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Abstract 

This study analyses the moderating impact of psychological entitlement on the 

relationships between organisational identification, moral identity centrality and 

organisational engagement of Millennials. It addresses the knowledge gap pertaining to the 

organisational engagement of Millennials. Although engagement is conceptualised as a 

multidimensional construct, organisational engagement has only recently received the focus 

of attention of researchers. Despite Millennials being considered an entitled generation, 

psychological entitlement remains largely an unexplored area. The survey involved 285 

Millennial Master of Business Administration (MBA) students in two leading universities in 

Sri Lanka. The data was analysed using Structural Equation Modeling. The results indicated 

no support for the premise that psychological entitlement moderated the relationships between 

organisational identification or moral identity centrality and organisational engagement of 

Millennials. The results provide valuable insights into the organisational engagement of 

Millennials and address some of the gaps in understanding the impact of psychological 

entitlement on organisational engagement.    
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Introduction 

Engagement is a multidimensional construct (Bailey et al., 2017; Saks, 2006; 

Schaufeli et al., 2006). According to So et al. (2021), employee engagement 

comprises person, work, relation, and organisational engagement.  Work engagement 

is “the harnessing of organizational members’ selves to their work roles” (Kahn, 

1990, p. 694). Saks (2006) proposed that “engagement is specific to the role that an 

employee is performing, and most employees have at least two primary roles – their 

work role and their role as a member of their organization” (Saks et al., 2021, p. 23). 

Bailey et al. (2017) emphasised that “only a small number of studies thus far have 

examined job vs organizational engagement, and there is scope to develop this line 

of research further” (p. 46). Saks et al. (2021) defined organisational engagement as 

“the harnessing of organization members’ selves to their organization role” (p. 24). It 

is “about the extent to which employees bring their full and complete self into the 

performance of organization-based tasks, activities, events, assignments, projects and 

so on that they have to do as a member of their organization” (Saks et al., 2021, p. 

24). 

 

This study focuses on the Millennials/Generation Y who may encompass 75% of 

the worldwide labour force by the year 2025 (Omilion-Hodges & Sugg, 2019; Ubl et 

al., 2017). Millennials exhibit distinctive work-related attitudes and behaviours such 

as non-compliance, and emphasis on work-life balance, leadership, and recognition 

(Gursoy et al., 2013; Hui et al., 2020; Mahmoud et al., 2020; Polat & Yılmaz, 2020; 

Seemiller & Grace, 2018). Researchers have focused on the work or employee 

engagement of Millennials but not necessarily on the organisational engagement of 

Millennials (Cattermole, 2018; Jha et al., 2019; Murphy, 2012; Raza et al., 2017). It 

is noteworthy that So et al. (2021) identified organisational engagement as having the 

highest variance among the dimensions of employee engagement. Engaging 

Millennials seems to be a challenge for organisations given that they seldom appear 

to get attached to their workplaces and are likely to emphasise individual goals over 

organisational goals (Chou et al., 2021; Mahmoud et al., 2020; Njoroge et al., 2021; 

Polat & Yılmaz, 2020; Seemiller & Grace, 2018; Stewart et al., 2017; Ubl et al., 2017; 

Udayangi & Perera, 2022). Therefore, research focusing on the organisational 

engagement of Millennials is a contemporary requirement.      

 

Further, various authors have suggested that Millennials are an entitled, lazy and 

narcissistic generation (Akhras, 2015; Allen et al., 2015; Credo et al., 2016; Harvey 

& Dasborough, 2015; Morreale & Staley, 2016; Twenge & Campbell, 2008; Twenge, 

2013; Ubl et al., 2017; Wood, 2019). Despite widespread consensus that entitlement 
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in the workplace is escalating as Millennials become the majority generational cohort 

in the labour force, psychological entitlement remains a largely unexplored area 

(Brant & Castro, 2019). Therefore, understanding Millennials’ entitlement and its 

impact on their organisational engagement is crucial for effective human resources 

management in the present context (Brant & Castro, 2019; Omilion-Hodges & Sugg, 

2019).   

 

The authors adopted a social identity perspective in this study. The social identity 

perspective is utilised in contemporary literature to explore engagement (He et al., 

2019; He et al., 2014; Hui et al., 2020). People develop a part of their identity based 

on various group memberships such as an organisation and display behaviours that 

are in concurrence with their identities (Flint et al., 2018; Owens et al., 2010; Stets & 

Burke, 2014). According to Conroy et al. (2017), employees who identify with the 

organisation are less likely to demonstrate employee disengagement. According to 

He et al. (2014), moral identity centrality, which is derived from social identity 

theory, may positively influence employee engagement. In this context, this study 

examines the moderating impact of psychological entitlement on the relationships 

between organisational identification, moral identity centrality and organisational 

engagement of Millennials.  

 

This article presents a literature review and conceptualisation section describing 

the development of hypotheses based on extant literature. The conceptual model for 

the study is presented at the end of the said section, followed by a section focusing 

on the methodology used in the study. This is followed by sections presenting the 

results of the study, discussion of findings and the conclusion. The limitations and 

future research directions are discussed in the last section of the article.  

 

Literature Review and Conceptualisation  

Engagement is essential for organisational success given that engaged employees 

provide a competitive advantage (Anitha, 2014; Eldor, 2020; Kumar & Pansari, 2016; 

Macey & Schneider, 2008; Rashmi & Singh, 2020; Saks & Gruman, 2014; Suomäki 

et al., 2019). Employee engagement is a multidimensional construct (Bailey et al., 

2017; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli et al., 2006; Shuck & Wollard, 2010; Shuck, 2011; So et 

al., 2021). It captures both the engagement with the work and the organisation 

(Schaufeli et al., 2006). According to Schaufeli (2013), job engagement involves 

“performing the work role” while organisational engagement involves “performing 

the role as a member of the organization” (p. 7). According to So et al. (2021), 

organisational engagement is the most crucial among the four dimensions of 
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employee engagement. Yet, it appears that mainstream research on engagement has 

been focused on job or work engagement while organisational engagement has been 

somewhat overlooked (Bailey et al., 2017; Saks et al., 2021). This study focuses on 

the organisational engagement of Millenials. 

 

Millennials have become the majority generational cohort in labour forces 

globally.  The birth years of Millennials in extant literature fluctuate between the early 

1980s and the late 1990s (Glazer et al., 2019; Lyons & Kuron, 2014). Yet, all sources 

appear to agree that they grew up during the dawn of the new millennium hence the 

name ‘Millennials’ (Gabrielova & Buchko, 2021). This generational cohort has 

brought about a paradigm shift in the labour force dynamics, as Millennials exhibit 

distinctive work-related attitudes, expectations, and values (Mahmoud et al., 2020; 

Polat & Yılmaz, 2020; Rather, 2018; Schullery, 2013; Seemiller & Grace, 2018; 

Stewart et al., 2017; Ubl et al., 2017; Udayangi & Perera, 2022). Millennials value 

flexible work, regