0.88 0.79 
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4.1.4.1. Convergent validity. Convergent validity highlights the degree to which 

measures that are theoretically supposed to be linked with each other are in reality 

associated with each other. In other words it refers to the amount to which an item is 

getting loaded on the measure as it was supposed by theory (Oluwatayo, 2012; Kaplan & 

Saccuzzo, 2017). Convergent validity requires that items that are deemed as indicators of 

construct must converge and share great proportion of variance in general. In SEM 

convergent validity necessitates the standardized regression coefficients equal to or 

greater than 0.4 as recommended (Kaiser, 1958; Nunnally, 1978). Table 4.4 illustrates the 

factor loadings of all variables of the research. The values of all factors are greater than 

0.4 indicating that convergent validity is not an issue for the data. 

Table 4.4 Standardized Factor Loadings of Items 
 

Observed variables Factor loadings 

PE1 0.74 

PE2 0.72 

PE3 0.77 

PE4 0.74 

PE5 0.78 

PE6 0.92 

PE7 0.93 

PE8 0.82 



153 
 

 

PE9 0.77 

KH1 0.70 

KH2 0.70 

KH3 0.79 

KH4 0.87 

KH5 0.89 

KH6 0.84 

KH7 0.84 

KH8 0.83 

INC2 0.67 

INC3 0.77 

INC4 0.91 

INC5 0.86 

INC6 0.69 

INC7 0.72 

AS1 0.76 

AS2 0.77 
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AS3 0.78 

AS4 0.82 

AS5 0.73 

AS6 0.76 

AS7 0.76 

AS8 0.88 

AS9 0.72 

AS10 0.68 

AS11 0.67 

AS12 0.72 

AS13 0.69 

AS14 0.69 

AS15 0.68 

JS1 0.81 

JS2 0.84 

JS3 0.83 

JS4 0.66 



155 
 

 

HA1 0.62 

HA2 0.67 

HA3 0.84 

HA4 0.82 

HA5 0.84 

HA6 0.75 

RUM1 0.50 

RUM3 0.50 

RUM4 0.70 

RUM5 0.85 

RUM6 0.75 

RUM7 0.83 

RUM8 0.92 

RUM9 0.88 

RUM10 0.85 

RUM11 0.78 

RUM12 0.79 
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JC1                  0.91 

JC2                  0.84 

JC3                  0.92 

JC4                  0.83 

JC5                  0.85 

JC6                  0.89 

 

 4.1.4.2. Discriminant validity. Discriminant validity on the other hand is a 

method used to assess the extent to which measures are associated with the constructs 

they were supposed to and unassociated with the ones they did not have relationship with 

(Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2017). Discriminant validity is assessed by comparison of AVE‘s 

with squared correlation of variables. The AVE of the latent variable is supposed to 

exceed the squared correlations between one latent variable and other latent variables. 

This particular rule of thumb for gauging discriminant validity necessitates that square 

root of AVE must exceed the squared correlations among variables (Hair, Anderson, 

Tathum, & Black, 1998; Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, & Mena, 2012). To evaluate discriminant 

validity, shared variances among variables are compared with AVE of the individual 

factors (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  The evidence of discriminant validity is shown in 

table 4.5. The square roots of AVE‘s are shown diagonally and the values shown off the 

diagonal are squared correlations.  
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Table 4.5  Factor Matrix Depicting Discriminant Validity 

 

Notes: Diagonal shows square root of AVE and others squared correlations;
1
 Psychological entitlement, 

2
Knowledge hiding behavior, 

3
 Instigated Incivility, 

4
Abusive supervision perceptions, 

5
Job stress,

6
Hostile 

attribution bias, 
7
Rumination, 

8
Job calling           

                                           

The matrix depicts that lowest AVE value is 0.74(for abusive supervision (AS) 

construct), which is higher than the largest correlation(r=0.55) between any variables i.e.  

abusive supervision perceptions (AS) and psychological entitlement (PE). These results 

highlighted that shared variance between variables was less than the AVE‘s of 

individuals variables or factors establishing discriminant validity. 

4.1.4.3. Content validity. Content validity demonstrates the extent to which a 

scale or measure completely ascertains the construct of interest. Just like face validity, 

this form of validity is also not determined quantitatively. Content validity can be 

attained by rational evaluation of the instrument by the raters who understand the concept 

 

    PE    KH INC AS JS HA RUM JC 

 PE1 0.80               

 KH2 0.27 0.81             

 INC3 0.37 0.41 0.78           

 AS4 0.55 0.39 0.43 0.74         

 JS5 0.34 0.26 0.33 0.37 0.84       

 HA6 0.10 0.18 0.07 0.29 0.07 0.78     

 RUM7 0.07 0.16 0.16 0.11 0.10 -0.11 0.80   

 JC8 -0.28 -0.26 -0.38 -0.25 -0.44 0.01 -0.1 0.89 
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or by seeking assistance of the subject matter experts (Albers, Pasman, Rurup, de Vet, & 

Onwuteaka- philipsen, 2011). The purpose of the content validity is to determine 

representativeness of the scale items with construct. Furthermore, it aims to analyze the 

clarity of all statements of the scale along with examination of the relationship of survey 

items with the construct of interest (Schutz, Counte, & Meurer, 2007). The content 

validity of the instrument used in this study was established by the thorough evaluation of 

the instrument by three subject matter experts who reviewed all the scales for readability, 

comprehensiveness and precision. The experts considered the scales as adequate for 

measuring the constructs thus establishing the content validity of the constructs. 

4.1.5. Testing the measurement model. In order to ensure the construct validity 

of the current measurement model, confirmatory factor analysis was performed. This is a 

method used to substantiate the factor structure of the variables of the research (Lomax & 

Schumacker, 2004). The research literature highlights that confirmatory factor analysis is 

deemed as the extent to which the posited factor structure is aligned with the gathered 

data. It demonstrates the trend in the data like the linkage between the unobserved and 

observed variables is evident, combined with the loading of observed variables on 

particular factors (Byrne, 2012). 

 Research scholars of diverse study disciplines highlight plethora of indices while 

assessing the model presented in the research study. There exists no distinct statistical test 

that demonstrates the predictive power of the entire structural model (Hair et al., 1998). 

The previous research literature reveals that the selection of which indices are better 

estimators of model fitness is very critical as specific indices function in different manner 

given the complexity of model, sample size, procedure of estimation etc (Ulrich, 2009). 
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So the evaluation of model fitness is considered as subjective as researchers based upon 

their own discernment regarding data, indices and model tend to choose which type of 

indices must be used to adequately assess the model fitness. 

In the discipline of social science, there exist certain indices to determine the 

fitness of the model with the data. All model fitness indices have clearly established 

limits. Few parameters are to be kept in mind before gauging the fitness of the model. Chi 

square value is assessed with its p-value. An insignificant value of chi-square 

demonstrates a good fit. Chi square is quite sensitive to the size of the sample and 

research scholars consider that it is not a reliable source of evaluating the model against 

the data (Vandenberg, 2006). Hence for gauging the fitness of the model, various other fit 

indices are also used. For instance incremental indices are utilized to evaluate the fitness 

of the model. Incremental fit indices tend to contrast the anticipated model to the null 

model (Wong, 2002). The most frequently used incremental fit indices in social sciences 

are comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker Lewis index (TLI) (Bentler, 1990; Kline 

1998; Tucker & Lewis, 1973; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000).  

CFI values fall in the range of 0 to 1 where closer to 1 means that model is best fit 

of the given data (Byrne, 2012). Usually both CFI and TLI are interpreted in a similar 

manner (Hu, Schaufeli, & Taris, 2013). Likewise, in order to determine absolute fit, 

standardized root mean residual (SRMR) and root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA) are mostly used. Absolute fit indices do not contrast the model with a specific 

distribution rather they utilize the data to reproduce particular model. SRMR and 

RMSEA follows the range from 0 to 1 and a values closer to zero indicates a best fit.  The 

research literature establishes that RMSEA values greater than 1 indicate a very poor fit. 
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SRMR and RMSEA values less than or equal to 0.05 indicate a good fit of model with 

the data (MacCallum, Brownie, & Sugawara, 1996). So the model fitness enhances when 

the absolute fit indices decrease and incremental fit indices (IFI) augment (Anderson & 

Gerbing, 1988). 

Preceding hypotheses testing, a confirmatory analysis was performed before 

assessing the factor structure prevalent in the data and construct validity. Anderson and 

Gerbing (1988) highlighted that a preferred procedure to enhance model fit is relating or 

deleting the indicators in the particular model. So, while evaluating the model in this 

study, two items (INC1, RUM2) with factor loadings lower than 0.4 (Nunnally, 1978) 

were removed. Research suggests deleting items having factor loading less than 

0.4(Field, 2009). In order to circumvent cross loadings, items loaded on more than one 

factor must be removed (Hair et al., 2010; Su, Johnson, & O‘ Mahony, 2020).  Moreover, 

in order to improve the fit of model error terms were correlated using the modification 

indices function in AMOS. Relating the residuals using modification indices is a popular 

and well accepted method to achieve model fitness (see Thakkar, 2020; Singh & Ahuja, 

2020). The existent model comprised of eight variables where there was one independent 

variable, two dependant variables, two mediators and three moderators. Before the 

process of hypotheses testing, confirmatory factor analysis was performed to examine the 

factor structure in the existent data and construct validity. 
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Table 4.6  Results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

The Table 4.6 depicts that the initial measurement model was not aligned with the 

minimum limit of model fitness as CFI=0.82, TLI=0.81, IFI= 0.82 and RMSEA=0.07. 

After deletion of the factors (INC1, RUM2) showing factor loadings lower than 0.4 

(Nunnally, 1978) and doing modification indices, model fitness criteria was achieved 

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). In the modified 

final model the value of RMSEA was 0.05 which depicts a good fit. The RMSEA values 

are deemed as crucial as compared to other parameters because of its extensive power 

focusing upon amalgamation of properties (Byrne, 2012). The RMSEA value of 0.05 

highlights a good fit and RMSEA ranging from 0.06 to 1 are acceptable. However, 

RMSEA value exceeding 1 envisages a poor fit of data (Mac Callum et al., 1996). 

Proceeding further, the values of CFI were 0.92, IFI was 0.91 and TLI was 0.92 which 

are above the value of 0.90 proving that the prevalent model is a good fit of data. The 

values are aligned with the threshold of model fitness set by Hair et al. (2010). Hulland, 

Chow and Lam (1996) suggested that the values of TLI, CFI and IFI should be closer to 

1. Values approaching 0 envisage that model is not an adequate fit for the data. 

 

 

 Chi-Square   Df CMIN/df(P) RMSEA IFI TLI CFI 

Initial 

model 

8053.71 1992 4.04 (p<0.05) 0.07 0.82 0.81 0.82 

Final 

Model 

4742.04 1960 2.41(p>0.05) 0.05 0.92 0.91 0.92 
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Table 4.7 Models Comparison  

 

Model Chi-sq(df) CFI RMSEA Comparison with 8 

factor model(∆X
2
(df) 

Model 1(One factor) 26813.08(2016) 0.25 0.15 2550.91(4) 

Model 2(Two factors) 24558.17(2020) 0.32 0.15 2416.02(4) 

Model 3 (Three factors) 22159.19 (2016) 0.39 0.14 1669.75(3) 

Model 4 (Four Factors)  20489.44(2013) 0.45 0.13 4611.69(6) 

Model 5 (Five factors) 15877.75(2007) 0.58 0.12 1361.62(4) 

Model 6 (Six factors) 14516.13(2003) 0.62 0.11 4100.99(12) 

Model 7(Seven factors) 10415.14(1991) 0.75 0.09 5673.10(31) 

Model 8 (Eight factors) 4742.04(1960) 0.92 0.05  

 

Eight models were developed and compared to envisage the fitness of the model. 

Model 1 constituted one factor containing items of eight variables of the research. The 

results highlight CFI=0.25 and RMSEA=0.15. This shows that model 1 is a poor fit for 

data. Model 2 encompassed two factors where factor one consisted of all items of 

psychological entitlement while remaining items of all seven variables were loaded on 

factor 2. The results depict that CFI=0.32 and RMSEA=0.15 highlighting a poor data fit. 

Model 3 constituted three factors where factor one comprised of items of psychological 

entitlement, factor two encompassed items of abusive supervision perceptions and the 
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third factor envisaged all other remaining items. The results highlight that CFI=0.39 and 

RMSEA=0.14. Model 4 consisted of four factors where factor one consisted of items of 

psychological entitlement, factor two contained items of abusive supervision perceptions, 

factor three comprised of items of hostile attribution bias and fourth factor consisted of 

all items of remaining variables. The results highlight that CFI=0.45 and RMSEA=0.13 

indicating a poor fit model fit.  

Model 5 constituted five factors where factor one consisted of items of 

psychological entitlement, factor two contained items of abusive supervision perceptions, 

factor three comprised of items of hostile attribution bias, fourth factor contained items of 

knowledge hiding behavior and fifth factor consisted of all items of remaining variables. 

The results envisage that CFI=0.58 and RMSEA=0.12. This shows that model is not a 

good fit of data. Model 6 constituted six factors where factor one  consisted of items of 

psychological entitlement, factor two comprise of items of abusive supervision 

perceptions, factor three constitutes items of hostile attribution bias, fourth factor 

contained items of knowledge hiding behavior, fifth factor consisted of items of job stress 

and sixth factor consisted of items of remaining variables. The results envisage that 

CFI=0.62 and RMSEA=0.11 highlighting that model is a poor fit of data. In the same 

manner, model 7 constituted seven factors where factor one was of psychological 

entitlement, factor two constituted items of abusive supervision perceptions, factor three 

constitutes items of hostile attribution bias, fourth factor was of knowledge hiding 

behavior, fifth factor consisted of items of job stress, sixth factor was of instigated 

incivility and the last factor contained remaining items. The results highlight that 

CFI=0.75 and RMSEA=0.09. The results indicate that model 7 is also not a good fit. 
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Model 8 was an eight factor model where all items were loaded on their factors showing 

the best fit of data i.e. CFI=0.92 and RMSEA=0.05, TLI=0.91 aligned with Hu and 

Bentler (1999). So this is clear that model 8 is the appropriate fit for the data 

Figure 4.1 Measurement Model 

 

4.1.6. Descriptive statistics. Descriptive statistics help in understanding the basic 

features of the data being gathered. Descriptive statistics of all the variables of the 

research i.e. psychological entitlement knowledge hiding instigated incivility, abusive 
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supervision perceptions, job stress, hostile attribution bias, rumination, job calling are 

shown in Table 4.8. The mean value of the individuals‘ responses illustrates the degree to 

which they agree or disagree with undergoing such a phenomenon at workplace. Higher 

values depict the agreement of the respondents while the lower mean values highlight 

that respondents disagree with the statements and have not undergone such situations 

while working in the organization. 

Table 4.8 Means and Standard Deviations of the Variables of Study 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The mean value of psychological entitlement (Mean=3.01, SD=0.89) highlights 

that participants felt psychologically entitled to some extent. The mean score of 

knowledge hiding (Mean=2.72, SD=0.82) approached 3 illustrating that respondents do 

engage in knowledge withholding behaviors to some extent. Likewise the mean value of 

instigated incivility (Mean=3.02, SD=0.97) highlights that respondents indulge in uncivil 

behaviors to some extent. Proceeding further, the mean score of abusive supervision 

Variable                                    Mean                                Standard Deviation(SD) 

   

Psychological entitlement  3.01                           0.89                                               

Knowledge hiding  2.72 0.82 

Instigated incivility 3.02 0.97 

Abusive supervision perceptions 2.54 0.76 

Job stress 3.49 0.91 

Hostile attribution bias 3.90 0.85 

Rumination 2.67 0.90 

Job calling   3.01 0.76 
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perceptions (Mean=2.54, SD=0.76) indicates that employees feel subjected to abusive 

supervision to some degree. Mean score of job stress (Mean=3.49, SD=0.91) envisaged 

that respondents feel stressed at workplace. In the same manner, the mean statistic of 

hostile attribution bias (Mean=3.90 SD=0.85) pointed that most of the respondents 

working in service sector organizations have a high degree of hostile attribution bias 

tendency. Proceeding further, mean score of rumination (Mean=2.67, SD=0.90) 

demonstrates the level of agreement pertaining to the tendency to dwell upon the 

previous workplace events. Lastly, mean value of job calling (Mean=3.01 SD=0.76) 

highlighted that employees working in the service sector of Pakistan believe that they are 

at a job that reflects their job calling.  

4.1.7. Controls. In depth analysis of the sample requires demographic variables to 

be considered. Demographics give information about certain characteristics of sample 

that have a propensity to influence the proposed research model. Controlling 

demographics in initial stage of study is considered as crucial in social sciences research 

so that they may not impact remaining model (Allworth & Hesketh, 1999). In this study, 

we used gender, age, education, tenure and type of organization of employees as 

demographics variables aligned with the past studies related to counterproductive 

knowledge behaviors and instigated incivility (Penney & Spector, 2005; Kim et al., 2015; 

Harold & Holtz, 2015; Serenko & Bontis, 2016).  

For the purpose of testing the demographics, one way ANOVA was performed. 

Results depicted that there exists insignificant difference in knowledge hiding behavior 

across gender (F=2.91, p>0.05), age (F=2.13, p>0.05), education (F=1.2, p>0.05), tenure 

(F=0.14, p>0.05) and type of organization (F=0.46, p>0.05). Results also demonstrated 
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insignificant difference in instigated incivility across gender (F=0.53, p>0.05), age 

(F=0.97, p>0.05), education (F=0.29, p>0.05) tenure (F=1.15, p>0.05) and type of 

organization (F=0.82, p>0.05). None of the demographics were controlled due to the 

insignificant ANOVA for all the demographic variables. Becker (2005) highlighted that it 

is better not to include controls in the research study if they are found to have an 

insignificant impact as it might alter the actual results. 

4.1.8. Correlation analysis. The Table 4.9 envisages the results of correlation 

among the variables of the study. Correlation test is performed to highlight the strength 

and direction of the relationship among the research study‘s variables. In this study, the 

correlation test in general depicts that the association among the variables is in the same 

direction as illustrated in the hypothesis. The results highlight that psychological 

entitlement had a positive association with knowledge hiding behavior (r=0.27, p<.01), 

instigated incivility(r=0.37, p<.01), abusive supervision perceptions(r=0.55, p<.01), 

hostile attribution bias(r=0.094, p<.05) and job stress(r=0.34, p<.01). Moreover, abusive 

supervision perceptions were positively associated with knowledge hiding 

behavior(r=0.39, p<.01), instigated incivility(r=0.43, p<.01) and rumination(r=0.11, 

p<.01). Rumination was found to be positively linked with knowledge hiding 

behavior(r=0.16, p<.01) and instigated incivility(r=0.16, p<.01). Likewise, job stress was 

also positively linked with instigated incivility(r=0.33, p<.01) while a negative 

association was found between job stress and job calling(r=-0.38, p<.01). Proceeding 

further, job calling was negatively associated with instigated incivility of employees(r=-

0.38, p<.01). 
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 Table 4.9 Correlations of the Variables 

 Note. N= 513; *p<.05;**p<.01. 

1
Psychological entitlement, 

2
Knowledge hiding behavior, 

3
Instigated Incivility, 

4
Abusive supervision 

perceptions, 
5
Job stress,

6
Hostile attribution bias, 

7
Rumination, 

8
Job calling         

                                                          

4.1.9. Testing of hypotheses. Structural equation modeling (SEM) using AMOS 

program was performed inculcating maximum likelihood method (Arbuckle, 1997). SEM 

is referred as an amalgamation of statistical techniques that examine and comprehend 

association between observed and unobserved variables (Ullman & Bentler, 2012). SEM 

assists in performing detailed analyses of manifold variables and associations by 

inculcating factor analysis and regression tests (Ullman & Bentler, 2012; Byrne, 2016). 

Moreover, unlike ANOVA and multiple regression, structural equation modeling method 

considers the existence of measurement error and ways for adjusting it.   

4.1.10. Results of direct hypotheses. The Table 4.10 highlights the results of the 

hypotheses determining the direct association between variables. Table 4.10 depicts 

 

Variables PE KH INC AS JS HAB   RUM       JC 

PE1       1        

KH2  0.27
**

 1       

INC3  0.37
**

 0.41
**

    1      

AS4  0.55
**

 0.39
**

 0.43
**

   1     

JS5  0.34
**

 0.26
**

 0.33
**

 0.37
**

       1    

HAB6     0.094
*
 0.18

**
     0.07 0.29

**
   0.067    1   

RUM7      0.066 0.16
**

      0.16
**

     0.11
*
    0.10

*
 -0.11

*
      1  

JC8  -0.28
**

 -0.26
**

      -0.38
**

 -0.25
**

   -0.44
**

 -0.004 -0.085 1 
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structural paths along with the standardized coefficient estimates and their corresponding 

significance level. Rejection or acceptance of the hypotheses was reliant upon the 

significance value of the standardized regression estimates. Standardized regression 

estimates and status of hypotheses acceptance/rejection is mentioned in table below. 

Table 4.10  Results of Direct Hypotheses 

Note: standardized estimates are reported; p<0.01**  

4.1.10.1. Result of hypothesis 1.The results mentioned in Table 4.10 highlight 

that psychological entitlement is positively linked to knowledge hiding behavior (β=0.29, 

p<0.01). Hence, hypothesis 1 is accepted 

Structural path Β Status 

Psychological entitlement               Knowledge hiding 

behavior 

0.29** H1 Supported 

Psychological entitlement   Instigated incivility 0.32** H2 Supported 

Psychological entitlement             Abusive supervision 

perceptions 

0.55** H3 Supported 

Abusive supervision perceptions            knowledge hiding 

behavior 

0.39** H4 Supported 

Abusive supervision perceptions            instigated incivility 0.32** H5 Supported 

Psychological entitlement              job stress 0.36** H8 Supported 

Job stress        Instigated incivility 0.18** H9 Supported 
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4.1.10.2. Result of hypothesis 2. The results mentioned in Table 4.10 envisage 

that psychological entitlement is positively associated to instigated incivility of 

employees (β=0.32, p<0.01). Hence, hypothesis 2 is also accepted. 

4.1.10.3. Result of hypothesis 3. The results mentioned in Table 4.10 highlight 

that psychological entitlement is positively linked to abusive supervision perceptions 

(β=0.55, p<0.01). Hence, hypothesis 3 concerning the positive linkage between 

psychological entitlement and abusive supervision is accepted. 

4.1.10.4. Result of hypothesis 4. The results mentioned in Table 4.10 highlight 

that abusive supervision perceptions are positively associated with knowledge hiding 

behavior of employees (β=0.39, p<.01). Hence, hypothesis 4 positing a positive 

association between abusive supervision and knowledge hiding behavior is accepted. 

4.1.10.5. Result of hypothesis 5. The results mentioned in Table 4.10 highlight 

that abusive supervision perceptions are positively linked with instigated incivility of 

employees (β=0.32, p<.01). Hence, hypothesis 4 positing a positive association between 

abusive supervision and instigated incivility is accepted. 

4.1.10.6. Result of hypothesis 8. The results mentioned in Table 4.10 envisage 

that psychological entitlement is positively linked with job stress (β=0.36, p<.01). Hence, 

hypothesis 8 suggesting a positive association between abusive supervision perceptions 

and job stress is accepted. 

4.1.10.7. Result of hypothesis 9. The results mentioned in table 4.10 highlight that 

job stress is positively linked with instigated incivility of employees (β=0.18, p<.01). 
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Hence, hypothesis 9 suggesting a positive association between abusive supervision 

perceptions and job stress is accepted. 

4.1.11. Mediation analysis. The structural model represented in Figure 4.2 

highlight the results of mediation analysis as hypothesized in hypotheses 6, 7 and 10. 

The mediating influence of abusive supervision perceptions and job stress between 

psychological entitlement and behavioral outcomes was assessed by using bootstrap 

estimation method in AMOS (a bootstrap sample of 5000 was opted). In the process of 

mediation analysis, the significance of direct and indirect effects was determined within 

SEM. Full mediation is reflected by significant indirect impact and insignificant direct 

effects while partial mediation is depicted by significant direct and indirect impact (cf. 

Kline, 2005). Direct effect illustrates the direct impact of predictor on dependent 

variables. Indirect effect highlights the mediated path from predictor to dependent 

variables. Finally the total effect encompasses the sum of direct and indirect effects.  

Moreover, in order to assess the goodness of fit of structural mediational model, 

we used several model fit indices. Traditional model fit indices encompassing likelihood 

ratio chi square test (CMIN/df), confirmatory fit index (CFI), incremental fit index (IFI) 

and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). The results depicted that the 

structural mediation model depicted an adequate model fit as per criteria determined by 

Hair et al. (2010; 2011).  CFI value was 0.92, IFI was 0.91 and TLI value was 0.92 

which exceed the cutoff criteria of above 0.90 highlighted by Mac Callum et al., 1996). 

Moreover, RMSEA was 0.06 that indicates an acceptable model fit (Byrne, 2012). 

Overall the results depict that the values are aligned with the threshold of model fitness 

set by Hair et al. (2010; 2011).  
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Table 4.11  Structural Mediational Model 

Figure 4.2 Structural Mediational Model 

 

 

 

 

 Chi-Square Df CMIN/DF RMSEA IFI TLI CFI 

Mediational model 2471.13 789      3       0.06 0.92 0.91 0.92 
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4.1.11.1. Hypothesis 6 results. Table 4.12 demonstrates the results of mediation 

posited in hypothesis 6. Hypothesis 6 aims to examine the mediating influence of abusive 

supervision perceptions between psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding 

behavior. Table 4.12 depicts the mediation results encompassing direct effects, indirect 

effects and total effects with corresponding standardized estimates and 95% lower 

[LLCI] and upper confidence interval [ULCI]. Hypothesis 1 testing the direct impact of 

psychological entitlement on knowledge hiding behavior was accepted confirming 

significance of path C (β=0.29, CI [0.18; 0.38]). The mediation analysis highlighted that 

direct effect of psychological entitlement on abusive supervision perceptions (a1) was 

significant (β=0.55, CI [0.45; 0.64]). Similarly the direct influence of abusive supervision 

perceptions on knowledge hiding behavior (b1) was also significant (β=0.39, CI [0.27; 

0.51]). The direct effect of psychological entitlement on knowledge hiding behavior (C‘) 

became insignificant as a result of mediation (β=0.07, CI [-0.05; 0.19]). The indirect 

effect of psychological entitlement on knowledge hiding behavior was also significant 

(β=0.22, CI [0.14; 0.31]). Table below demonstrates the significance of the total effect 

encompassing both direct and indirect impact (a1b1) (β=0.29, CI [0.18; 0.38]). The non 

significance of direct path (C‘) indicates the presence of mediation. Hence, hypothesis 6 

is proved. 
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Table 4.12 Mediation Results of Hypothesis 6 

 

Note: Standardized estimates are reported; **p < 0.01; CI=Confidence interval; ULCI=Upper level 

confidence interval; LLCI= Lower level confidence interval,
1
Psychological entitlement,

 2
Knowledge hiding 

behavior,
 3
Abusive supervision 

C path 
a
 is the direct effect of PE on KH without mediator 

a1 path 
b
 is the direct effect of PE on mediator (AS) 

b1 path 
c
 is the direct effect of mediator(AS) on KH out the mediating impact 

C’ path 
d
 is the direct effect of PE on KH partialling out impact of mediator  

a1b1
e
 is the indirect effect of PE on KH through mediation. 

Total effect
 f
= Direct + Indirect effect 

 

 

Effect Estimate 
95% CI  

 LLCI ULCI  

Direct effect of 1PE on 2KH (C path a) 0.29
**

 0.18  0.38  

Direct effect of PE on 3AS(a1 path b) 0.55
**

 0.45  0.64  

Direct  effect of the AS on KH(b1 path c)  0.39 
**

 0.27  0.51  

Direct effect of PE on KH partialling  

out the intervening variable (C’ path d) 

 0.07 -0.05  0.19  

Indirect effect (a1b1e) 0.22
**

 0.14  0.31 Supported 

Total effect f 0.29
**

 0.18  0.38  
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4.1.11.2. Hypothesis 7 and 10 results. Table 4.13 demonstrates the results of 

mediation highlighted in hypothesis 7 and 10. Hypothesis 7 examines the mediating 

influence of abusive supervision perceptions between psychological entitlement and 

instigated incivility. On the other hand hypothesis 10 illustrates job stress as a mediator 

between psychological entitlement and instigated incivility. Table 4.13 depicts the 

mediation results encompassing direct effects, total indirect effects and total effects with 

corresponding standardized estimates and 95% lower [LLCI] and upper confidence 

interval [ULCI]. Hypothesis 2 testing the direct impact of psychological entitlement on 

instigated incivility was accepted confirming significance of path C (β=0.32, CI [0.29; 

0.53])). The mediation analysis highlighted that direct effect of psychological entitlement 

on abusive supervision perceptions (a1) was significant (β=0.55, CI [0.45; 0.64]). 

Similarly the direct influence of psychological entitlement on job stress was statistically 

significant (a2) (β=0.36, CI [0.26; 0.45]). Proceeding further, the direct effect of abusive 

supervision on instigated incivility (b1) was also significant (β=0.32, CI [0.20; 0.44]). 

Likewise, the direct effect of job stress on instigated incivility (b1) also showed 

significance (β=0.18, CI [0.06; 0.30]). Results envisage that the direct influence of 

psychological entitlement on instigated incivility became insignificant (β=0.08, CI [-0.02; 

0.44]). 
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Table 4.13  Mediation Results of Hypothesis 7 and 10  

 

 

Note: **p < 0.01; CI=Confidence interval; ULCI=Upper level confidence interval; LLCI= Lower level 

confidence interval, 
1
Psychological entitlement,

 2
 Instigated incivility,

 3
Abusive supervision,

4
Job stress 

C path 
a
 is the direct effect of PE on INC without mediator 

a1 path 
b
 is the direct effect of PE on first mediator (AS) 

a2 path 
c
 is the direct effect of PE on second  mediator (JS) 

b1 path 
d
 is the direct effect of first mediator(AS) on INC  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effect Estimate 
95% CI 

LLCI ULCI 

Direct effect of 1PE on 2INC (C path a)   0.32
**

 0.29 0.53 

Direct effect of PE on 3AS(a1 path b)   0.55
**

 0.45 0.64 

Direct  effect of the PE on 4JS (a2 path c)    0.36
**

 0.26 0.45 

Direct  effect of the AS on INC(b1 path d)      0.32
**

 0.20 0.44    

 

Direct  effect of the JS on INC(b2 path e)      0.18
**

 0.06 0.30 

Direct effect of PE on INC partialling  

out the intervening variables (C’ path f) 

     0.08 -0.02 0.20 

Total indirect effect (a1b1g
+ a2b2h)    0.24

**
 0.16 0.32   Supported 

Total effect f (C’ path f
 +(a1b1g

+ a2b2h))    0.32
**

 0.29 0.53 
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b2 path 
e
 is the direct effect of  second mediator(JS) on INC C’ path 

d
 is the direct effect of PE on INC 

partialling out impact of both mediators  

 a1b1
g
+ a2b2

h
is the total indirect effect of PE on INC  through mediation 

Total effect
 f
= Direct + Indirect effect 

 

 An AMOS estimand helped to clarify the indirect effects of both mediators‘ i.e. 

abusive supervision and job stress within the mediational model. Specific indirect effect 

of psychological entitlement on instigated incivility through abusive supervision 

perceptions and job stress are indicated in Table 4.14. By creation of user estimand, 

bootstrap estimates, standard errors and confidence intervals for the specific indirect 

effects can be attained. This procedure has been also used by previous studies to calculate 

specific indirect effects (see Beck, 2016). Results show that specific indirect effect of 

psychological entitlement on instigated incivility through abusive supervision perceptions 

was significant (β=0.22, CI [0.13; 0.34]). Likewise, specific indirect effect of 

psychological entitlement on instigated incivility through job stress was also significant 

(β=0.08, CI [0.03; 0.16]). As a result hypotheses 7 and 10 are supported depicting the 

existence of mediation. 
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Table 4.14 Specific Indirect Effects through Abusive Supervision Perceptions and Job 

Stress 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: **p < 0.01; Unstandardised estimates are reported, CI=Confidence interval; LLCI= Lower level 

confidence interval; ULCI=Upper level confidence interval; 
1
Psychological entitlement,

 2
 Instigated 

incivility,
 3

Abusive supervision,
4
Job stress 

4.1.12. Moderation analysis 

4.1.12.1. Result of hypothesis 11. The Table 4.15 highlights the results of 

moderating impact hostile attribution bias on the linkage between psychological 

entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions. The results envisage that the interaction 

term is significant (β=0.79, p<0.01) proving the buffering role of hostile attribution bias 

such that hostile attribution bias further strengthens the positive influence of 

psychological entitlement on abusive supervision perceptions.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effect Estimate SE 
95% CI 

LLCI ULCI  

Indirect effect through 1PE on 

2INC through 3AS  

   0.22
**

 0.05 0.13  0.34     

Indirect effect through PE on INC 

through 4JS  

   0.08
**

 0.03 0.03  0.16    
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Table 4.15  Moderation Results of Hypothesis 11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Note: **p < 0.05; 
1
Psychological entitlement,

 2
abusive supervision perceptions

 3
, hostile attribution bias 

To assess the features of interaction term, researcher plotted the outcome at one 

standard deviation above and below the mean (Aiken & West, 1991). The slope is 

depicted in Figure 4.3. The simple slope analysis further supported the hypothesized 

moderated effect such that the impact was stronger at higher levels of hostile attribution 

bias (β= 0.61, p=<0.01) in contrast with low levels of hostile attribution bias (β=0.34, p 

<0.01). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Structural path 

 

Coefficients 

 

p-value 

 

Status 

 

1
PE            

2
AS 

 

 0.004 

 

0.96 

 

 

3
HAM AS 

 

-0.29 

 

0.01 

 

 

Interaction(PE ×HAB)            AS  

 

 0.79 

 

0.001 

 

Supported 
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Figure 4.3 Plot of Interaction between Psychological Entitlement and Hostile Attribution 

Bias on Abusive Supervision Perceptions. 

4.1.12.2. Result of hypothesis 12 and 13. The Table 4.16 highlights the results of 

moderating impact rumination on the linkage between abusive supervision perceptions 

and knowledge hiding behavior and between abusive supervision and instigated 

incivility. The results envisage that the interaction term is insignificant for both 

knowledge hiding behavior (β=0.22, p>0.05) and instigated incivility (β=0.20, p>0.05) 

resulting in rejection of hypotheses 12 and 13. 
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Table 4.16 Moderation Results of Hypotheses 12 and 13 

Note: Standardized estimates are reported; **p < 0.01; 
1
Abusive supervision perceptions;

2
 knowledge 

hiding behavior;
3
rumination;

 4
 Instigated incivility 

4.1.12.3. Result of hypothesis 14. The Table 4.17 highlights the results of 

moderating impact job calling on the linkage between job stress and instigated incivility 

of employees. The results envisage that the interaction term is significant (β=-0.57, 

p<.01) proving the buffering influence of job calling.  

 

 

 

 

 

Structural path 

 

Coefficients 

 

p-value 

 

Status  

1
AS             

2
KH   0.31  0.001  

3
RUM AS -0.06   0.33  

 

Interaction(AS ×RUM)            KH 

 

 0.22 

 

  0.07 

 

Not supported 

 

AS             
4
INC 

 

 0.28 

 

0.004 

 

 

RUM AS 

 

-0.04 

 

  0.76 

 

 

Interaction(AS ×RUM)               INC 

 

 0.20 

 

  0.25 

 

Not  supported 
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Table 4.17  Moderation Results of Hypothesis 14 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Standardized estimates are reported; **p < 0.05; 
1
Job stress; 

 2
Instigated incivility; 

3
Job calling 

 

Furthermore, in order to gauge characteristics of moderation term, researcher 

plotted the outcome at one standard deviation above and below the mean (Aiken & West, 

1991). The slope is depicted in Figure 4.4. The simple slope analysis further supported 

the hypothesized moderated effect such that the impact of job stress on instigated 

incivility was significant at low levels of job calling (β= 0.44, p<0.01) while insignificant 

at high levels of job calling(β=0.03, p>0.05). This depicts that job calling dampens the 

positive relationship between job stress and instigated incivility. 

 

 

 

 

 

Structural path 

 

Coefficients 

 

P-value    Status  

 

JS
1
            INC

2
 

 

  0.52 

 

  0.8 

 

JC
3
             JS 

 

  0.32 

 

 0.02          

 

Interaction(JS×JC)             INC 

 

- 0.57 

 

0.001       Supported 
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Figure 4.4 Plot of Interaction between Job Stress and Job Calling on Instigated Incivility 

 

4.2. Qualitative Analysis: Thematic Analysis 

 

The analysis process provided ten themes with some corresponding subthemes 

pertaining to how the perceptions of psychological entitlement affect the behavioral 

outcomes of service sector employees. The themes along with subthemes and quotations 

are given below: 

4.2.1. Psychological entitlement tendency is ubiquitous. First theme that 

emerged in the qualitative analysis was ‗psychological entitlement tendency is 

ubiquitous‘. Service sector employees in the subsample highlighted that the phenomenon 

of psychological entitlement is quite common at today‘s workplaces. Participants shared 

experiences pertaining to themselves and also employees who are either their 

subordinates or coworkers. Eight participants clearly mentioned that desire for a special 

treatment at workplace is widespread in organizations. One of the participant from 
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telecom sector elaborated that most of the employees want extra rewards and perks at 

work.  

In telecom sector, every individual wants a preferential treatment— everybody thinks 

that he is the best in performance and must get perks and rewards for that. I am actually 

in administration department so I can better tell that here all employees want a special 

workplace treatment and perks and these perks can be of any type….(P6) 

Similarly, a bank officer explained the prevalence of entitlement tendency by envisaging 

that ‗everybody thinks the work they do is enough‘ 

Almost every person wants this— everybody desire for good appraisal, position and 

promotion as compared to others. This is due to the fact that everybody thinks that the 

work they do is enough. Everyone says that what I am doing is perfect… (P3)  

4.2.2. “Embodying psychological entitlement—Employees’ Characteristics”. 

The second theme was ‗Embodying psychological entitlement—Employees‘ 

Characteristics. All eight participants mentioned their viewpoints regarding the 

psychologically entitlement propensity at workplace on the basis of their real life 

experiences. Participants provided insights pertaining to the roots of the deservingness 

tendency and also the characteristics of entitled employees. This main theme comprised 

of three subthemes mentioned below: 

4.2.2.1. Helicopter parenting: Sense of deservingness since childhood. Four 

participants indicated that providing extreme close attention to children and fulfilling all 

their wishes in childhood inculcates a sense of being ‗special‘ in them. Participants 

mentioned that entitlement tendency has its roots in childhood parenting style. They were 
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of the viewpoint that employees tend to hold idealistic expectations at work because in 

childhood, parents inculcate in them a sense of perfection and deservingness. Such 

parenting style is referred as ‗helicopter parenting‘ where parents are overprotective for 

their children and try to do all tasks of their kids on their own. This particular behavioral 

pattern of parents solidifies the feeling of being ‗best‘ in their children and reduces the 

level of responsibility in them. Participants highlighted that employees having such a 

parenting experience join workplace with augmented expectations and they want ‗every 

reward to be served to them in a plate‘. 

Employees join workplaces with very big dreams and they believe that they will get 

everything in a plate. Youngsters are not educated well by families. Parents inculcate the 

feeling of „being special‟ in minds of their children- they want to be specially treated at 

work also. I think they come from an artificial world- this happened with me also…. (P2) 

Similarly, another participant indicated that entitlement tendency grow in individuals 

during the process of their upbringing. Participants mentioned that this feeling of 

superiority is nurtured in children by their parents which then get visible at workplace. 

Ninety percent of the employees want to stay in limelight. This may be due to their 

educational background, family background and upbringing. I think parents are 

responsible for making the child feel that „you are the only one‟. This situation is same in 

my organization. Even I experienced this thing in my initial years at job- I wanted 

everybody to appreciate me no matter I work or not… [Laughter…](P3) 

4.2.2.2. Poor self evaluation. Five participants highlighted that entitled 

employees are unable to realistically evaluate themselves. They think high of themselves 
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and hence, they fail to properly analyze their efforts and level of expertise. Such 

employees have poor self assessment, as one of the participant said: 

They think they are equally competent as their coworkers; they have same abilities and 

knowledge. They do not do their proper self assessment (P2) 

4.2.2.3. ‘I am as good as him’ — inaccurate comparisons with coworkers. 

Another characteristic of entitled employees being highlighted by six participants was 

that entitled employees engage in tough competition at workplace on the basis of rewards 

instead of the amount of work and effort. One of the participant mentioned that ninety 

percent employees indulge in such a competition at workplace. 

They want to get special attention, special rewards that are different in nature as 

compared to what others get. [Ummmm…] I believe this is human nature; yes it is human 

nature that they want to get more than others. 90 percent of people think this way and 

may be only 10 percent are the people who want to stay at back seats; they do not want to 

come in front line and don‟t engage in such competition. According to my industry 

experience I think this ratio is 90 to 10, yeah… (P3) 

A professional from telecom sector shared her experience by mentioning that during her 

tenure in human resource management department, she came across a plethora of 

employees who compare their rewards with others but not the tasks they do. 

See I have myself working in human resources so I have across many such people who 

expect reward for any and everything they do, no matter they are putting in effort in their 

work or not. As I talked earlier that such people compare their rewards with coworkers 

but not efforts. Being an HR professional I have a good amount of experience of dealing 



187 
 

 

with such employees. I would say that the ratio is somewhere around 80/20. Eighty 

percent are the people who want deserve irrespective of the amount of work they do and 

efforts they put in. Only 20 percent are the people who expect rewards on the basis of 

real effort (P6). 

4.2.3. Employee insecurities at job. ‗The third theme that emerged in the 

qualitative analysis was ‗employee insecurities at job‘. Elaborating the phenomenon of 

knowledge hiding at work, they highlighted certain triggers of knowledge withholding of 

employees. Participants indicated that employees with any type of insecurity pertaining to 

their work, competencies or personalities can involve them in counterproductive 

knowledge behaviors. Two subthemes which came under the umbrella of theme of 

‗employee insecurities at job‘ were workplace jealousy and fear of losing uniqueness. 

Seven participants indicated that employees indulge in knowledge hiding due to the sense 

of insecurity at job. This particular theme constituted two subthemes: 

4.2.3.1. Workplace Jealousy. Four interviewees mentioned that feeling that 

coworkers may ‗go ahead of them‘ indulge employees in knowledge hiding at work. 

They highlighted that employees are usually jealous of their colleagues and are always in 

this tension that their coworkers might go ahead of them. Participants mentioned that 

such employees cannot bear the success of their coworkers and are always indulged in 

unhealthy social comparisons. They consider colleagues as their rivals and are never 

happy about their achievements and rewards. Interviewees highlighted that such 

employees have a perception of being always right and possess negative cognitions 

pertaining to the coworkers and their work. They elaborated further that this negative 
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thinking pattern and associated comparison indulges employees having workplace 

jealousy in knowledge hiding behaviors at work. One of the participants indicated: 

I believe people having issues of job insecurity hide knowledge. People think that if they 

help others with their knowledge then other colleagues might go ahead of them and they 

would be left behind. I think such employees feel jealous from their coworkers… (P4). 

4.2.3.2. Fear of losing uniqueness. Likewise three participants mentioned that 

fear of losing exclusivity and distinctiveness at job might be a trigger of employee 

knowledge withholding. On the other hand, three interviewees mentioned that service 

sector employees encounter a fear of losing exclusivity or distinctiveness at workplace. 

Participants mentioned that this particular fear of losing their unique position at work 

indulge employees in knowledge hiding. Three participants explained that employees 

avoid sharing of their knowledge with colleagues if they feel that sharing it might reduce 

their uniqueness. This uniqueness might be in perspective of doing some task in a better 

way than others or having more expertise in the work. Interviewees were of the viewpoint 

that employees who are insecure about their personality tend to hide their knowledge and 

expertise due to the fear of losing individuality of doing the task. 

One of the participants indicated his personal experience pertaining to knowledge 

hiding due to the fear of losing uniqueness. Participants mentioned that employees are 

always concerned about their distinctiveness in terms of tasks they perform and 

knowledge they own. So many times employees avoid sharing of their knowledge only to 

maintain their distinctiveness at job. One of the participants highlighted:  
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“Sometimes you may feel a desire to stay unique and competitive. I feel that knowledge is 

something that can keep me unique as compared to others at work so in certain events I 

did hide knowledge”(p5) 

Another participant also indicated that the fear that ‗sharing of knowledge shall take 

away uniqueness‘ might be a trigger of knowledge hiding at work. The participants 

thought that employees who hide knowledge only to maintain their exclusivity at work 

are selfish and negative by nature and they tend to use their knowledge as a tool instead 

of an asset.  

“Knowledge can also be used as a tool by people who have a negative thinking pattern. 

For example if employees know information that other employees don‟t know then such 

employees may hide knowledge only because if they share information, this shall take 

away their uniqueness”(P3) 

4.2.4. Self Centeredness. The fourth theme generated in the thematic analysis 

was ‗self centeredness‘. Five participants highlighted that the self obsessed and self 

centered employees don‘t have a giving nature due to which they might indulge in 

knowledge hiding behaviors. If such persons get a negative environment also then such 

behaviors can be multiplied, as one participant said: 

See the one who has limited himself to a circle and is self centered in nature, he won‟t be 

able to do anything. Such a person shall share nothing whether it is happiness or sadness 

because he has closed himself in a shell. Such a person shall don‟t like to share his 

knowledge with others too. And…if he gets a similar environment then knowledge 

withholding shall be multiplied (P7). 
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Similarly, another participant indicated that employees who lack the altruistic tendency 

and want to be given importance at every workplace event indulge in negative behaviors. 

[Ummm…] yes this thing is very common and I believe this is dependent upon the 

personality. Some people don‟t have an element of „giving‟ in their nature. There are 

such people at our workplace also and they want us to give them priority in every task, 

they want us to seek permission from them in every work to be done. We came across 

such a person [laughter….]…. Actually I think Allah sometimes gives some position to 

people before time and such people fail to manage and maintain it. So with the passage 

of time such people get transformed into evil figure in organizations (P8) 

4.2.5. Reciprocity. The fifth theme that emerged in the qualitative analysis was 

‗reciprocity‘. Eight participants indicated that employees depict reciprocity at workplace 

in terms of behaviors. Participants highlighted that it is part of human nature to indulge in 

give and take at workplace. Positive experiences with others are responded positively and 

negative experiences are reciprocated negatively. Employees keep negative workplace 

events in mind and then seek vengeance whenever they find a chance. One of the 

participant mentioned that the revenge sought by employees as a response is even of 

more intense nature. 

It is human nature. People do keep in mind the bad behaviors of others no matter how 

good a person is as a human being. On a positive note or being neutral I want to tell that 

people do keep past events and behaviors in mind. See people keep things in heart for a 

longer period of time and then seek revenge that is even more intense than the behavior 
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of the other person. I believe it is a little dangerous in corporate sector. People are 

always seek right occasion to revert back (P8) 

Another participant highlighted the give and take process at workplace by mentioning 

that employees indulge in negative behaviors as a response but they can be both 

intentional and unintentional. 

It means that people return back the positive things positively. However, when something 

bad or negative happens to them, they respond negatively unintentionally or intentionally 

as that particular negativity stays in their mind (P2) 

One of the participants clearly depicted the association between psychological 

entitlement and knowledge hiding explained by reciprocity perceptions.  She mentioned 

the existence of two types of people at work. One type are the employees who are 

committed to their job depict an altruistic nature and don‘t conceal knowledge as revenge 

while the other type of individuals due to their perception of not getting rewards get 

involved in revengeful mechanisms.  

 [Ummm…] the people who actually deserve rewards don‟t do it much; they share 

knowledge anyways because they have a giving nature. I think this is the reason that such 

employees excel in their fields and are ahead of others. However, there are employees 

who in form of revenge, grievance or vengeance don‟t share it —so there are both sorts 

of people. They don‟t get rewards so as a result they hide knowledge from others as a 

trickledown effect. [Umm…]. Let me add that here the human psyche is quite obvious. 

Such people don‟t share knowledge because of their specific thinking style (P6) 
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One of the participants used the word ‗give and take‘ for reciprocity at work. He 

indicated that there is no concept of friends and enemies at job. People are just involved 

in a give and take mechanism and respond towards others on the basis of how they are 

being treated by others. 

 [Ummm….] it is give and take. This is an example of “do good and have good”. In 

professionalism, there is no concept of “friend or foe”. We are just given tasks and we 

have to complete them. There come ups and downs but nothing is permanent. I would say 

that at job there is no uncle, aunt, brother or sister. There are just good colleagues or 

bad colleagues, and “good bosses or bad bosses” (P3) 

This particular theme comprised of two subthemes explained below: 

4.2.5.1. Displaying discourtesy at work. Three employees reflected that 

perception of not getting desired workplace treatment can engage employees in uncivil 

behaviors at work. One of the participants highlighted that he becomes quiet and his way 

of interacting with others gets changed as a result of negative workplace treatment. 

Yes the stress of not getting expected rewards can have an impact on coworkers. For 

example my facial expressions will not be the same, I shall be silent, and I will not reply 

if somebody asks something. So the effect of the negative episode with supervisors can be 

easily seen on employees‟ faces and subsequent actions (P5) 

Similarly, another employee highlighted about being discourteous with organizational 

members due to the negative workplace treatment. 
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I become silent. Even if somebody is asking something, I don‟t answer. Like my reaction 

is always; Okay, don‟t talk to me. I really need time and space to pass that particular 

phase (P6) 

4.2.5.2. Stress prompt ‘coldness’. When participants were asked about stress at 

workplace, five of them indicated that stress affects their interaction with coworkers, 

family and friends. They mentioned that stress brings coldness and irritability that gets 

translated into attitudes and behaviors, as one of the participants said:  

Stress transferred to colleagues, family and friends. For example when I become 

stressed, I don‟t reply if somebody greets me. I become serious in that phase of stress 

towards my colleagues; I get hard in attitude (P3) 

4.2.6. Social sharing at work. The sixth recurrent theme was social sharing at 

work. Three participants highlighted that negative workplace treatment by organizational 

actors or by organization itself can indulge them in sharing of their issues and 

experiences with coworkers. Participants mentioned that sharing negative experiences 

with coworkers is a common practice at work. One of the participants highlighted that 

they share stories pertaining to negative episodes with supervisor or organization with 

fellow employees. 

I think when we don‟t get our expected rewards we share grudges regarding our bosses 

and organization with coworkers. We just sit and discuss about why I am not being 

treated same as others or that boss did favoritism. It is very common at work… (P1) 

Another employee also depicted social sharing as a response to perceived negative 

workplace treatment. 



194 
 

 

When something bad happens to me and I feel unable to forget that I usually go to my 

work buddies and share the whole story. In that frame of mind, we do gossip sometimes 

and reduce our frustration like this… (P2) 

4.2.7. Workplace politics. The seventh repetitive theme emerged in the 

qualitative portion of the study was ‗workplace politics‘. While discussing the outcomes 

of psychological entitlement at workplace, five participants highlighted that 

psychologically entitled employees have a tendency to get involved in workplace politics 

more than other employees. Participants mentioned that entitled employees want to be the 

prominent figures at workplace and for fulfilling this purpose, they opt political ways 

instead of ethical means. This particular theme was further subdivided into two 

subthemes. 

4.2.7.1. Ingratiation tactics. Three interviewees envisaged that psychologically 

entitled individuals want to stay in limelight in order to be in the good books of seniors at 

work. They do buttering of their seniors to gain good evaluation without improving their 

task performance. Participants were of the viewpoint that entitled employees use 

ingratiation tactics to further their own interests at work and accomplish their goals rather 

than doing effort to achieve them. One of the participants showed viewpoint by saying: 

Such employees practice politics to get things done. They do buttering and opt many 

other ways apart from job [duties] to reach their goals and gain visibility at workplace 

(P7) 

4.2.7.2. Leg pulling. Two participants highlighted that psychological entitled 

employees sometimes opt technique of leg pulling to achieve their motives at work. The 
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interviewees reflected that entitled employees opt negative political tactics when they do 

not get deserved workplace recognition and rewards. One of the participants shared a 

personal experience with an entitled coworker by saying: 

In my last job, it happened with me. I was assigned a task by my director that my 

coworker was expecting to get. Due to this reason my coworker became rude with me. It 

was not my fault as it was solely upon the management who they choose for the project 

based upon the competency. My colleague started leg pulling on little things (P4) 

4.2.8. Attributions determine perceptions and behaviors. The eighth recurrent 

theme was ‗attributions determine perceptions and behaviors‘. When participants were 

inquired regarding the impact of attributions on employee outcomes, six participants 

mentioned that negative attributions about others breed negativity in perceptions and 

subsequent behaviors. One of the participant indicated that people ‗wear invisible 

glasses‘ and observe every workplace event with them. 

We create images in our mind regarding people and events and then try to find clues to 

support those images. We actually wear invisible glasses and try to see everything 

through those glasses. Whosoever we meet, we try to create images either positive or 

negative. Mostly people develop negative images and then keep on getting evidences to 

strengthen their self created viewpoint. For example how many times some coworker 

visited supervisor‟s office, what can be the reason behind etc (P2) 

This theme consisted of one subtheme that is explicated below: 

4.2.8.1. It’s not my fault; it’s supervisor’s fault—Supervisor is biased. Five of 

the participants mentioned that employees‘ commonly attribute inability to get rewards 
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and desired appreciation to their supervisors. They highlighted that not getting desired 

rewards and recognition is fault of supervisor because he/she serve as a link between 

employee and senior management. Employees tend to blame supervisor as being biased 

and unjust, as one of the participant mentioned: 

Favoritism— Biases— politics at workplace… [Ummm….] I may think that supervisor is 

relative or family friend of coworker…Due to which he is unfair to me. I don‟t get 

rewards when I work but when others work they get it (P2) 

Another participant expressed her viewpoint by saying: 

In hundred million ways— Firstly, employee feels that my supervisor isn‟t struggling for 

me; I am not valuable for my supervisor that‟s why I am not getting rewards. Secondly, 

the employee might perceive that there is some favoritism going on in department. That 

employee might think that supervisor is doing favoritism or giving priority to others. 

Thirdly, employee might think that my supervisor is insecure of my capabilities and that I 

may not take his/her place. These are the most common reasons. Oh yes, employee may 

think that supervisor doesn‟t like him/her (P6) 

4.2.9. Fighting the negativity spiral. While answering the questions asked by 

researcher, six participants highlighted certain factors that help them to mitigate negative 

perceptions and behaviors of employees that trap them in the spiral of negativity at work. 

This main theme consisted of three subthemes: 

4.2.9.1. Dream job fights negativity at work. Six interviewees highlighted that 

that being at a desired job reduce their negative behaviors and attitudes at work. Two 
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participants indicated that a dream job or position keeps an employee happy and satisfied 

at work. One of the participants highlighted: 

This job is my dream job. Since childhood I am eating hotel food. While I was in my 

school days, I requested money from my mother for having food from nearby hotel and 

she used to say that nobody else would hire you other than these hotels. The same 

happened in reality. So I am quite happy with my profession and this absolutely keeps me 

away from negativity (P5) 

Four participants mentioned that being at favorite job improves the level of interaction 

with employees and enhance a sense of altruism. Such employees are not concerned 

about the behaviors of others rather they are more concerned about how they behave 

towards others, as one participant said: 

Dream job or in simple words a desired job gives satisfaction that no other thing can 

give. Employees having their dream job are always busy in proving themselves, doing 

their tasks etc. It does matter how others behave towards them. Such a job completes 

employee as an individual. Behaviors of such employees are always good towards others. 

If employees are given task they don‟t like neither they shall be able to do task nor will 

they be having good interaction with colleagues (P6) 

4.2.9.2. Honest and consistent feedback. Five participants suggested honest and 

regular feedback process as a mechanism to minimize psychological entitlement 

perceptions at workplace. Participants highlighted that if employees are provided 

feedback of their performance on regular basis and are given true and just picture of their 
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performance, augmented expectations pertaining to entitlement tendency and resultant 

negative behaviors can be minimized. 

 [Ummm…] at my personal level I think that employees must be gauged monthly or 

quarterly as it happens in schools and colleges. There must be feedback sessions with 

employees where they must be told about their shortcomings and good performance. In 

this way it can be easier for employees to do accurate comparisons at workplace. The 

feedback process must be similar for those employees who don‟t exert any effort and 

expect greater rewards. They must be told about their weak areas on regular basis. They 

must be told about their areas of improvement through an honest feedback. This practice 

can definitely reduce negativity in personality and behaviors in longer run (P6) 

4.2.9.3. Positive coping at work. Five participants highlighted that whenever they 

get victimized by negative workplace attitudes and behaviors, they try to look into ways 

to mitigate the effect of that negativity. Participants were of the viewpoint that sticking to 

the previous workplace events is not a good idea for them because by adopting this way, 

they will be left behind. Interviewees mentioned that the only way to get rid of workplace 

stressors is to look for new ways of doing work and improving their tasks. Such as one of 

the participants said:  

If my supervisor was rude to me or didn‟t like my work, first I felt much stressed that he 

didn‟t appreciate my work and then immediately I would find ways to reinstate my 

position in front of him (P4) 

Another participant mentioned that he looks for constructive ways to deal with negative 

or stressful events related to work. 
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I don‟t let these things occupy my mind. Stressful events come and go but I cannot recall 

a major event that I was unable to cope up with. I always try to find different ways of 

doing things and this happens any where even when I am driving back home from work 

(P5) 

Similarly, one of the participant indicated that he overcomes the frustration induced by 

behaviors of seniors by getting indulged in healthy tasks. 

My reaction is always to divert my attention towards other positive things. Like I may 

watch a movie or hang out of friends. We are humans we do remember things but keeping 

them in mind affects health badly (P7) 

One of the participants described the reaction towards the negative episodes with 

supervisor in an interesting manner by saying: 

Meditation and food are my only saviors. I eat day and night and yay…all stress is 

gone… [Laughter…]. See these things happen on daily basis — sometimes bosses have 

mood swings, sometimes we are wrong and sometimes situation is unfavorable— so we 

cannot let these events capture our minds otherwise our work shall be affected in longer 

run (p2). 

4.2.10. Targets of transferred negativity. The last theme was regarding the 

target of transferred negativity at work. All eight participants highlighted that negativity 

at workplace due to the perceived negative behavior of seniors particularly managers gets 

transferred to either their organizational or family members. Participants were of the 

viewpoint that it is a general tendency to transfer aggression and anger to other people 
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when one become subjected to negative treatment at workplace. As one of the 

participants said:  

Actually our senses get locked and the hormones generating happiness slow down and 

those generating tension and frustration get active. So we start showing the reactions of 

this negative biochemical processes in our body to our surroundings (P3) 

This particular theme was further subdivided into two subthemes: 

4.2.10.1. Coworkers and in-groups of supervisors. When participants were asked 

about their reactions towards mistreatment or injustice by organization or its members, 

they highlighted that they tend to become impolite and discourteous towards colleagues 

and in-group of supervisor. Five participants mentioned that whenever negative events 

take place at workplace, they tend to become rude and discourteous towards colleagues 

who sit next to them and also in group of supervisor. Participants envisaged that their 

helping behaviors towards colleagues get minimized. This subtheme indicated that 

experienced negativity at workplace can engage employees in uncivil and 

counterproductive work behaviors. As one of the participant indicated her reaction 

towards the coworkers by saying: 

Many reactions…[Ummm…] I exchanged negative comments with colleagues, I isolated 

myself, I ostracized others, I did aggressive messages to my coworkers, I also didn‟t 

share knowledge that I would have done in relaxed state of mind. Furthermore, at 

workplace, some people are very close to bosses so sometimes I also transfer my anger to 

them. Yeah, I may choose the closest ones to get away with my anger(P2). 
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Another participant highlighted that since coworkers share the same space in offices so 

employees mostly show their resentment and anger towards them. 

Coworkers are always with employee. They sit together and know about each other. 

Coworkers also bear the anger of employee with a thought that he/she is our coworker 

and is in a problem for the time being. Yes but when it comes to favorite ones of boss, I 

really want to transfer my aggression to them (P3) 

4.2.10.2. Subordinates and Family. Three participants highlighted subordinates 

and family as an easy target of transferring negativity and aggression. Participants 

envisaged that employees look for submissive targets in situation of anger who have less 

capacity to respond with the same intensity. 

I guess subordinates and also family. Especially, if you have younger siblings 

[laughter…] for example brother or sister, it is easy to your anger to them (P4) 
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Table 4.18 Main Themes and Subthemes 

Main themes Subthemes 

Theme 1: Psychological entitlement 

tendency is ubiquitous. 

 

Theme 2: ―Embodying psychological 

entitlement‖—Employees‘ characteristics 

and attitudes  

 

Subtheme 2a: Helicopter parenting: Sense of 

deservingness since childhood 

Subtheme 2b: Poor self evaluation 

Subtheme 2c: ‗I am as good as him‘ — 

Inaccurate comparisons with coworkers  

Theme 3: Employee insecurities at job Subtheme 3a: Workplace Jealousy 

Subtheme 3b: Fear of losing uniqueness 

Theme 4: Self Centeredness    

Theme 5: Reciprocity at Work Subtheme 5a: Displaying Discourtesy at Work 

Subtheme 5b: Stress prompt ‗coldness‘  

Theme 6: Social sharing at work  

Theme 7: Workplace Politics 

 

Subtheme7a: Ingratiation tactics 

Subtheme 7b: Leg pulling 
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Theme 8: Attributions determine 

perceptions and behaviors 

Subtheme 8a: It‘s not my fault; its 

supervisor‘s fault—Supervisor is biased 

Theme 9: Fighting the negativity spiral Subtheme 9a: Dream job fights negativity at 

work  

Subtheme 9b: Honest and consistent feedback 

Subtheme 9c: Positive coping at work 

Theme 10: Targets of transferred 

negativity  

Subtheme 10a: Coworkers and in-groups of 

supervisors 

Subtheme 10b: Subordinates and Family 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

Discussion, Implications, Limitations and Future Research Directions 

and Conclusion 

The key rationale of the quantitative phase of the study was to conduct an 

empirical analysis to determine the linkage between psychological entitlement and its 

behavioral outcomes along with explanatory mechanism of abusive supervision 

perceptions and job stress. Moderating impact of hostile attribution bias, rumination and 

job calling was also studied on the aforementioned relationship. Likewise, the purpose of 

the qualitative research study was to explain the results obtained from quantitative section 

of the study. In order to accomplish the rationale of study, the researcher makes an effort 

to answer the research questions highlighted below. This section highlights the discussion 

of the findings of the quantitative phase and also highlights that how the thematic 

analysis elaborated the quantitative findings. 

5.1. Discussion on Research Question 1 

 

Research question 1 highlighted: ―To what extent, if any, psychological 

entitlement impact knowledge hiding behavior, instigated incivility, abusive supervision 

perceptions and job stress?‖  

To answer the above mentioned research question four hypothesis (Hypothesis 1, 

Hypothesis 2, Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 8) were formulated. Hypothesis 1 stated 

―Psychological entitlement has a positive impact on knowledge hiding behavior of 

employees‖, hypothesis 2 stated ―psychological entitlement has a positive influence on 

instigated incivility‖, hypothesis 3 highlighted ―psychological entitlement has a positive 
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effect on abusive supervision perceptions‖ and hypothesis 8 envisaged ―psychological 

entitlement has a positive influence on job stress‖. The results show that hypotheses 1, 2, 

3 and 8 were proved.  

Results of the extant research confirmed the positive association between 

psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behaviors of employees. This finding is 

aligned with previous studies focusing upon the positive linkage between psychological 

entitlement and employees‘ destructive and undesirable attitudinal and behavioral 

outcomes (Naumann et al., 2002; Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Harvey et al., 2014; 

Martinko et al., 2016; Zitek & Jordan, 2019). The previous research studies depict that 

psychologically entitled employees have unrealistic job expectations and tend to do 

comparisons with fellow employees regardless of the level of effort and merit. The 

subsequent non fulfillment of these idealistic expectations generates perceptions of 

mistreatment and inequity that gets translated into negative behavioral outcomes like 

coworker abuse, political behavior (Harvey & Harris, 2010), turnover intentions, conflict 

with supervisor(Harvey & Martinko, 2009), coworker bullying (Mackey et al., 2016). 

This study also reinforces this notion and proves that psychologically entitled employees 

engage in counterproductive knowledge behaviors as a mean to seek reprisal. Knowledge 

is considered as a unique intellectual asset of employees and its sharing is entirely 

dependent upon the will of employees (Kim et al., 2013). So the results depict that when 

psychologically entitled employees feel themselves devoid of expected rewards, they take 

advantage of their knowledge and start hiding it as a technique to seek revenge and show 

their anger.  
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Past studies in the area of knowledge management also revealed that employees 

can never be enforced to exchange their knowledge with other organizational members 

(Connelly et al., 2012). The sharing of information is voluntary and relies upon the 

perceptions of employees regarding the treatment they receive from organization and its 

members (Khalid et al., 2018). The results of the study highlighted that psychologically 

entitled employees have a perception of being treated unfairly by organization and this 

engages them in acts of hiding their intellectual asset i.e. knowledge as a retaliatory 

reaction. Furthermore, this study is also an addition to the previous research literature that 

demonstrated the role of negative personality dispositions on employee knowledge hiding 

behaviors (see Demirkasimoglu, 2016; Anaza & Nowlin, 2017; Arshad & Ismail, 2018; 

Pan et al., 2018). 

 The positive linkage between employee entitlement and knowledge hiding 

behavior is supported by social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). This theory posits that 

employees have a general tendency to respond to the organization based upon perceptions 

of treatment they receive from organization, organizational procedures and also 

organizational members. Psychologically entitled employees perceive that they deserve a 

preferential workplace treatment and when they couldn‘t get this treatment, they assume 

that norms of social exchange are violated. This particular perception may engage them 

in counterproductive knowledge behaviors as an act of restoring imbalance or merely as a 

mean to seek revenge for the undesirable treatment. Actually psychologically entitled 

employees develop these negative perceptions of non preferential treatment by 

organization because they depict haste in reaching at conclusions without showing any 



207 
 

 

concern for careful understanding of the situation or circumstances (Harvey & Martinko, 

2009). 

Proceeding further, the results of the current study also depicted positive 

association between psychological entitlement and instigated incivility of employees. The 

results are coherent with the previous studies focusing upon the role of instigator 

perceptions and attitudes in depicting incivility (Blau & Andersson, 2005; Blau, 2007; 

Meier & Semmer, 2013). Psychologically entitled employees have also perceptions of 

unequal social exchange (Blau, 1964) that indulge them in uncivil behavioral reactions as 

a response. This result reinforces the findings of the study conducted by Meier and 

Simmer (2013) highlighting that a sense of lack of reciprocity, or the belief that one 

deserve extra than what is being given by organization, engages employees in incivility. 

Psychologically entitled employees have also idealistic expectations regarding the 

organizational rewards. These perceptions of rewards do not generate from the level of 

effort incurred by entitled employees but rather than being member of a social contract. 

This means that entitled employees consider themselves worthy of rewards and 

preferential treatment because of their membership in the organization ignoring the level 

of effort they incur (Naumann et al., 2002; Harvey & Harris, 2010; Zitek & Jordan, 

2019). The entitled employees depict a plethora of uncivil behaviors such a ignoring a 

fellow worker, sending a rude email or message, ostracizing a colleague etc (Blau & 

Andersson, 2005).  

The involvement in such behaviors is considered as a reaction or response to the 

perceptions of being unjustly treated by organization its terms of rewards and 

recognition. This study elaborated that how the perceptions regarding unequal social 
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exchange (Blau, 1964) can indulge employees in rude behaviors towards coworkers as a 

response. Entitled employees hold the perceptions of being unfairly treated as compared 

to fellow employees and this thinking pattern change their way of interacting with others. 

Such employees tend to become discourteous towards coworkers when their self 

proclaimed expectations go unfulfilled.  

In the same manner, current study depicted that psychologically entitled 

employees‘ perceive existence of abusive supervision because of their faulty social 

exchange perceptions. Supervisors are considered as an authority to appraise performance 

of employees. Psychologically entitled employees develop negative perceptions about 

supervisors when couldn‘t get the desired rewards and recognition from supervisor. Such 

employees think that their supervisor broke norms of reciprocity and is unfair in his 

decisions. These findings are consistent with Naumann et al. (2002) viewpoint 

highlighting that augmented self perceptions of the psychologically entitled individuals 

generate distorted perceptions of mutual exchange in which high reward anticipations are 

linked with comparatively low level of performance. As supervisors are likely target for 

putting blame, unfulfilled expectations can trigger decline in the perceived eminence of 

the reciprocal relationship they have with their supervisors (Harvey et al., 2014). Thus the 

wrong interpersonal judgments made by psychologically entitled employees indulge them 

in conflict with their supervisors (Levine, 2005; Harvey & Martinko, 2009). 

The results are aligned with the previous research studies incorporating the 

association between employee entitlement tendency and abusive supervision perceptions 

(Harvey et al., 2014; Mackey et al., 2016). Very few studies have demonstrated the effect 

of individual differences on the perceptions of abusive supervision of employees. This 
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study also reflects an addition to this body of research and depicts the association of 

psychological entitlement with abusive supervision perceptions in service sector 

employees of Pakistan. This positive linkage is based upon the fact that entitled 

employees possess perceptions of self grandiosity, neglect criticism, make wrong 

judgments and get involved in interpersonal conflicts with supervisors (Snow et al., 2001; 

Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Martinko, 2009).  

The linkage between psychological entitlement and abusive supervision 

perceptions can also be attributed to the tendency of psychologically entitled employees 

to shield their self perceptions by instinctively denying the negative feedback and 

distrusting the capability and intentions of those who give it (Campbell et al., 2004). This 

particular characteristic of psychologically entitled individuals causes them to 

consistently believe that their supervisor provides them a negative and biased feedback 

even though the feedback being given is objective and unbiased. Hence, the distorted 

beliefs about biased treatment by supervisors possessed by psychologically entitled 

employees nurture perceptions of abusive supervision.  

Apart from abusive supervision perceptions, this study also elaborated the linkage 

between psychological entitlement and job stress with the help of social exchange theory 

(Blau, 1964). The previous research demonstrates that perceptions regarding the 

workplace exchange mechanism determine the emotions, feelings and experiences of 

employees (Lawler & Yoon, 1996: Lawler & Thye, 1999). This study highlighted that 

psychologically entitled employees have negative perceptions about the reciprocity at 

workplace that develop negative emotions and feelings in employees as a response. Such 

employees‘ do not objectively evaluate their performance rather hold subjective 
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perceptions regarding self worth that keep them frustrated and dissatisfied at job(see 

Harvey & Harris, 2010). 

Feeling stressed at job is an immediate reaction to perceived unfairness of the 

organizational processes (Harvey & Harris, 2010). Employees constantly try to maintain 

a balance between their perceived efforts and received rewards and appreciation. As 

psychologically entitled employees have erroneous perceptions regarding their 

performance, the feedback they receive from their organization or its seniors is always 

considered biased. This biasness generates feelings of being unjustly treated at workplace 

generating stress at work (Blau & Boal, 1989; Noblet & Rodwell, 2008; Harvey & 

Harris, 2010). This finding lends support to the wok stress literature focusing upon 

personality dispositions as a source of stress at job (see Papageorgiou et al., 2019) 

5.2. Discussion on Research Question 2 

 

The research question 2 highlighted: ―What is the influence of abusive supervision 

perceptions on knowledge hiding behaviors and instigated incivility?‖ 

To answer the research question 2 that is regarding the influence of abusive 

supervision perceptions on knowledge hiding behaviors and instigated incivility, two 

hypotheses (hypothesis 4 and hypothesis 6) were formulated. Hypothesis 4 highlighted 

―abusive supervision perceptions have a positive effect on knowledge hiding behavior‖ 

while hypothesis 6 mentioned ―Abusive supervision perceptions have a positive effect on 

instigated incivility‖. The results show that hypotheses 4 and 6 are proved. 

The results of the study demonstrated a positive association between abusive 

supervision perceptions and two behavioral outcomes i.e. knowledge hiding behavior and 

instigated incivility of employees. These positive relationships are consistent with the 
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previous research studies highlighting the impact of abusive supervision perceptions on 

retaliatory and negative attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of employees (Tepper, 2000; 

Tepper et al., 2009; Wu & Hu, 2009; Thau & Mitchell, 2010; Liu, Kwong Kwan, Wu, & 

Wu, 2010; Xu et al., 2012; Carlson et al., 2012; Preiesemuth et al., 2014; Kim & Yun, 

2015; Khalid et al. 2018). The relationship between abusive supervision perceptions and 

negative behavioral outcomes is guided by social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) which 

highlights that when employees think that that they are being unjustly and discourteously 

dealt with by their supervisors, they tend to respond negatively.  

This negative response can be withholding or concealment of knowledge from 

fellow employees (Khalid et al., 2018). According to the results of this study, when 

employees believe that they are being victimized by abusive treatment of supervisor, they 

engage in hiding of knowledge from coworkers. Previous research literature highlights 

that knowledge is deemed as an intellectual asset of an employee that can be used by 

them as a tool to seek revenge as a result of being negatively treated by organization 

(Kim et al., 2015). Employees do not choose to aggress towards supervisor because of the 

degree of authority he/she enjoys in the organization. All important decisions regarding 

employees‘ appraisal, promotion and rewards are reliant upon supervisor so retaliating 

against the supervisor can be costly for the employee (Wang & Noe, 2010; Banks et al., 

2016). Hence, employee shows the revengeful behavior towards convenient targets i.e. 

coworkers.  

These findings are also aligned with the displaced aggression theory that posits 

that individuals have a tendency to aggress and retaliate towards convenient and less 

powerful targets (Dollard et al., 1939). Employees conceal knowledge as retaliation 
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because knowledge is a unique resource of an individual and its sharing is dependent 

upon the goodness of treatment one receives from organization and its members. When 

psychologically entitled employees fail to get expected appraisal and rewards, they 

perceive existence of unequal social exchange which indulges them in knowledge 

withholding behaviors as a reprisal.   

Likewise, the results of the study revealed that employees respond to the abusive 

behavior of supervisor by getting involved uncivil behavioral reactions. The reason 

behind is that when employees perceive that they are being treated with offensiveness 

and incivility by organizational members, they try to correct the wrong that has been 

done to them by engaging in retaliatory behaviors. The abusive workplace treatment is 

reciprocated by employees by getting involved in uncivil behavioral reactions as an effort 

to settle the perceived imbalance in the social exchange relationship (Gouldner 1960; 

Blau, 1964).  

Research studies reveal that it is a common human tendency that when they are 

being victimized by mistreatment, they are more likely to mistreat others. So when 

employees believe that they are being treated with rudeness and hostility by their 

supervisors they tend to release their own stress by engaging in uncivil behaviors towards 

coworkers who are considered as easy and approachable targets with less power to 

harm(Rosen et al., 2016). The findings of the study coincide with previous researches that 

highlight that abusive or unfair workplace treatment generates stress in employees which 

gets translated into deviant or counterproductive behaviors at work (See Greenberg, 

1993; Stralicki & Folger, 1997; Lim, 2002). These uncivil behaviors can take many forms 



213 
 

 

such as talking rudely, ignoring others, being sarcastic, passing negative remarks, 

gossiping etc(Johnson & Indvik, 2001; Lim, Cortina, & Magley, 2008) . 

5.3. Discussion on Research Question 3 

 

Research question 3 mentioned: Do abusive supervision perceptions intervene the 

relationships between psychological entitlement and 1) knowledge hiding behaviors and 

2) instigated incivility? 

To answer the research question that encompasses the intervening impact of 

abusive supervision perceptions between psychological entitlement and knowledge 

hiding behaviors and instigated incivility, hypothesis 5 and 7 were formulated. 

Hypothesis 5 envisaged ―Abusive supervision perceptions mediate the relationship 

between psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behavior‖ while hypothesis 7 

highlighted ―Abusive supervision perceptions mediate the relationship between 

psychological entitlement and instigated incivility‖. The results show that hypotheses 5 

and 7 were accepted. The results revealed that abusive supervision perceptions mediate 

the linkage between psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behavior and 

instigated incivility. 

The findings of the study highlight that abusive supervision perceptions mediate 

the relationship between psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behaviors. 

These findings are in harmony with past studies focusing upon the mediating impact of 

abusive supervision perceptions between psychological entitlement and 

counterproductive or revengeful employee behaviors (Harvey et al., 2014; Mackey et al., 

2016). The perceptions of employees‘ regarding the organization and its actors are 

framed in accord with their personality characteristics and their set of beliefs regarding 
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the treatment they are subjected to at workplace. Supervisors are considered as a 

positional authority at workplace having a control over decisions regarding performance 

appraisals and rewards of employees (Wang & Noe, 2010). Psychologically entitled 

employees have a firm belief that they deserve preferential treatment at workplace in 

terms of recognition and compensation irrespective of the level of efforts they incur 

(Campbell et al., 2004). When supervisors do not appreciate them for their ordinary 

work, they tend to develop negative perceptions about them. Such employees nurture a 

belief that the supervisor is unfair in his/her judgments and decisions. Psychologically 

entitled employees perceive supervisors as responsible for the gap between what such 

employees deserve and what they achieve actually. The reason behind is that such 

employees attribute their failures to external factors and they do not appreciate even 

positive criticism (Martinko et al., 2011). Hence the negative events such as not receiving 

recognition or expected rewards are attributed to supervisors or bosses rather own skill 

set or degree of effort. This particular thinking pattern of entitled employees generates a 

perception that the supervisor is biased, discourteous or hostile.  

The findings of study are based on social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) that 

highlights that employees engage in a mutual process in organization where their actions 

are the responses of the type of treatment they receive from organization or its members. 

The perception of unfair treatment being received from supervisors is reciprocated by 

involvement in counterproductive knowledge behaviors as an act of restoring the 

imbalance in relationship. Knowledge is considered as a precious resource of employees 

and its sharing with other fellow employees is entirely dependent upon the willfulness of 

later (Kim et al., 2015). Literature clearly reveals that perceptions of being unfairly 
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treated by organization or its members engage employees in knowledge hiding behaviors 

as a source of seeking revenge. This particular finding is coherent with a recent study 

conducted by Khalid et al. (2018) highlighting the effect of abusive supervision 

perceptions on employees knowledge hiding behaviors. The knowledge withholding 

behaviors of employees are not subjected to supervisor because of the level of authority 

they have over appraisal and compensation processes of organization. Instead such 

behaviors are subjected to convenient victims such as coworkers who do not have 

significant authority over organizational mechanisms and have less propensity to strongly 

retaliate. These findings are also supported by displaced aggression theory which posits 

that employees have a tendency to displace aggression from strong and powerful targets 

(i.e. supervisors) to weak targets (i.e. coworkers)(Dollard et al., 1939). This displacement 

of aggression is due to the fact that supervisors have greater positional power and 

authority as compared to coworkers. 

The results of study show that abusive supervision perceptions also mediate the 

association between psychological entitlement and instigated incivility of employees. As 

discussed earlier, psychologically entitled employees possess the characteristics of 

selfishness and grandiosity (Zitek & Jordan, 2019). Such employees believe that they 

deserve an extraordinary treatment by their supervisors such as enhanced rewards and 

appreciation. But this preferential treatment is not linked to the amount of efforts they 

incorporate at work (Harvey & Martinko, 2009). Hence, when entitled employees fail to 

get such rewards or receive criticism on their ordinary tasks, they develop negative 

perceptions about their supervisors. They think that their supervisor is rude, unfair and 
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biased in terms of their performance feedback and appraisal thus labeling him/her as 

abusive.  

Aligned with the previous research literature in this domain (Harvey et al., 2014; 

Martinko et al., 2016; Khalid et al., 2018), the abusive supervision perceptions of 

employees are then translated into negative behavioral outcomes of employees such as 

instigated incivility. This study adds to the instigated incivility literature which posits that 

incivility is positively affected by experienced incivility, strain and lack of reciprocity at 

workplace (Meier & Semmer, 2005; Blau, 2007). Relying on the social exchange 

theory(Blau, 1964), this study revealed that when individuals are subjected to abusive 

supervision, they tend to perceive non existence of reciprocity at workplace which is then 

translated to uncivil behaviors as a response to restore the imbalance created in employee 

supervisor relationship. However, this study also suggested that these uncivil behaviors 

are not targeted at source of aggression rather their targets are coworkers who are 

considered as easy victims having no control over organizational processes such as 

rewards and promotions unlike supervisors(Dollard et al., 1939).  

The results can also be explained with the fact that abusive supervision is also 

considered as a cause of stress for employee that threatens employees‘ actual or 

prospective loss of worthy resources such as career opportunities‘ and job 

security(Whitman, Halbesleben & Holmes, 2014). Individuals have a natural tendency to 

reduce their stress levels and improving ones‘ emotional state by engaging in techniques 

of remedying the cause of perceived issue or improving ones‘ psychological condition 

(Kemper, 1966). This can be done by engagement in uncivil behavioral reactions as a 

mean to reduce stress levels associated with abusive supervision perceptions. 
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5.4. Discussion on Research Question 4 

 

Research question 4 posited: What is the influence of job stress on instigated 

incivility? 

Hypothesis 9 was designed to find out the impact of job stress on instigated 

incivility. Hypothesis 9 highlighted ―Psychological entitlement has a positive influence 

on job stress‖. The results reveal that hypothesis 8 is accepted. The results highlighted a 

positive linkage between job stress and instigated incivility. This finding is aligned with a 

study conducted by Roberts et al. (2011) that focused on the association between job 

stress and uncivil behavioral reaction for the first time. The positive linkage between job 

stress and instigated incivility can be justified with the fact that when employees feel 

frustrated and stressed due to certain organizational or personal factors, they tend to react 

to those factors by lashing out at fellow employees in a discourteous and rude manner. 

Actually employees evaluate the occurrings and events taking place at workplace and on 

the basis of this evaluation, employees show emotional reactions. When employees 

perceive workplace events as stressful and frustrating, they are more likely to engage in 

certain strong emotional and behavioral reactions in order to minimize their stress levels 

(Spector & Jex, 2010). These emotional reactions are directed at coworkers due to the 

maximum level of interaction episodes employees have with them (Rosen et al., 2016). 

The uncivil behaviors can take the form of ostracizing fellow employees, being 

discourteous, ignoring their viewpoint etc (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). 

This finding can be elaborated with the help of social exchange theory (Blau, 

1964) which highlights that individuals develop the perceptions of fair and equitable 

exchange on the basis of treatment that they receive from organization. If employees feel 
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stressed due to any organizational member or events taking place in organization, they 

nurture beliefs of lack of reciprocity and fairness. Since, employees engage in a mutual 

exchange mechanism relying on the principle of give and take; they are more likely to 

engage in uncivil behavioral outcomes as a reaction to perceived stress due to unequal 

exchange. The involvement in uncivil behavioral response is a strategy to reduce or 

transfer the level of stress employee experiences at workplace (Roberto & Scott, 1986; 

Rook, 1987). 

5.5. Discussion on Research Question 5 

 

Research question 5 stated: Does job stress mediate the relationship between 

psychological entitlement and instigated incivility? 

Hypothesis 10 was formed in order to address research question 5. This 

hypothesis envisaged ―Job stress mediates the relationship between psychological 

entitlement and instigated incivility‖. The results reveal that hypothesis 10 is accepted 

highlighting the existence of mediation. 

The findings of the study show that job stress intervenes the linkage between 

psychological entitlement and instigated incivility. This finding is coherent with a similar 

study conducted by Harvey and Harris (2010) focusing upon the role of job related 

frustration between psychological entitlement and employee negative attitudinal and 

behavioral reactions. The research literature shows that psychologically entitled 

employees show enhanced propensity to interpersonal conflicts, possess negative 

interpersonal judgments, exhibit characteristics of self grandiosity and negate even 

constructive criticism(Harvey & Harris, 2010; Snow et al., 2001; Zitek & Jordan, 2019;).  
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Due to these undesirable characteristics such employees perceive more negative events at 

workplace that instigates stress and frustration.  

These negative events might be not getting promotion, being criticized for an 

ordinary work, not getting appreciation etc. Infact, psychologically entitled employees 

have high expectations regarding rewards and recognition regardless of the amount of 

effort they do and when these idealistic expectations go unfulfilled they feel stressed and 

frustrated. This stress then gets translated into uncivil behavioral reactions towards 

coworkers as a mechanism to reduce or transfer the stress to others. The reason behind 

lashing at coworkers is that psychologically entitled employees consider coworkers as 

source of hindrance to their goals and rewards (Weiner, 1985; Harvey & Martinko, 

2009). Psychologically entitled employees have a great degree of resentment towards 

organization and its members. Such employees blame organization and coworkers for 

non fulfillment of their idealistic expectations (Harvey & Martinko, 2009). These 

enhanced expectations and attributing own shortcomings to others instigates substantial 

amount of stress (Harvey & Harris, 2010). This stress is then transformed into certain 

behavioral responses such as being rude, discourteous towards fellow employees, 

ignoring others etc.  

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) can be used to enlighten the intervening role 

of job stress between psychological entitlement and instigated incivility. This theory 

posits that social exchange bonds prevalent at workplace consist of an exchange of socio 

emotional benefits. Psychologically entitled individuals think that they are being treated 

with unfairness in terms of benefits they get from organization as compared to their self 

proclaimed abilities and skills. This feeling of being reciprocated unequally triggers stress 



220 
 

 

which then get translated into incivility merely as a mechanism to reduce stress or a 

reaction towards perceived lack of justice at workplace (Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, & 

Schminke, 2001; Cropanzano, Rupp, & Byrne, 2003). 

5.6. Discussion on Research Question 6 

 

Research question 6 highlighted: Does hostile attribution bias moderate psychological 

entitlement-abusive supervision perception linkage? 

Hypothesis 11 was formulated to address this particular research question. This 

hypothesis highlighted ―Hostile attribution bias moderates the relationship between 

psychological entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions such that it strengthens 

this relationship‖. The results reveal that hypothesis 11 is accepted. 

The results of the study showed that hostile attribution bias intensifies the positive 

linkage between psychological entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions. This 

finding serves an addition to the limited number of studies in business studies focusing 

upon the moderating role of hostile attribution bias (see Hoobler & Brass, 2006; Wu et 

al., 2014). Hostile attribution bias highlights a vague thinking pattern that tends to 

attribute negative intentions to displayed behaviors (Milich & Dodge, 1984). Individuals 

having hostile attribution bias envision things from their own compass of self generated 

expectations. Negative expectations about antagonistic behaviors create unjust attribution 

of hostility (Wu et al., 2014). 

 Employees having hostile attribution bias commonly blame external sources such 

as supervisors for all the negative occurrings and their own shortcomings. The findings 

clearly highlight that hostile attribution bias further strengthens the belief of 
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psychologically entitled employees of being mistreated by supervisors. This perceived 

mistreatment can be of any form like not receiving rewards, criticism on ordinary 

performance, not having promotions etc. Hostile attribution bias even masks the positive 

intent behind the actions of other organizational members (Dodge & Frame, 1982). 

The buffering influence of hostile attribution bias can also be understood in 

context of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Past research shows that employee 

attributions have a pronounced effect on social exchange processes prevalent in 

organization (Hewstone, 1989; Lawler & Thye, 1999). Hostile attribution bias focuses on 

employees‘ propensity towards negative and antagonistic attributions. This means that 

employees having this bias attribute positive events internally and negative or undesirable 

events externally (Weiner, 1985). Hence, the results of the study highlight that in the 

social exchange processes present in organization, employees having hostile attribution 

bias mistrust the intentions associated with exchange mechanism and blame others for all 

unfavorable happenings. So, the negative perceptions regarding key organizational 

members (i.e. supervisors) are intensified because hostile attribution bias augments the 

belief of entitled employees that they are being unjustly treated by organization.  

5.7. Discussion on Research Question 7 

 

Research question 7 highlighted: Does rumination buffer the relationship between 

abusive supervision perceptions and behavioral outcomes (knowledge hiding behaviors 

and instigated incivility)? 

To answer the above mentioned research question hypotheses 12 and 13 were formulated. 

Hypothesis 12 posited ―Rumination moderates the relationship between abusive 

supervision perceptions and knowledge hiding behavior such that it strengthens this 
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relationship‖ while hypothesis 13 highlighted ―Rumination moderates the relationship 

between abusive supervision perceptions and instigated incivility such that it strengthens 

this relationship‖. The results reveal that rumination did not moderate the linkage 

between abusive supervision perceptions and behavioral outcomes of employees. Hence, 

hypotheses 12 and 13 are not accepted. 

One possible explanation of this finding is that rumination might trigger a positive 

coping mechanism in individuals having abusive supervision perceptions. This coping 

technique may cause such employees to analyze the reason behind the negative behavior 

of supervisor and cope with it by amending oneself in accord with the criticism. This 

reasoning has its roots in the conceptualization that rumination is strategy of problem 

solving that can have both positive and negative consequences (Martin & Tesser, 1996). 

This can also be justified with the fact that rumination might instigate a self analysis in 

employees. This self analysis can probably instigate a thought that conflict with 

supervisor with a certain level of positional authority might create hindrances in 

achievement of personal milestones and goals. 

Another possible explanation for the fact that individual differences such as 

rumination does not have a significant impact on behavioral outcomes of employees 

related to negative events or instances (i.e. abusive supervision) is getting adapted to the 

negative experience. Research literature shows that adaptation tendency at workplace is 

negatively associated with instigation of hostile and uncivil behaviors (Reio & Ghosh, 

2009), and the existent research reveals that employees have a tendency to adapt and 

recuperate from uncivil and discourteous experiences at work with the passage of time 

(Matthews & Ritter, 2014). The past literature shows that adaptation impacts the 
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perceptions of individuals regarding abusive and rude behaviors of others. Hence, service 

sector employees might consider an occurring as uncivil or hostile, if they have shown 

adaption towards these rude behaviors present at workplace, they might not ruminate 

about that particular event with a pessimistic or negative lens. These results are aligned 

with few studies prevalent in literature. A research study conducted by Bayne (2015) 

depicted no significant moderation affect of rumination on the relationship between 

incivility and health outcomes of employees. Similarly, Marks, Sobanski and Hine (2010) 

conducted a study on the moderating impact of rumination on life hassles and 

psychological dysfunctions. This study also couldn‘t find a significant moderating impact 

of rumination on the association between life hassles and stress. 

5.8. Discussion on Research Question 8 

 

Research question 8 stated: Does job calling moderate the relationship between 

job stress and instigated incivility? To answer this particular research question, 

hypothesis 14 was formulated. Hypothesis 14 highlighted ―Job calling moderates the 

relationship between job stress and instigated incivility such that it weakens this 

relationship‖. The results reveal that hypothesis 14 is accepted. 

The results of study confirm the valence of living ones‘ job calling in service 

sector organizations operating in Eastern culture. Aligned with the findings derived from 

studies conducted in western cultures (i.e. Duffy, Allan, Bott, Torrey, & Dik, 2012), this 

study also confirms the moderating impact of calling. The results depict that job calling 

attenuates the positive relationship between job stress and instigated incivility. The 

individuals considering their job as a calling do not perceive their job as merely a source 

of earning income rather they deem their work as purposeful and meaningful. Such 
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individuals have a particular sense of emotional attachment with job where they want to 

contribute to the job and make a contribution. The previous research literature shows that 

job calling is found to be related to many positive job outcomes such as work meaning, 

organizational commitment, self efficacy, job satisfaction, occupational, person- job fit, 

occupational identity, work engagement, job involvement, organizational citizenship 

behavior (Park et al., 2016; Cardador et al., 2011; Duffy, Bott, Allan, Torrey, & Dik, 

2012; Praskova et al., 2015; Hirschi, 2012; Horvath, 2015). 

 Infact, the employees who live their job as a calling do not consider work stress 

as a hindrance in their goals rather they deem job stress as a challenge. The moderation 

impact of job calling on the job stress and instigated incivility linkage can be justified 

with the fact that employees living their job as a calling adopt a problem solving strategy 

that entirely focuses upon generating solutions to complex organizational problems rather 

than getting frustrated or stressed (Rawat & Nadavulakere, 2015; Esteves & Lopes, 

2017). Such individuals do not dwell on the workplace issues and whine about them all 

the time. Individuals living their job as a calling try to find answers to the problems and 

consider them as a challenge that is to be dealt with intellect and patience. 

Another possible explanation of the findings is that employees who live their job 

as a calling have an altruistic attitude. They like to help their fellow coworkers and 

consider helpfulness as their responsibility towards job (Conklin, 2012; Praskova et al., 

2015). Hence, the employees living their job as a calling attenuate the positive effects on 

uncivil behaviors of employees towards coworkers. The sense of purpose, self fulfillment 

(Bunderson & Thompson, 2009) and prosocial orientation (Praskova et al., 2015) linked 
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with job calling prohibits employee‘s stress to get translated into uncivil behaviors 

towards others.  

5.9. Discussion on qualitative research question 

 

The qualitative research question mentioned: ―How do the perceptions of psychological 

entitlement affect knowledge hiding and uncivil behaviors of service sector employees of 

Pakistan?‖ 

The purpose of the phase two of the study was to supplement and explain the 

results obtained from phase one of the study. Thematic analysis (Braune & Clarke, 1986) 

was conducted to generate themes and subthemes relevant to the qualitative research 

question. Phase two of the study focused upon explaining viewpoints and experiences 

related to how the perceptions of employees‘ psychological entitlement influence 

knowledge hiding and uncivil behaviors at work. The responses of the interviewees from 

service sector helped in understanding and elaborating the results obtained from 

quantitative portion of the study in detail.  

Interviews with the service sector employees highlighted their viewpoint 

regarding the prevalence of entitlement tendency at work. The qualitative analysis 

highlighted that psychological entitlement is a commonplace phenomenon at 

contemporary workplaces. Participants indicated that majority of the employee nowadays 

display a desire to get extraordinary rewards and exceptional treatment at workplace 

without equating the performance and quality of work being done. Participants mentioned 

that employees have a general perception that they are perfect in doing their tasks. They 

added that psychologically entitled individuals evaluate the recognition and rewards they 

get in comparison to that of their colleagues. Interviewees highlighted that every other 
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employee in workforce displays the entitlement tendency due to which it is difficult for 

managers to deal with this phenomenon. This finding is in line with current studies 

focusing upon the fact that entitlement is a widespread phenomenon and emerging 

problem for management in today‘s organizations (Jordan et al., 2017; Zitek & Jordan, 

2019).  

While talking about the characteristics of the phenomenon of entitlement, 

participants envisaged the role of parenting style in nurturing and shaping sense of 

deservingness among employees. The subtheme ‗helicopter parenting: sense of 

deservingness since childhood‘ indicated that providing extreme close attention to 

children and fulfilling all their wishes in childhood inculcates a sense of being ‗special‘ in 

them. Participants shared their own experiences by highlighting that individuals hold 

idealistic expectations at work because in childhood parents inculcate in them a sense of 

perfection and deservingness. This particular behavioral pattern of parents solidifies the 

feeling of being ‗best‘ in their children and reduces the level of responsibility in them. 

Participants highlighted that employees having such a parenting experience join 

workplace with augmented expectations and they want ‗every reward to be served to 

them in a plate‘. This finding envisaged that ‗helicopter parenting‘ where parents are 

overprotective for their children and try to do all tasks of their kids on their own trigger 

the feelings of entitlement in children. This qualitative finding sounds to be quite 

interesting because it envisages that roots of psychological entitlement doesn‘t exist in 

the organizational culture or organizational environment, rather, it is a phenomenon that 

starts breeding from the lap of parents. 
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Furthermore, participants discussed some other characteristics of psychologically 

entitled individuals on the basis of their own personal experiences. They highlighted that 

psychologically entitled employees have ‗poor self evaluation‘ because they fail to 

accurately estimate their abilities and efforts. Such individuals have exaggeratedly 

optimistic viewpoint about their own personalities and competency levels. The 

characteristic of ‗poor self evaluation‘ coincides with the previous studies highlighting 

that entitled employees have an enhanced self image with an element of grandiosity(see 

Campbell et al., 2004). One of the participants clearly used the term ‗poor self 

assessment‘ to describe the characteristics of entitled employees. This perspective of 

having poor self assessment or faulty self evaluation is coherent with Rosenthal & 

Pittinsky‘s (2006) description of psychologically entitled employees as having extremely  

positive views about their efforts and task performance.  

Proceeding further, another feature highlighted by participants during interviews 

was that psychologically entitled employees exhibit faulty comparisons with coworkers 

highlighted in the subtheme ‗I am as good as him‘—inaccurate comparisons with 

coworkers‘. They mentioned that such individuals compare themselves with colleagues 

and always indulge in erroneous comparisons. They compare themselves with coworkers 

who are high performers and enjoy good reputation at work. Participants mentioned that 

entitled individuals also believe themselves to be equally competent as high performing 

coworkers. These finding are consistent with previous studies highlighting that 

psychologically entitled employees have erroneous judgments regarding own abilities 

and interpersonal relations at work (Snow et al., 2001; Campbell et al., 2004).  
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Moreover, during interviews, participants shared their viewpoint about the 

precursors of employees‘ knowledge hiding behaviors and envisaged ‗employees‘ 

insecurities at job‘ as a main trigger behind knowledge withholding at work. Participants 

indicated that employees with any type of insecurity pertaining to their work, 

competencies or personalities can involve them in counterproductive knowledge 

behaviors. The past literature reveals that psychologically entitled employees are self 

centered, depict attention seeking behavior, want to stay in limelight, always want 

admiration and acceptance from people around them and get offended quite 

easily(Campbell et al., 2004; Grubbs & Exline, 2017; Harvey et al., 2014). These 

characteristics reveal that somewhere behind the mask of this self centered personality 

are some insecurities that are being hidden by entitled individuals by opting many tactics 

and behaviors. So this finding also lends support to previous studies focusing upon the 

features of psychologically entitled individuals. 

The qualitative analysis further highlighted that employee insecurities can take 

two forms (subthemes); ‗workplace jealousy‘ and ‗fear of losing uniqueness‘. 

Participants envisaged that employees are usually jealous of their colleagues and are 

always in this tension that their coworkers might go ahead of them. They further 

discussed that such employees cannot bear the success of their coworkers and are always 

indulged in unhealthy social comparisons. They consider colleagues as their rivals and 

are never happy about their achievements and rewards. This particular qualitative finding 

supports the previous research highlighting that psychologically entitled employees are 

egotistical in nature and they possess selfish goals rather than compassionate or helping 

goals (Campbell et al., 2004; Zitek, Jordan, Monin, & Leach, 2010). Participants posited 
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that such employees have a perception of being always right and possess negative 

cognitions pertaining to the coworkers and their work. They elaborated further that this 

negative thinking pattern and associated comparison indulges employees having 

workplace jealousy in knowledge hiding behaviors at work. The element of jealousy 

pinpointed by participants coincide with the viewpoint of Levine (2005) that 

psychologically entitled employees make negative judgments in interpersonal 

relationships and also with that of Harvey and Martinko(2009) highlighting that entitled 

employees get indulged in conflicts with other organizational members because of not 

getting same rewards as that they get. These conflicts and unfair comparisons with 

coworkers might provoke jealousy in entitled employees.  

Apart from being workplace jealousy, service sector employees‘ encounter a fear 

of losing exclusivity or distinctiveness at workplace highlighted in subtheme ‗fear of 

losing uniqueness‘. Participants shared their viewpoint that fear of losing their unique 

position at work indulge employees in knowledge hiding behavior. Participants explained 

that employees avoid sharing of their knowledge with colleagues if they feel that sharing 

it might reduce their uniqueness. This uniqueness might be in perspective of doing some 

task in a better way than others or having more expertise in the work. Interviewees were 

of the viewpoint that employees who are insecure about their personality tend to hide 

their knowledge and expertise due to the fear of losing individuality of doing the task. 

This finding is coherent with the viewpoint of Webster et al. (2008) mentioning that 

employees indulge in knowledge withholding because of the fear of losing their 

distinctiveness and, enhancing the dependency of other people on them. 
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Furthermore, the theme named as ‗self centeredness‘ depicted a viewpoint of 

participants  that employees who are self obsessed and self interested never want to assist 

others at work. The interviewees highlighted that self centered employees close 

themselves in a self developed shell and dislike interacting with others and sharing 

anything with them. Interviewees revealed that self centered employees are discourteous 

towards others and don‘t like to share their knowledge with others because they deem it 

as their property. They further mentioned that such employees want to stay in limelight 

and want supremacy in every task due which they don‘t exhibit helping behaviors 

towards others at work. This finding is aligned with previous studies mentioning entitled 

employees as selfish and mean in their goals. These studies also highlight that such 

employees avoid altruistic behaviors towards others at work (see Campbell et al., 2004; 

Zitek, Jordan, Monin, & Leach, 2010). 

In terms of behaviors at work, ‗reciprocity‘ was another theme that emerged from 

the qualitative analysis. Participants indicated that employees are involved in a give and 

take process at work. They mentioned that most of the time they respond positive 

treatment positively and negative treatment in a negative manner because it is a common 

human propensity. Few participants talked about reciprocity in terms of knowledge 

hiding behaviors by envisaging that when employees are not subjected to just treatment at 

work, they get indulged in trap of ‗tit for tat‘ and one of the reaction can be knowledge 

concealment as knowledge is an important resource of employees. Participants also 

discussed about reciprocity in terms of intentionality or unintentionality. Few participants 

highlighted that they get indulged in negative behaviors at work as a result of perceived 

negative treatment unintentionally. The perspective of unintentionality discussed by 
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participants lends support to the Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) definition of incivility 

highlighting that uncivil behaviors are rude and discourteous behaviors that are 

ambiguous in nature where the element of intentionality is unclear. The phenomenon of 

reciprocity discussed in detail by participants provides support to social exchange theory 

(Blau, 1964) as an underlying mechanism behind association of psychological 

entitlement and employee behavioral reactions. Previous studies also demonstrated that 

employees‘ reciprocity perceptions determine reactions to psychological entitlement 

(Mackey et al., 2016). 

Furthermore, ‗displaying discourtesy at work‘ and ‗stress prompts coldness‘ were 

two subthemes that emerged under the umbrella of ‗reciprocity‘ theme. Participants 

mentioned that when they receive undesirable treatment from organization or members, 

they commonly become discourteous with others. They further elaborated that they tend 

to become harsh with others, their facial expressions alter and they become quiet. 

Similarly, some participants elaborated their viewpoint that stress generated through 

negative workplace treatment affects the way they interact with their coworkers and 

family. They clearly mentioned that they become harsh and rude in their day to day 

dealings with others. Participants envisaged that stress can never be hidden and it gets 

expressed in one way or another, even if they don‘t do anything, it gets revealed in the 

way they behave or interact with others at work or even home. This finding provides 

support to the previous studies highlighting job frustration as a precursor of employees‘ 

deviant behaviors (See Penney & Spector, 2005; Harvey & Harris, 2010). 

Another shade of interaction with coworkers was depicted in another most 

recurring theme ‗social sharing‘. Participants mentioned that when they get subjected to 
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negative workplace treatment by organization or its representatives, they reduce their 

stress by sharing their problems, concerns, thoughts and viewpoints with coworkers. 

Participants highlighted that this conversation with colleagues can be in the form of some 

serious discussion or even gossiping about the organizational members, however, social 

sharing is a common phenomenon at workplace. This finding was quite interesting as it 

provided a new avenue of studying psychological entitlement and job stress with social 

sharing behaviors of employees‘ empirically. Previous research literature indicates that if 

employees feel any sort of incongruity between their existent situation and the ideal 

situation, they tend to share their feelings about these negative events to their colleagues 

(Deifendroff & Gosserand, 2003; Baranik, Wang, Gong, & Shi, 2017). 

Another interesting finding that emerged from qualitative study was that entitled 

employees indulge in ‗workplace politics‘. Participants indicated that psychologically 

entitled employees indulge in political behaviors to fulfill their desire to be the centre of 

attention and enjoy superiority. Participants mentioned that entitled employees opt 

‗ingratiation tactics‘ to stay in the good books of their seniors and get maximum 

limelight. On the other hand, few participants mentioned that individuals having sense of 

deservingness indulge in leg pulling when they fail to get their expected rewards and 

recognition. This depicts that such employees‘ hold others responsible for their inability 

to get rewards and involve in political behaviors such as leg pulling of fellow employees. 

Viewpoint of participants‘ pertaining to the involvement of psychologically entitled 

employees in political behaviors is aligned with study of Harvey and Harris (2010) 

demonstrating the association of psychological entitlement with politicking at work. 
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Similarly, ‗attributions determine perceptions and behaviors‘ was another 

important theme that emerged from the qualitative phase of study. Participants 

highlighted their viewpoint by elaborating that reason behind negative perceptions and 

resultant negative behaviors is faulty attribution pattern of individuals. Employees having 

negative attributional patterns show a tendency of viewing every individual with a 

negative lens. Participants highlighted their viewpoint that negative attributional pattern 

especially in context of supervisor by envisaging that employees rarely take 

responsibility of their own actions and blame supervisors for negative appraisal. 

Participants highlighted that they consider supervisor as biased and unfair when they do 

not get desired workplace treatment or appraisals. This illustrates that biased attributions 

of employees can influence the thinking patterns and perceptions of employees regarding 

organizational members. This qualitative finding renders support to previous studies 

focusing upon the impact of attribution styles on employees‘ thinking patterns (See 

Martinko et al., 2011).  

When participants were asked about ways to get rid of negative thinking patterns 

and behaviors, they highlighted ways of getting rid of the negativity spiral at work that 

mitigates positivity and involve employees in negative behaviors. Two subthemes namely 

‗dream job fights negativity at work‘ and ‗honest and consistent feedback‘ constituted the 

theme ‗fighting the negativity spiral‘. Participants highlighted that being in their desired 

job in many ways help them to fight negativity at workplace. They reflected that due to 

this particular likeness for their job, they feel a sense of satisfaction and meaningfulness. 

They said that they are so busy doing their own tasks that they don‘t even find time for 

negativity.  
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They further added that they consider it as a responsibility to help others at work. 

Three participants highlighted the importance of regular and honest feedback by 

mentioning that provision of timely and right feedback mitigates the unrealistic 

expectations of employees. Regular review of performance and realistic feedback fight 

negative perceptions of employees and also keep them on track. This particular 

qualitative finding is coherent with Harvey and Dasborough (2015) study focusing upon 

the need of delivering feedback in multiple communication styles i.e. assertive, rational 

etc in order to mitigate entitlement tendency. Empirical studies focusing upon the effect 

of feedback on entitlement propensity are scarce so this qualitative finding along with 

previous studies (see Jordan et al., 2017) guides researchers to empirically analyze the 

impact of different feedback mechanisms and delivery styles on entitlement tendency   

In addition to timely and consistent feedback, another technique highlighted by 

participants to fight negativity at work was ‗positive coping at work‘. Participants 

elaborated their viewpoint further by highlighting that they try to divert their attention 

towards positive things around them when they are being victimized by negative 

treatment by supervisors. They also highlighted that they try to regain their position 

which was lost due to some negative episode with some organizational member i.e. 

supervisor. Some mentioned that they look forward to meditation to get themselves away 

from the stress generated due to the negative episodes with seniors. Participants also 

highlighted that their ultimate desire is always to regain the lost position and improve 

performance. They highlighted that such events happen on daily basis and keeping these 

in mind can affect their health and performance. This particular finding of qualitative 

study supports studies focusing upon the strategies used by employees to deal with stress 
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and frustration at work(Zheng, Kashi, Fan, Molineux, & Ee, 2016; Holton, Barry, & 

Chaney, 2016; Chen, Peng, Xu, & O‘Brien, 2018). 

The qualitative study also revealed the targets that employees might choose to 

transfer anger and aggression at work. Throughout the interviews, participants mentioned 

certain targets pertaining to transfer of negativity they receive from their managers or 

supervisors. Participants highlighted that it is common tendency of human beings to 

transfer their stress and aggression to others in order to get rid of it; however, the targets 

might vary.  Four participants mentioned that coworkers and in group of supervisor are 

the common targets to transfer aggression. Participants elaborated that coworkers are 

always there with employees and they share same space due to which employees find it 

easy to transfer their anger to them. Participants reflected that employees choose in-

groups of supervisors to transfer anger because they believe that they are favorites of 

employees and the best revenge would be to hit the favorite ones of supervisors. The 

transferred aggression can take many forms like ostracizing others, becoming hostile 

towards them etc.  

On the other hand, some participants highlighted that subordinates and family are 

one of the common targets of getting rid of anger and aggression due to the behaviors of 

seniors. Participants were of the viewpoint that they tend to choose weak targets who 

they believe have a lesser propensity to retaliate or respond in return such as younger 

siblings or juniors at work. This shows that employees do find ways to transfer 

aggression although the targets and their characteristics might vary. The qualitative 

findings pertaining to transfer of anger and negativity to coworkers, subordinates and 

family instead of seniors strongly support the theory of displaced aggression (Dollard et 
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al., 1939) which highlights that employees choose convenient targets to transfer their 

anger and aggression at work. 

5.10. Discussion on Mixed Method Research Question 

 

Mixed method research question highlighted: How can the findings that arise 

from the qualitative data be used to give a deeper understanding of the behavioral 

patterns of psychologically entitled employees‘? 

This particular research question was answered on the basis of mixing (Creswell 

& Plano Clark, 2007) the results of quantitative and qualitative portion. Tashakkori and 

Creswell (2007) highlighted this type of research question as an ―integrated‖ or ―hybrid‖ 

question. This research question deals with the basic essence of sequential mixed 

research method of interpreting the whole analyses after finishing both phases. This 

particular procedure allowed for the findings of the qualitative phase to elaborate and 

build upon the statistical findings attained from the quantitative phase of the study. The 

results of the study are then explained in detail by combining both quantitative and 

qualitative findings to enhance the understanding of the problem in question. 

The results of the quantitative study revealed that psychological entitlement has a 

positive impact on knowledge hiding behavior of employees proving the hypothesis 1 of 

the study. This finding supports the previous research literature highlighting that 

psychologically entitled employees engage in deviant and counterproductive work 

behaviors if their self proclaimed expectations go unfulfilled (see Harvey & Harris, 2010; 

Harvey et al., 2014; Mackey at al., 2016). An explanation for this finding provided by 

participants in the qualitative phase of the study was that employees who are self centered 

and selfish in nature indulge in knowledge hiding behaviors at work. They further 
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elaborated that such employees are not helping by nature and because of their negative 

personality disposition they indulge in unfavorable behaviors such as knowledge hiding 

at work. Several previous research studies have also mentioned that psychologically 

entitled individuals possess self interested and self centered nature that inhibits them from 

getting involved in positive workplace behaviors (Harvey & Harris, 2010). Participants 

discussed that employee comparisons with others at work also indulge them in 

knowledge withholding. They stated that entitled individuals are self focused and they 

compare themselves with other colleagues on regular basis. Participants also highlighted 

that the comparisons made by such employees are mostly unrealistic and inaccurate and 

when they do not get outcomes aligned with their perceptions, they prohibit their helping 

behaviors at work.  

Similarly, when participants were asked exclusively about triggers of knowledge 

hiding at workplace, they recurrently mentioned ‗employee insecurities at job‘ as a main 

reason behind knowledge withholding behaviors at work. Two subthemes originated 

under the umbrella of this particular theme were named as workplace jealousy and fear of 

losing uniqueness. Participants explained that employees who are jealous of coworkers 

and fearful of others going ahead of them have a greater propensity to hide information 

from others. This particular subtheme also lends support to the relationship between 

psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behavior empirically tested in 

quantitative phase because research literature reveals that psychologically entitled 

employees desire for a preferential treatment as compared to coworkers at work 

(Campbell et al., 2004).  
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The element of comparing ones‘ rewards with coworkers clearly visualize that 

such employees want to get ahead of their fellow employees. Such employees do not 

focus on own performance rather they are always indulged in a game of getting more 

recognition and rewards than coworkers and this particular propensity envisage an 

element of jealousy in psychologically entitled employees. Similarly, participants‘ 

viewpoint regarding fear of losing exclusivity as a trigger of knowledge hiding also 

supports the linkage between psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behaviors. 

This particular fear can also be present in psychologically entitled employees because 

they have a strong sense of superiority and uniqueness (Campbell et al., 2004) and they 

have a tendency to get involved in negative behaviors like knowledge hiding when their 

feeling of superiority is being challenged. 

 ‗Reciprocity‘ was one of the recurrent theme in qualitative analysis which helped 

to explain why psychologically entitled employees might engaged in counterproductive 

knowledge behaviors. Participants highlighted that they get indulged in an exchange 

process in organizations where good deeds are exchanged with good reactions while bad 

deeds are responded by bad reactions. Participants shared their experiences by envisaging 

that when expectations regarding rewards are not fulfilled, they might conceal their 

resources i.e. knowledge from others just as a trickledown effect. Participants shared that 

their perceptions regarding reciprocity are shaped by the fact that how they are being 

treated at workplace. This finding is in line with the previous studies highlighting that 

perceptions regarding exchange process determines employees‘ behavioral reactions 

(Harvey & Harris, 2010; Mackey at al., 2016). 
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Quantitative results also proved hypothesis 2 highlighting that ‗psychological 

entitlement has a positive influence on instigated incivility‘. The theme of ‗reciprocity‘ 

generated in the thematic analysis also validated the relationship between psychological 

entitlement and instigated incivility.  Participants clearly used the words ‗give and take‘ 

and ‗tit for tat‘ while describing their behaviors at work. On the basis of their personal 

experiences, participants highlighted that their behaviors at work are dependent upon the 

treatment they receive from organization and its members. Participants mentioned that it 

is common human psyche that people act in the same way as they feel they are being 

treated by others. The phenomenon of seeking vengeance was also discussed by 

participants while discussing the linkage between psychological entitlement and 

employee negative behavioral reactions.  

Two subthemes ‗displaying discourtesy‘ and ‗stress prompts coldness‘ emerged 

under the theme of reciprocity. Displaying discourtesy as a result of perceived negative 

treatment explains the relationship between psychological entitlement and instigated 

incivility. Incivility research clearly mentions that instigated incivility is characterized by 

display of rude and discourteous behaviors (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Similarly, 

‗stress prompts coldness‘ provides support to the association between psychologically 

entitlement and uncivil behaviors at work. Participants highlighted that non fulfillment of 

expectations and negative workplace treatment makes them irritable and cold in their 

behaviors towards coworkers, friends and family. This coldness can be in the form of 

silence, negative facial expressions, ignoring others etc. All of these behaviors are 

coherent with the definition of incivility provided by Andersson & Pearson (1999). 
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Hypothesis 3 highlighting the relationship between psychological entitlement and 

abusive supervision perceptions, hypothesis 4 envisaging the positive effect of abusive 

supervision perceptions on knowledge hiding behavior and hypothesis 5 positing abusive 

supervision perceptions as a mediating mechanism between psychological entitlement 

and knowledge hiding behavior was proved in the quantitative phase of the study. 

Qualitative findings explained these results as participants mentioned that it is a basic 

human instinct to develop viewpoints about other organizational members on the basis of 

experiences they share with them. Aforementioned recurrent theme  ‗reciprocity‘ 

provided support to these hypotheses as participants envisaged that they develop thinking 

and perceptions about others on the basis of how they believe they are being treated. So, 

negative perceptions about supervisors might be due to the belief of getting unequal 

workplace treatment because of the entitlement tendency. Participants‘ stance regarding 

exchange relations determining perceptions about others i.e. supervisors can build upon 

the previous studies focusing upon entitlement tendency as a precursor of abusive 

supervision perceptions (See Harvey et al., 2014; Mackey et al., 2016). Participants  

highlighted that perception of not being given desired treatment at workplace give rise to 

biased and pessimistic feelings regarding the organization and its members involved in 

the process i.e. supervisors. They also envisaged that these negative feelings are 

transformed in to negative attitudes or behaviors sooner or later and the reason behind is 

feeling of seeking revenge and some of the participants even highlighted that this revenge 

can be even more severe in nature. This particular perception regarding the ‗tit for tat‘ 

pattern existent in organizations provides support to the social exchange theory (Blau, 
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1964) which explains that employees have a tendency of responding positively to the 

positive behaviors and negatively to the negative behaviors.  

Furthermore, participants directly referred to their bosses or supervisors by 

highlighting that supervisors serve as a bridge between senior management and 

employees.  The subtheme ‗its not my fault; its supervisor‘s fault—supervisor is biased‘ 

coming under the umbrella of main theme ‗attribution determines perceptions and 

behaviors‘ clearly envisaged participants‘ perceptions regarding role of supervisor in 

shaping their viewpoints at work. Participants highlighted that failure in getting desired 

rewards or appreciation is mostly attributed to supervisor because they hold supervisor 

responsible for good performance appraisals and also deem supervisor as a main 

connection between senior management and employees.  

They posited that when they do not get desired workplace treatment they believe 

that supervisor was unable to display their competency to senior management or to 

defend them. Participants also mentioned that a failure to get expected rewards generate 

negative perceptions about supervisors. These perceptions can be about supervisor being 

unjust, insecure etc. These characteristics are in line with characteristics of abusive 

supervisor being given by Tepper (2000). This particular belief of thinking supervisor as 

a connection between employees and senior management is aligned with previous studies 

(Wang & Noe, 2010; Harvey et al., 2014). Moreover, interviewees while discussing 

reciprocity at work highlighted that most of the times employees seek vengeance for the 

negative experiences or negative events they come across at work.  
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Participants recurrently highlighted that it is basic human nature to seek revenge 

or behave in a negative way when they fail to get expected rewards or are subjected to 

negative workplace treatment. They exclusively talked about knowledge considering it an 

asset and a tool for employees. They highlighted that sometime information or 

knowledge is not shared due to negative perceptions about reciprocity. This particular 

viewpoint of hiding knowledge due to lack of reciprocity is aligned with previous 

research studies (see Zhao et al., 2016). Participants also highlighted that whenever they 

are subjected to any negative workplace treatment by seniors or organizational 

management, they tend to reduce their helping behaviors towards others at work. The 

reduction in helping or altruistic behaviors can point towards reduction in knowledge 

exchange as it is also referred as altruistic behavior (Rosendaal & Bijlsma-Frankema, 

2015).  

Furthermore, when employees were asked regarding the targets of these negative 

behaviors at workplace as a result of perceived negative supervision, one of the themes 

generated in the qualitative portion of the study was ‗targets of transferred negativity‘. 

This theme comprised of two subthemes ‗coworkers and in groups of supervisors‘ and 

‗subordinates and family‘. These subthemes represented a mixed response where most of 

the interviewees‘ highlighted coworkers and in groups of supervisors as targets of 

transferred aggression and negativity at workplace while some respondents highlighted 

‗subordinates and family also a source of aggression‘. This particular qualitative finding 

provides partial support to the quantitative finding that employees transfer their 

aggression due to the uncivil behaviors of supervisors to colleagues at work. Participants 

mentioned that since colleagues share the similar space with the employees so mostly 
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employees deem coworkers as an easy victim of transferring negativity. But along with 

that participants also mentioned that aggression might be transferred specifically to in 

groups of perpetrators, juniors or family. So in terms of knowledge hiding behaviors, it 

can be possible that employees might stop sharing knowledge with in groups or juniors as 

a vengeance. These qualitative findings as a whole lend support to displaced aggression 

theory (Dollard et al., 1939) which highlights that employees choose convenient victims 

to transfer their aggression and anger at workplace. However, this qualitative finding also 

provides a useful future direction of studying incivility targeting in groups, subordinates 

and family. 

Proceeding further, quantitative results revealed that hypothesis 6 highlighting a 

positive association between abusive supervision and incivility and hypothesis 7 

envisaging abusive supervision perceptions as a mediator between psychological 

entitlement and instigated incivility were accepted. Participants‘ viewpoints during 

interviews supported these findings as they highlighted that negative workplace treatment 

can indulge them in discourteous and rude behaviors towards others. Participants 

mentioned silence, ignoring others, and negative facial expressions as examples of 

discourteous behaviors they might opt at work. These negative behaviors discussed by 

interviewees clearly envisage the features of uncivil behaviors given by Andersson & 

Pearson (1999). Another recurrent subtheme was stress prompt ‗coldness‘ where 

interviewees mentioned that stress due to any organizational factor can bring irritability 

and coldness in their behaviors. They referred coldness as ostracizing others and getting 

discourteous towards others. This finding explains that stress induced due to 

organizational actors i.e. supervisor can also result in discourteous behaviors at work.  
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Over all the main theme‘ reciprocity at work‘ also explains the hypothesis 7 as 

participants mentioned that non fulfillment of expectations at work make them feel that 

they do not get as much as they give to workplace, they generate negative feelings about 

organization and its members which may end up in some intentional or unintentional 

revenge. Participants also added that they often blame supervisor when they do not get 

their expected rewards as one of the subtheme emerged in qualitative analysis was ‗It‘s 

not my fault; its supervisor‘s fault—supervisor is biased‘. Also the theme ‗targets of 

transferred negativity‘ clearly highlighted the viewpoint of participants that they show 

negative behavioral reactions to coworkers, subordinates and family members. This 

qualitative finding lends partial support to the quantitative results as the participants 

highlighted that uncivil behaviors in addition to coworkers can also be targeted to 

subordinates and family.  

Moreover, the quantitative analysis highlighted that the hypothesis 8 envisaging 

the positive association between psychological entitlement and job stress and hypothesis 

9 highlighting a positive relationship between job stress and instigated incivility and 

hypothesis highlighting job stress as a mediator between psychological entitlement and 

instigated incivility was proved. Subtheme ‗stress prompts coldness‘ coming under the 

main theme of ‗reciprocity at work‘ clearly visualizes that workplace stress generated 

through perceived negative workplace treatment lead to employees‘ uncivil behavioral 

reactions. Participants‘ viewpoints regarding role of stress in determining cold and rude 

behaviors also strengthens the quantitative finding pertaining to the mediation effect of 

stress on the relation between psychological entitlement and incivility. These findings are 
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aligned with previous research focusing upon the role of frustration between entitlement 

perceptions and employee deviant workplace behaviors (See Harvey & Harris, 2010). 

Furthermore, the quantitative results revealed that hypothesis 11 envisaging 

hostile attribution bias as a moderator between psychological entitlement and abusive 

supervision perceptions was accepted. The qualitative analysis further explained this 

finding as participants highlighted that attributions play a crucial role in determining 

perceptions and behaviors of employees. They explained that negative attributions are 

like an invisible veil that covers the eyes of employees and make their perceptions biased. 

Participants envisage that mostly employees do not accept their own mistakes and tend to 

put entire blame on supervisors as they deem them as an important link between them 

and senior management. This finding is aligned with previous studies highlighting the 

impact of psychological entitlement on employees‘ negative perceptions regarding 

supervisors (Harvey et al., 2014; Mackey et al., 2016). The participants clearly 

highlighted that our biased thinking styles and attributions affect our perceptions 

regarding organizational members including seniors, coworkers and juniors. 

Proceeding further, quantitative results revealed that hypothesis 12 stating 

rumination as a moderator on the relationship abusive supervision perceptions and 

knowledge hiding behavior and hypothesis 13 positing rumination as a moderator on the 

relationship between abusive supervision perceptions and instigated incivility was not 

accepted.  Qualitative analysis helped in explaining these insignificant results as one of 

the recurrent subtheme that emerged in qualitative analysis was ‗positive coping at work‘. 

Participants highlighted that they fight with the negative behaviors of their seniors by 

adopting positive ways. Participants highlighted that job stressors are many but due to the 
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fast paced work, employees cannot cling to those negative behaviors for a longer time 

period, so their foremost reaction is to find ways to improve performance, reinstate their 

lost position in front of supervisor and getting indulged in recreational activities. This 

envisages that service sector employees adopt positive coping techniques to deal with 

interpersonal stressors. They are of the viewpoint that over thinking about the negative 

episodes with seniors can be of no use so the better response is to act thoughtfully and 

find ways to reduce stress levels and reinvigorate the lost position. 

 Participants‘ highlighted different reactions to being negatively treated by 

supervisors such as one of the participants elaborated that ―My reaction is always to 

divert my attention towards other positive things. Like I may watch a movie or hang out 

of friends”. Another participant mentioned meditation and food as the sources to reduce 

stress due to abusive behavior of boss. Participants also highlighted that dealing with 

negative behaviors of supervisors has transformed in to a routine so they cannot always 

crib about it because ultimately it affects employee performance at work. So this clearly 

highlights that service sector employees instead of ruminating mostly rely on positive 

approaches to fight back negative supervisory behaviors.  

Lastly, the hypothesis 14 highlighting the moderating role of job calling on the 

relationship between job stress and instigated incivility was accepted in the quantitative 

portion of the study. Qualitative analysis envisaged a repetitive theme named as ‗fighting 

the negativity spiral‘ that strongly supported this quantitative finding. This theme 

comprised of a subtheme named as ‗dream job fights negativity at work‘. Participants 

clearly highlighted that that being at a desired and meaningful job enhances their level of 

satisfaction and also inculcate in them a sense of altruism. This finding is in line with 
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previous studies focusing upon the impact of job calling on employees‘ organizational 

citizenship behaviors and satisfaction with job (Park et al., 2016; Xie et al., 2017). 

Participants articulated that a desirable job keeps them away from negativity at work. 

Participants‘ viewpoint about being positive and helping at work due to living their job 

calling indicates that employees‘ job calling does influence the mechanism through 

which work stress translates into incivility towards coworkers. Table 5.1 highlights the 

synchronisation table to match the journey of research gaps, objectives, hypotheses with 

results after quantitative analysis and qualitative themes to support them. 

Table 5.1 Synchronisation Table 

Research 

Gaps 

Corresponding 

research 

objective 

Corresponding 

Hypothesis 

(acceptance/rejection) 

Supporting themes  

 

Gap 1 

 

RO 1,11,12 

 

H1(supported) 

 

Theme 2, 3,4,5 

Gap 2 RO 1,11,12 H2(supported) Theme 2,5,10 

Gap 3 RO 1,2,4,11,12 H3,H4,H5(supported) Theme 2, 3, 4, 5: Subtheme 

5A, 8: Subtheme 8a,  

Gap 4 RO 2,5,11,12 H6(supported) Theme 2, 5, 8: Subtheme 

8a, 10. 

Gap 5 RO 1,2,5,11,12 H2, 

H3,H6,H7(supported) 

 

Theme 5, 8: Subtheme 8a, 

10. 

Gap 6 RO 6,11,12 H2,H8,H9,10(supporte

d) 

Theme 2,3,5,10 

Gap 7 RO 7,11,12 H11(supported) Theme 8 

Gap 8 RO 8,9,11,12 H12,13(not supported) Subtheme 9c 

Gap 9 RO 10,11,12 H14(supported) Theme 9 
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Furthermore, following empirical model can be drawn on the basis of significant paths 

and discussion of the study. 

 

Figure 5.1 Empirical Model of Psychological Entitlement and Behavioral Outcomes in 

Pakistan 

5.11. Implications of the Research 

 

This research study extends the previous research (Martinko et al., 2016; Martin 

et al., 2019) focusing upon the negative and undesirable employee reactions associated 

with psychological entitlement tendency of employees. The findings of this mixed 

method study highlight certain theoretical and practical implications. These implications 

are discussed below: 



249 
 

 

5.11.1. Theoretical implications. Current research along with a limited number 

of others in the field of social psychology and organizational behavior, advocates that 

phenomenon of psychological entitlement is a trigger of negative employee feelings and 

behaviors. Interpretation and explanation of quantitative results with the help of 

qualitative interviews has introduced a new dimension in the current literature of 

psychological entitlement and associated employees‘ perceptions and behaviors. The 

findings of the study will assist the researchers in enriching the current literature while 

stressing upon the themes generated in the qualitative portion of the study highlighting 

the viewpoints and experiences of service sector employees regarding phenomenon of 

psychological entitlement and related behavioral patterns.  

An overview of current literature indicates that the phenomenon of psychological 

entitlement is ignored by scholars for quite a long time (Aslop, 2008; Dasborough & 

Harvey, 2015; Jordan et al., 2017; Zitek & Jordan, 2019). This research is an addition to 

studies that envisage personality traits as trigger of negative behavioral outcomes of 

employees (Pan et al., 2018). Current CWBs‘ research focuses upon the antecedents of 

employees‘ deviant or negative behaviors at work. Among these determinants, 

personality dispositions have captured attention of recent research studies (Zheng et al., 

2017; Pan et al., 2018). This study presents an integrated model that inculcated social 

exchange theory (Blau, 1964) to highlight the effects of a negative personality disposition 

i.e. psychological entitlement on employee negative behavioral outcomes along with the 

role of perceptions, feelings and cognitions. This research adds to the theory of social 

exchange (1964) by demonstrating how the perceptions regarding the social exchange 
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mechanisms at work place impact the behavioral patterns of psychologically entitled 

individuals. 

Previous researches have elaborated the impact of psychological entitlement on 

certain attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of employees like perceived inequity, 

turnover intent, job satisfaction and conflict with supervisor, coworker abuse and political 

behavior, reduced OCB‘s, enhanced CWB‘s, abusive supervision perceptions, coworker 

bullying, failure to follow instructions etc(Naumann et al., 2002; Harvey & Martinko, 

2009; Harvey & Harris, 2009; Szalkowska et al., 2015; Wheeler et al., 2013; Mackey et 

al., 2016; Zitek & Jordan, 2019). However, the studies envisaging the relationship of 

psychological entitlement with counterproductive knowledge behaviors are scarce. This 

research showed that how psychological entitlement tendency of employees can affect 

their knowledge exchange capacity of employees. This study disclosed that 

psychologically entitled employees withhold their knowledge when they feel that their 

expectations regarding rewards and recognition are unfulfilled. In the similar manner, 

there exists paucity of research pertaining to the impact of psychological entitlement on 

mild counterproductive behaviors; instigated incivility. Although, incivility has been 

associated with many interpersonal or situation factors, but how incivility can be affected 

by personality disposition of employees has been ignored by research studies. This study 

builds upon the growing workplace incivility literature by examining how aberrant 

personality traits can instigate uncivil behaviors at work. 

This study also uncovered the mediating role of abusive supervision perceptions 

between psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding behavior and between 

psychological entitlement and instigated incivility. The results demonstrate that abusive 
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supervision perceptions may serve as a link between psychological entitlement tendency 

and employee behavioral outcomes. Two previous researches (Harvey et al., 2014; 

Martinko et al., 2016) have demonstrated the mediating impact of abusive supervision 

between psychological entitlement and employees‘ attitudinal and behavioral reactions. 

However, none of the past researches unveiled the intervening impact of abusive 

supervision perceptions between psychological entitlement and knowledge hiding 

behavior and instigated incivility. This study fills this theoretical void and unfolds the 

intervening role of abusive supervision perceptions in context of these outcomes. This 

research also serves as an addition to the displaced aggression theory (Dollard et al., 

1939) as it illustrates that employees as a result of negative treatment by supervisor 

choose easy victims i.e. coworkers to direct their knowledge withholding and uncivil 

behaviors. 

Likewise, findings regarding the intervening role of stress between psychological 

entitlement and instigated incivility of employees allow an enhanced discernment of the 

mechanism through which psychological entitlement might affect employee behavioral 

outcomes. Few studies in past have demonstrated the mediating influence of stress (see 

Chen, Lin, & Lien, 2011), however, there is scarcity of research studies that highlight its 

mediating role between psychological entitlement and uncivil behaviors of employees. 

The results of this study unveil job stress as a mechanism through which psychologically 

entitled employees engage in rude and discourteous behaviors towards fellow coworkers. 

Proceeding further, this study also reveals that how individual differences might 

impact the effect of psychological entitlement on employees‘ perceptions at workplace. 

This study extends the previous research literature that examines the impact of cognitive 
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biases on employee perceptions, attitudes and behaviors. The buffering influence of 

hostile attribution bias on the association between psychological entitlement and abusive 

supervision perceptions fills a theoretical gap indicated by Wu et al. (2014) envisaging 

that the influence of cognitive biases on perceptions of employees need to be studied. 

Hostile attribution bias is also considered as a cognitive bias that accredits the worst or 

negative intentions to some action or behavior (Milich & Dodge, 1984). The findings of 

this study clarify that how cognitive biases of employees intensify the impact of 

psychological entitlement tendencies on employees‘ perceptions reading organizational 

actors i.e. supervisors. 

Another theoretical implication of this research is the examination of boundary 

effect of job calling on the association between job stress and instigated incivility. The 

study revealed that employees who live their job calling avoid indulgence in undesirable 

behaviors at workplace. The reason is that such employees consider their job as 

meaningful and display altruistic behaviors towards others at work. Such employees 

consider their duty to assist coworkers as this enhances their satisfaction and commitment 

towards their job (Duffy & Dik, 2013; Park et al., 2016). This buffering impact of job 

calling between job stress and instigated incivility adds to the previous research literature 

that shows an enhanced concern in studying the impact of job calling on employee 

attitudinal and behavioral reactions (Yoon et al., 2016; Dalla Rosa & Vianello, 2020). 

The results revealed job calling as a boundary condition that diminishes the positive 

relationship between job stress and uncivil behaviors of employees. 

Furthermore, this study highlights an added need to expand the prevalent 

knowledge about the experiences of employees and various effects of these experiences 
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that has capacity to give in depth meaning to the phenomenon of psychological 

entitlement and consequent employees‘ perceptions and behavioral patterns. There are 

studies focusing upon the antecedents and outcomes of psychological entitlement but 

research that encompasses employees‘ experiences pertaining to the ‗why‘ element of 

psychological entitlement guarantees additional attention. The findings of the qualitative 

portion shall be beneficial for researchers to unfold the phenomenon of entitlement and 

associated outcomes i.e. knowledge hiding behavior and instigated incivility and shall 

help in supplementing the empirical research in this domain. 

5.11.2. Practical implications. The findings of study highlight certain 

implications that can be helpful for managers who have to persistently deal with negative 

behavioral patterns of psychologically entitled employees. Moreover, strategy 

implications are also discussed which shall help strategists in designing strategies and 

policies pertaining to employees who are entitled and get indulged in negative behavioral 

patterns and perceptions. 

5.11.2.1. Managerial implications. Dynamic organizational environment requires 

leveraging of employees‘ prosocial work behaviors (Bozionelos & Singh, 2017; Kang, 

Kim, Choi, & Li, 2020) and arresting employees‘ knowledge hiding and uncivil 

behaviors (Schilpzand et al., 2016; Skerlavaj et al., 2018) in order to enhance work 

performance and mitigate counterproductive work behaviors. Current study found a 

positive association of psychological entitlement tendency with employees‘ knowledge 

hiding behaviors and instigated incivility. So in order to reduce these negative behavioral 

outcomes, organizational management must opt approaches to mitigate the entitlement 

propensity among employees. Firstly, human resource managers should make an effort to 
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gauge the entitlement levels of employees at initial selection stage (Harvey & Martinko, 

2009). As this practice might give an opportunity to service sector managers to screen out 

highly entitled individuals rather than choosing to manage their entitlement levels when 

they join the organization. 

Furthermore, the personality assessment through various tests at the hiring stage 

can also help managers in appropriate dealing of entitled employees in terms of the 

feedback they provide and also in context of monitoring them. Such employees require 

careful attention as the entitlement tendency is tightly engraved in their personalities. 

This perspective has also been highlighted in qualitative study where one of the 

subthemes was ‗Helicopter parenting: Sense of deservingness since childhood‘. 

Interviewees highlighted a pertinent point that employees join workplaces with a plethora 

of unrealistic expectations that have roots in the parenting style and family systems. 

Mentoring and counseling can help in reducing these augmented expectations of 

employees. The focus of management on thoughtful handling of entitled employees is 

crucial because in service sector organizations employee interaction with customers is at 

peak so any negative outcome or response owing to psychological entitled personality of 

employees can pose serious threat to customer satisfaction and company‘s reputation.  

Secondly, the findings of the study revealed that negative perceptions formulated 

due to personality characteristics indulge employees in negative behavioral outcomes. So 

the organizations can take certain steps to promote positive thinking patterns among 

employees. An open organizational environment and organizational culture focused on 

altruism and sharing can a go a long way to discourage knowledge hiding and uncivil 

behaviors of employees(Preiera et al., 2017; Skerlavaj et al., 2018). Knowledge hiding 
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behaviors of employees can be reduced by discouraging territorial behaviors and 

insecurities of employees- through team based performance appraisal, co-ownership of 

knowledge and group or team based rewards (Singh, 2019). In order to reduce the 

prevalence of negative behaviors at work organizations  must create and install human 

resource processes that encourage selection of employees who are high on 

conscientiousness and agreeableness whereas low on traits like neuroticism (Colbert, 

Mount, Harter, Witt, & Barrick, 2004; Wang, Noe, & Wang, 2014; Anaza & Nowlin, 

2017). This practice can help in reducing workplace deviance and also counterproductive 

knowledge behaviors. 

Thirdly, abusive supervision perceptions is found to be a vital mechanism in harm 

caused by psychological entitlement, so interventions focused upon reducing abusive 

supervision perceptions can also mitigate knowledge hiding behaviors and instigated 

incivility. Entitled employees do not accept their mistakes and engage in self generated 

conflict with supervisor and also take constructive criticism negatively. Qualitative 

analysis of the study revealed a subtheme ‗It‘s not my fault; its supervisor‘s fault—

supervisor is biased‘ indicating that entitled employees have a propensity to blame 

supervisors for their own failures and shortcomings. In such cases, supervisors must be 

cautious in dealing with entitled individuals. The attitudinal issues of entitled employees 

must be given equal importance as the performance issues. To prevent the development 

of negative perceptions, supervisors must counsel entitled employees and establish clear 

criteria of evaluation of performance. If supervisor‘s feedback is very frequent, 

psychologically entitled employees might feel agitated thus thinking supervisor as 

controlling and discourteous. This does not mean that supervisors must not hold high 
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expectations or compromise on standards; rather, it depicts that keeping an eye on 

entitled employees from a distance is more beneficial. 

Fourth, the findings of this study highlight that entitled individuals generate more 

negative perceptions about organizational members if the hostile attribution bias is high 

as compared to when it is low. Similarly, the qualitative portion of the study also revealed 

a theme ‗attributions determine perceptions and behaviors‘ which shows that entitled 

employees have a general tendency of blaming others of their wrongdoings. In order to 

deal with such attribution biases, organizational tactics focused upon reducing the levels 

of ambiguity in terms of performance expectations must be opted (Harvey & 

Dasborough, 2015). The accountability mechanisms prevalent in work organizations 

must aid to elucidate roles and associated expectations, which as a result lessen ambiguity 

about rewards. The importance of feedback has also been highlighted by interviewees in 

qualitative phase as one of the subtheme ‗honest and consistent feedback‘ envisaged the 

importance of regular process of candid feedback for entitled employees based upon the 

fact that it can reduce the idealistic expectations of employees regarding performance and 

rewards. 

Fifth, another challenge for service sector management is the communication of 

the critical or negative feedback to the psychologically entitled employees in such a way 

that the ego defensive nature of such employees does not block it. This activity of 

providing timely and right feedback is important in service industry because any delay or 

biasness in the provision of feedback can affect the relational coordination with employee 

and also the quality of services provided to customers (Andersson, 2006). Furthermore, if 

judicious feedback is delivered directly with substantiating proof (i.e. performance 
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evaluations through 360 degree feedback) might help in dismissing the perceptual filters 

that such employees use to negate negative criticism. 

Sixth, the organizational management must do a conscious effort to develop 

employees through certain empathy development trainings (i.e. teaching employees to 

comprehend affective signals, understand the viewpoint of others, and approving own 

feelings). Such type of employee development trainings can mitigate psychological 

entitlement by exercising an impact on employees‘ eagerness to get involved in altruistic 

behaviors (Pecukonis, 1990). The findings of the study highlighted job stress as a key 

mechanism through which entitled employees might indulge in uncivil behaviors. So in 

order to reduce instigated incivility, interventions focusing upon job stress can also play 

their role. Proper counseling and stress management trainings can help to mitigate the 

negativity spirals at workplace. Likewise, cognitive modification trainings to reduce the 

attributional biases of employees can be of great use (see Hawkins & Cougle, 2013). 

Furthermore, the qualitative analysis indicated an important subtheme ‗positive coping at 

work‘ under the umbrella of main theme ‗fighting the negativity spiral‘ which highlights 

that trainings pertaining to positive coping techniques can bring a significant 

improvement in negative behavioral patterns of employees. 

Seventh, the managers must also be trained regarding avoidance of rating errors 

especially leniency biases pertaining to the appraisal of employee performance. Rater 

error training sessions or frame of reference trainings can significantly decrease the ―false 

optimistic‖ performance appraisals, reducing the possibility that undeserving individuals 

will get rewards. Such type of training shall lead to fair performance evaluations which 

have the capacity of reducing expectations of entitled employees regarding self 
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proclaimed rewards (Fisk, 2010). A just performance evaluation system shall convey a 

clear message to all employees that rewards are linked with the level of efforts and only 

good performers shall get rewards. 

Eighth, the qualitative study indicated ‗employee insecurities‘ as a trigger of 

knowledge hiding behavior. So, organizational management must properly counsel and 

train employees to use certain strategies to fight back insecurities at workplace. The 

strategies such altruistic tendency, interpersonal communication, forgiveness seeking etc 

can be taught to employees in order to promote a healthy workplace culture (Williams & 

Zadro, 2005; Zhao et al., 2016). Behavioral modeling Interventions focusing on reducing 

employees‘ negative thinking patterns can help in reducing employee negative behavioral 

outcomes to a greater extent (Zhao et al., 2016). 

Ninth, findings of the quantitative study demonstrated job calling as a moderator 

of the association between job stress and instigated incivility such that it reduces the 

positive linkage between the two. Moreover, the qualitative study also revealed a 

subtheme ‗dream job fights negativity at work‘ indicating that job calling has a 

propensity of reducing negative behaviors at work. This finding provides guideline for 

organizational managers to encourage their employees to boost their sense of calling, if 

the ultimate goal is to have satisfied and productive employees at job and in their 

personal lives. More distinctively, as suggested by Pratt and Ashforth(2003), managers 

can enhance employees‘ job calling by linking the tasks of employees to a broad purpose, 

thereby inculcating a sense of meaningfulness. Research reveals that employees who 

consider their work as a part of religious framework tend to experience greater sense of 
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job calling(Davidson & Caddell, 1994) so organizational management must give chances 

to employees to tie job tasks with their spiritual lives. 

5.11.2.2. Strategic Implications. This study also highlights certain strategic 

implications keeping in view the association of psychological entitlement with employee 

negative behavioral outcomes. Organizations can design certain strategies to reduce the 

root cause of counterproductive knowledge behaviors and deviant behaviors at 

workplace. This study highlighted psychological entitlement as a trigger of employee 

undesirable behavioral outcomes so strategies designed to reduce the prevalence of 

entitlement tendency can mitigate resultant counterproductive or negative behaviors at 

work. Firstly, contingency management or connecting rewards with good performance as 

indicated in traditional models pertaining to behavioral modification can be used to 

reduce entitlement propensity and improve work performance (Wellner, 2004). 

Compensation strategies that serve to link rewards with employee performance are 

considered as helpful in curbing the entitlement tendency and low performance 

orientation that might arise when recognition and rewards are distributed on non-

contingent grounds (Heneman, Fay, & Wang, 2001).  

Secondly, several techniques such as linking long term goals with performance, 

reducing ―soft landing‖ arrangements that mitigate exit compensatory settlements or 

inculcating claw-back provisions into the job contract can be used to avoid incongruity 

between pay and employees‘ performance (Bebchuk & Fried, 2005). These suggestions 

have been elaborated in context of executive compensation; however, such practices can 

be employed to curtail entitlement at a basic level. Hence, the compensation policies and 

strategies must be carefully designed in order to eliminate the entitlement tendencies of 
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today‘s workforce. The compensation policy and standards must be transparent as secret 

compensatory strategies or policies might inculcate the erroneous feelings of injustice in 

terms of pay and rewards (Wellner, 2004).  

Thirdly, in order to fight back entitlement propensity, organizational management 

must focus upon the careful employee selection strategies. One of the recommended 

human resource selection strategy is ‗buy- a- talent‘ human resource selection strategy. 

This particular strategy shall provide leaders and management with prospective 

employees who enter the organization with functional personality traits that mitigate 

knowledge hiding and incivility and enhance employees‘ work performance (Singh, 

2019). Furthermore, the organizational management must realize that programs or 

interventions that enhance knowledge sharing do not essentially mitigate knowledge 

hiding behaviors (Kang, 2016); hence, explicit incentives and initiatives might be 

introduced to curtail knowledge hiding. For this purpose, organizational management 

must revamp their knowledge management strategy by incorporating job redesign such as 

enhancing decision autonomy and task interdependence can promote pleasant and trustful 

employee bondings (Cerne et al., 2017; Xiao & Cooke, 2018).  

Regarding uncivil behaviors at work, organizations must make an effort to design 

and implement policies and programs that minimize the existence of uncivil behaviors at 

workplace as if ignored they might get transformed into violence. Human resource 

development professionals can prevent workplace incivility by providing training to 

managers and employees about the warning signals of workplace deviance (Coco, 1988). 

Human resource development policies focused upon identification and mitigation of 



261 
 

 

uncivil behaviors can prevent incidence of workplace incivility by counseling 

perpetrators who show a propensity to get involved in uncivil acts. 

Fourth, the findings of both quantitative and qualitative study revealed that 

psychologically entitled employees experience job stress and also develop negative 

perceptions about their colleagues i.e. supervisors. The findings further highlighted that 

hostile attribution bias strengthen the effect of psychological entitlement on abusive 

supervision perceptions of employees. Keeping in view these key findings, apart from 

focusing upon strategies to mitigate psychological entitlement, organizational 

management must also focus upon strategies that deal with employees‘ stress and 

attributional biases that determine their perceptions. The organizational management can 

design strategies such as better orientation through support groups, counseling and 

mentoring, enhanced access to opportunities regarding professional development and 

promoting resilience among employees (Herman & Reinke, 2015; Herman, Hickmon, & 

Reinke, 2018).  

 Human resource development strategies focusing upon equipping employees 

with techniques of adaptive thinking and consequent adaptive behaviors can bring a 

significant improvement in employees functioning. Likewise, in order to resolve the 

problem of hostile attribution bias, organizational management must redesign the 

performance management policy to inculcate feedback process that is effective in nature 

(Harvey, Harris, & Martinko, 2008). The effective feedback must encompass three levels 

including self (employee attitude related), task (job related) and motivational (inspiring 

exertion to do a particular task) (Moss & Sanchez, 2004). A regular feedback can 

effectively reduce the negative attributions of employees as when employees have a clear 
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understanding about their shortcomings, the propensity to blame others for own failures 

becomes less(Harvey et al., 2008). 

Fifth, both quantitative and qualitative findings highlighted the role of job calling 

in reducing the uncivil behaviors of employees. In order to promote the sense of job 

meaningfulness and worth among employees, organizational management must 

implement policies and practices that promote ‗transcendence‘ — which means that 

employees must be communicated that how employees‘ tasks aligned with mission of 

organization add to the common good(see Steger & Dik, 2010). If employees are 

provided opportunities to voice their opinion and feedback regarding organizational 

functions, work environment is transformed in a manner that facilitates job calling of 

employees. Involvement of employees in designing the work environment might sound 

risky, but if carefully implemented followed by guidelines that foster collaboration 

between organizational leaders and employee towards a reciprocal objective of aligning 

employee capabilities with organizational goals, such uncertainty is negligible. 

Furthermore, ‗job crafting‘ techniques through which organizations can support 

employees to form and mould work environment in such a way that promote a sense of 

living job calling should be promoted (Bindl, Unsworth, Gibson, & Stride, 2018; Zhang 

& Parker, 2019). 

5.12. Limitations and Future Research Avenues 

 

This research study highlights certain limitations and research directions for 

future studies. Firstly, in this study, data were gathered from only four service sector 

organizations i.e. hotel, banking, education, and telecom sector which might be a concern 

regarding the generalizability of results. Future researches can also choose other 
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organizations in service industry such as hospitals, recreation services, insurance 

companies, IT companies (Ahmad & Ahsan, 2011) etc. The selection of such diverse 

service sector organizations can generate interesting findings. Furthermore, the concept 

of psychological entitlement and its behavioral reactions can be studied in other sectors 

too such as manufacturing etc. This can assist in enhancing the generalisibility of results 

in multiple industries. 

Secondly, this study used self reported scales to gauge different concepts that 

might raise the problem of social desirability bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, to 

minimize this problem, we assured respondents about the confidentiality and anonymity 

of the questionnaire. Participants were informed that there is no right or wrong response 

as the researcher is only concerned with honest viewpoint of the participants. The past 

studies reveal that such measures can minimize the effect of social desirability problem 

(Loh & Loi, 2018). Finally, researcher also performed Harman‘s single factor test to 

check if common method bias is a serious issue. The results of this test ensured that 

common method variance is not a critical concern for our data. However, future research 

studies can use multisource data (i.e. supervisor or coworker reported) to curb the issue of 

common method biasness. 

Thirdly, in this study, only two behavioral outcomes of psychological entitlement 

are studied. Future researches can also study other counterproductive outcomes to yield 

better understanding regarding the consequences of psychological entitlement. Moreover, 

this study focused upon only two mediating mechanisms i.e. abusive supervision 

perceptions and job stress. Some other phenomena such as anger, perceived injustice or 

disappointment (Grubbs & Exline, 2016) can mediate the link between psychological 
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entitlement and employee outcomes. Future researches can use these variables as 

intervening mechanisms between psychological entitlement and behavioral or attitudinal 

outcome of employees. Furthermore, future researches can focus on the buffering 

influence of demographic factors and ethical culture on the association between 

psychological entitlement and employee outcomes. 

Fourth, upcoming researches might examine that whether degree of entitlement of 

employees change with the passage of time  and if so, does social exchange perceptions 

get influenced by it accordingly. It is probable that newly inducted employees might have 

different expectations regarding social exchange as compared to employees who have 

already formed social exchange relationships at workplace (Mackey et al., 2016). This is 

an interesting possibility to be explored in future. 

Fifth, this research incorporated the sequential explanatory mixed method design 

where first phase was quantitative in nature and data were gathered though surveys. 

While the second phase was qualitative and data were collected through one to one 

interviews. Mixing was done when data were linked during the phases and also at the end 

of study in the discussion section where whole analysis was interpreted in order to 

understand the phenomenon with clarity. It is recommended that future researches might 

incorporate some intense mixed methodologies such as concurrent transformative, 

concurrent triangulation etc (See Creswell, 2003).  

Lastly, the interesting themes that emerged in the qualitative portion of the study 

can be tested in future empirical studies. One of the recurrent themes in the qualitative 

section was ‗workplace politics‘. Participants mentioned that psychologically entitled 
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employees have a tendency to get involved in workplace politics i.e. ingratiation tactics 

and leg pulling. So, future studies can empirically examine the impact of psychological 

entitlement on organizational politics. Proceeding further, ‗social sharing‘ was another 

theme that emerged in the thematic analysis. Participants indicated that they usually share 

their feelings and emotions related to the previous negative events with coworkers. 

Previous research clearly indicates that entitled employees perceive the existence of more 

negative events as compared to coworkers.  

These negative events can be not getting desired rewards and appreciation 

(Harvey & Harris, 2010). So this finding opens new avenues for future research that 

might study the impact of psychological entitlement on social sharing of employees. 

Moreover, past researches in the field of psychology indicate that sharing of negative 

emotional experiences with others can reduce their negative impact on employees (Rime, 

1995; Luminet, Bouts, Delie, Manstead, & Rime, 2000). So social sharing can also be 

used as a buffering mechanism that might impact the linkage between employee negative 

experiences (such as job stress and abusive supervision) and employee negative 

outcomes.  

Similarly, another subtheme that originated in qualitative portion was ‗fighting 

the negativity spiral‘. This theme comprised of two interesting subthemes i.e. ‗honest and 

consistent feedback‘ and ‗positive coping at work‘. Interviewees highlighted that honest 

and regular feedback can help in mitigating entitlement tendency of individuals. This 

particular finding provides a useful insight for upcoming researches that can empirically 

test honest feedback as a moderator on the association between psychological entitlement 

and negative attitudinal or behavioral outcomes. Likewise, participants mentioned that 
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positive coping assist them in fighting against the negative behaviors of seniors at 

workplace. This finding can be helpful for future researchers who aim to examine factors 

that might mitigate the influence of abusive supervision perceptions and stress on 

employee behavioral reactions.  

Positive coping techniques mentioned in the research literature such as 

mindfulness meditation, problem solving can be used as a moderating mechanism on the 

linkage between abusive supervision perceptions and employee negative behavioral 

outcomes. Furthermore, the qualitative thematic analysis indicated a theme named as 

‗targets of transferred aggression‘. Apart from coworkers, the qualitative analysis 

indicated in group of supervisors, subordinates and family as easy targets of employee 

negative behaviors such as incivility. This useful insight invites a call for research on 

empirically examining the impact of psychological entitlement on employee incivility 

directed at subordinates, family and specifically in- groups of supervisors.  

5.13. Conclusion 

 

This dissertation reflects an effectively designed strategy that is mixed in nature. 

The study highlights the benefits of using mixed method design through which certain 

pitfalls pertaining to single method research technique can be mitigated. The research 

results envisage that all the proposed objectives have been fulfilled with the help of 

sequential explanatory mixed method. The quantitative portion of the study revealed that 

psychological entitlement has a positive impact on knowledge hiding behaviors and 

instigated incivility of employees. Likewise, the abusive supervision perceptions 

mediated the linkage between psychological entitlement and two behavioral outcomes i.e. 

knowledge hiding and instigated incivility. Furthermore, the mediating impact of job 
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stress between psychological entitlement and instigated incivility is also established. 

Proceeding, further the results of the study highlight hostile attribution as a moderator on 

the association between psychological entitlement and abusive supervision perceptions. 

Similarly, this study highlights that job calling moderates the linkage between job stress 

and instigated incivility. Furthermore, the quantitative findings revealed that rumination 

did not moderate the association between abusive supervision perceptions and knowledge 

hiding behaviors. Likewise, rumination also did not moderate the linkage between 

abusive supervision perceptions and instigated incivility. The qualitative phase of the 

study helped in explaining and validating the findings of the quantitative phase of the 

research. Ten main themes along with some corresponding subthemes were emerged in 

the study that explained all the significant and insignificant findings of the study.  
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Appendices 

Appendix I 

Questionnaire (T1) 

 

Section A 

This section contains the demographic information. Please answer the following 

questions: 

 

A.1 Gender                  A.2 Age  

 

 

   

 

A.3 Education                                                         A.4 Tenure 

 

 

A.5 Sector                                                                          A.6 Type of organization 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 2 3 4 

15-25 26-35 36-45 > 45 

1 2 

Male Female 

1 2 3 4 

Less than 

Bachelors 
Bachelors  Masters 

More than 

Masters 

1 2 3 4 

<1 1-5yrs 6-10yrs >10yrs 

1 2 

Public Private 

1 2 3 4 

Banks 
Telecom 

sector 

Education 

sector 

Hotel 

Industry 

Dear Respondent, 

Thank you for participating in this research, your participation is crucial for its success. I am PhD 

scholar at Foundation University Rawalpindi Campus and conducting research as part of my degree. 

This research will be carried out in three phases, where you will be contacted three times after a gap 

of a month. At each stage you will be requested to fill out a questionnaire.  

Please answer all questions openly and honestly. Remember that there is no right or wrong answers. 

Your responses will remain confidential and will be used for research purposes ONLY. The only 

―bad‖ responses are the ones that do not reflect your honest opinion. Please respond to the questions 

with the answer that first springs to your mind. If you have questions at any time about the study or 

the procedures, you may contact the researcher Maria Khalid; email: mariakhalid327@yahoo.com 

 

 

. 
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Section B 

Psychological Entitlement  

 

For further stages please provide the following information: 

 

Name of Respondent: __________________________________________________________ 

Primary Email Address: __________________________________________________________ 

Secondary Email Address: ________________________________________________________ 

OR 

 Postal Address (if you would like to receive a hardcopy of questionnaire):  

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

Contact Number (Optional): ______________________________________________________ 

 

COMMENTS (IF ANY) : 

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________ 

  

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

D
is

ag
re

e 

D
is

ag
re

e 

N
eu

tr
al

 

A
g

re
e 

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

A
g

re
e 

B1 I honestly feel I‘m just more deserving than others. 1 2 3 4 5 

B2 Great things should come to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

B3 
I were on the Titanic, I would deserve to be on the 

first lifeboat! 
1 2 3 4 5 

B4 I demand the best because I‘m worth it. 1 2 3 4 5 

B5 I do not necessarily deserve special treatment (R). 1 2 3 4 5 

B6 I deserve more things in my life. 1 2 3 4 5 

B7 People like me deserve an extra break now and then. 1 2 3 4 5 

B8 Things should go my way. 1 2 3 4 5 

B9 I feel entitled to more of everything 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix II 

Questionnaire (T2) 

Section C 

Abusive Supervision Perceptions 
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C1 My supervisor ridicules me 1 2 3 4 5 

C2 My supervisor tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid 1 2 3 4 5 

C3 My supervisor gives me the silent treatment 1 2 3 4 5 

C4 My supervisor puts me down in front of others 1 2 3 4 5 

C5 My supervisor invade my privacy 1 2 3 4 5 

C6 My supervisor reminds me of my past mistakes and failures 1 2 3 4 5 

C7 
My supervisor doesn‘t give me credit for jobs requiring a lot 

of effort 

1 2 3 4 5 

C8 
My supervisor blames me to save himself/herself 

embarrassment 

1 2 3 4 5 

C9 My supervisor breaks promises he/she makes 1 2 3 4 5 

C10 
My supervisor expresses anger at me when he/she is mad for 

another reason 

1 2 3 4 5 

C11 My supervisor makes negative comments about me to others 1 2 3 4 5 

C12 My supervisor is rude to me 1 2 3 4 5 

C13 
My supervisor does not allow me to interact with my 

coworkers 

1 2 3 4 5 

C14 My supervisor tells me I‘m incompetent 1 2 3 4 5 

C15 My supervisor lies to me 1 2 3 4 5 

Dear Respondent, 

 

Thank you for participating in second stage of this research. Just to remind you that your 

participation is very crucial for this research‘s success.  

 

Please answer all questions openly and honestly. Remember that there is no right or wrong 

answer. Your responses will remain confidential and will be used for research purposes 

ONLY. The only ―bad‖ responses are the ones that do not reflect your honest opinion. Please 

respond to the questions with the answer that first springs to your mind. If you have questions 

at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the researcher Maria Khalid at 

mariakhalid327@yahoo.com 

 

 

. 
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Section D 

Job Stress 

 

Section E 

Hostile Attribution Bias 
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D1 My job is extremely stressful 1 2 3 4 5 

D2 Very few stressful things happen to me at work  1 2 3 4 5 

D3 I feel a great deal of stress because of my job 1 2 3 4 5 

D4 
I almost never feel stressed because of my work 

(R) 
1 2 3 4 5 
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E1 
I commonly wonder what hidden reason another person may 

have for doing something nice for me 
1 2 3 4 5 

E2 Most people are honest chiefly through fear of being caught 1 2 3 4 5 

E3 I think most people would lie to go ahead. 1 2 3 4 5 

E4 
I have often found people jealous of my good ideas because 

they have not thought of them first. 
1 2 3 4 5 

E5 
People pretend to care more about one another than they 

really do 
1 2 3 4 5 

E6 A person is better off if he/she doesn‘t trust anyone. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Section F 

 

Rumination 
 

 

 

Section G 

 

Living Job Calling 

 
Note: This section contains items regarding living job calling. Job calling is regarded as seeking 

meaningfulness in job which contributes to common well being of society or in simple words living 

job calling being in a job that gives you meaningfulness and satisfaction. A job that is not only a 

source of income but also gives you inner peace. Please answer the following items if you currently 

feel a calling to a particular job or line of work 
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F1 
I tend to ruminate or dwell over things that happen to me for a really 

long time afterward 
1 2 3 4 5 

F2 
Often I‘m playing back over in my mind how I acted in a past 

situation.  
1 2 3 4 5 

F3 
I always seem to be rehashing in my mind recent things I‘ve said or 

done. 
1 2 3 4 5 

F4 
Long after an argument or disagreement is over with, my thoughts 

keep going back to what happened. 
1 2 3 4 5 

F5 I don‘t waste time rethinking things that are over and done with. (R) 1 2 3 4 5 

F6  I often find myself reevaluating something I‘ve done. 1 2 3 4 5 

F7 
I often reflect on episodes in my life that I should no longer concern 

myself with. 
1 2 3 4 5 

F8 
 I spend a great deal of time thinking back over my embarrassing or 

disappointing moments. 
1 2 3 4 5 

F9 I never ruminate or dwell on myself for very long (R) 1 2 3 4 5 

F10 It is easy for me to put unwanted thoughts out of my mind (R) 1 2 3 4 5 

F11 Sometimes it is hard for me to shut off thoughts about myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

F12 
My attention is often focused on aspects of myself I wish I‘d stop 

thinking about. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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G1 I have regular opportunities to live out my calling  1 2 3 4 5      NA 

G2 I am currently working in a job that closely aligns 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
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For last stage please provide the following information: 

 

Name of Respondent: __________________________________________________________ 

Primary Email Address: __________________________________________________________ 

Secondary Email Address: ________________________________________________________ 

OR 

 Postal Address (if you would like to receive a hardcopy of questionnaire):  

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Contact Number (Optional): _________________________________________________________ 

 

COMMENTS (IF ANY) : 

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

with my calling 

G3 I am consistently living out my calling. 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

G4 
I am currently engaging in activities that align with 

my calling. 1 2 3 4 5 
NA 

G5  I am living out my calling right now in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

G6 
I am working in the job to which I feel called 

1 2 3 4 5 
NA 



319 
 

 

 

Appendix III 

Questionnaire (T3) 

 

Section H  

Knowledge Hiding Behavior 

Please think of a recent episode in which a specific co-worker requested knowledge from you and 

you declined to share your knowledge or expertise with him/her or did not give all of the information 

needed. 

 

 

 

 

N
ev
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A
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H1 Agreed to help him/her but never really intended to  1 2 3 4 5 

H2 
Agreed to help him/her but instead gave him/her 

information different from what she wanted  1 2 3 4 5 

H3 
Told him/her that I would help him/her out later but 

delayed as much as possible  
1 2 3 4 5 

H4 
Offered him/her some other information instead of what 

he/she really wanted  
1 2 3 4 5 

H5 Pretended that I did not know the information  1 2 3 4 5 

H6 Said that I did not know, even though I did  1 2 3 4 5 

H7 Pretended I did not know what he/she was talking about  1 2 3 4 5 

H8 Said that I was not very knowledgeable about the topic  1 2 3 4 5 

Dear Respondent, 

 

Thank you for participating in third and last stage of this research. Just to remind you that your 

participation is very crucial for this research‘s success.  

 

Please answer all questions openly and honestly. Remember that there is no right or wrong 

answer. Your responses will remain confidential and will be used for research purposes ONLY. 

The only ―bad‖ responses are the ones that do not reflect your honest opinion. Please respond to 

the questions with the answer that first springs to your mind. If you have questions at any time 

about the study or the procedures, you may contact the researcher Maria Khalid at 

mariakhalid327@yahoo.com 

 
 

. 
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Section I 

Instigated Incivility  

 

Please try to sincerely indicate that ‘How often this you have exhibited the following behaviors in 

the past year to coworkers or fellow employees at work’. 

 

Note: 

Dear Respondent,  

I have to conduct interviews as part of this research. I shall be really obliged if you agree to 

participate in this activity in near future. Please show your agreement by encircling one of the options 

given below 

 

Do you agree to participate in interviews conducted by researcher in near future?    

 

 

 

 

 

 

N
o

t 
at

 a
ll

 

O
cc

as
io

n
al

ly
  

 

F
re

q
u

en
tl

y
 

M
o

st
 o

f 
th

e 

ti
m

e 

A
ll

 t
h

e 
ti

m
e 

I1 Put down others or were arrogant to coworkers in some way 1 2 3 4 5 

I2 
Paid little attention to a statement made by coworkers or 

showed little interest in their opinion 
1 2 3 4 5 

I3 
Made demeaning, rude or derogatory remarks about 

coworkers 
1 2 3 4 5 

I4 
Addressed coworkers in unprofessional terms either privately 

or publicly 
1 2 3 4 5 

I5 
Ignored or excluded coworkers from professional camaraderie 

(e.g. conversation) 
1 2 3 4 5 

I6 
Doubted coworker‘s judgment in a matter over which they 

have responsibility 
1 2 3 4 5 

I7 
Made unwanted attempts to draw coworkers into a discussion 

of personal matters 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 

Agree Disagree 
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Appendix IV 

Permission Letter 

My name is Maria Khalid. As a doctoral candidate at Foundation University Rawalpindi, 

I am collecting data for my dissertation. The main purpose of conducting this interview is 

to gain knowledge related to the employee personality and behaviors. I request you to 

share your viewpoints and experiences with honesty. Your participation in this interview 

is voluntary and choosing not to participate will have no adverse consequences for you. I 

also ensure that information/feedback provided by you will be kept confidential and only 

be utilized for study/research purpose. 

 

 

 

Participant 

………………………… 

Researcher 

………………………… 

Date  

………………………… 
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Appendix V 

Demographics of Interviewees 

1. Name …………………………. 

2. Gender……………………………………    3. Age…………………………… 

4. Professional experience …………………    5. Industry………………………… 

5. Education……………………………….. 

6. Current position in Organization ………………………… 
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Appendix VI 

Interview Guide 

1. Would you agree that some people desire for a preferential treatment at workplace as 

compared to colleagues? 

 Have you ever thought this way? 

2. What is your viewpoint regarding employees desiring for extra rewards and appreciation 

for their minimal efforts? 

 Have you ever come across such people in your professional life? 

3. Please explain have you ever thought that you deserve the best things in life because you 

are worth it? 

 How many times this thought came to your mind? 

4. Can you tell me why employees sometimes avoid sharing of knowledge with colleagues? 

 Can you please tell me some example? 

5. In your viewpoint, what are the reasons behind knowledge hiding behavior of 

employees? 

 Elaborate your viewpoint further? 

6. Please tell have you seen employees hiding knowledge from coworkers because of not 

getting expected rewards and appreciation? 

7. What role do you feel personality play in employees‘ knowledge hiding behavior? 

 Please explain 

8. Do you think we respond towards others on the basis of the treatment we get from them? 

 Share example if you have any 

9. Have you seen employees around you showing a negative reaction towards coworkers 

due to the negative treatment being received from organization or senior organizational 

members? 

10. Have you ever come across a situation where you were impolite to your coworker just 

due to the negative behavior of your seniors? 
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11. Please tell me in what ways an employee may hold supervisor responsible for not getting 

the rewards they think they deserve? 

 

12. How do you think employees‘ expectations regarding recognition and rewards are related 

to the behavior of supervisor?  

13. In your viewpoint, do employees think that a supervisor not providing expected rewards 

and appraisal is unjust? 

14. In your opinion, what possible reactions do you think employees can show to the 

perceived unfair or impolite of supervisor?  

15. Why do you think it is difficult for people to forget the negative behaviors of others? 

16. In your opinion, what are the possible reactions of over thinking to an employee? 

 Please give examples if you have any 

17. Please explain the statement that our perceptions regarding others are being affected by 

the biases in your thinking patterns? 

 How come? 

18. Do you feel people have hidden reasons behind doing something nice for you? 

 Please further elaborate 

19. Have you ever got stressed because of your work? 

 How this state of mind affected others? 

20. In your opinion being in a desired/favorite job stops you from getting engaged in negative 

behaviors? 

 How come? 
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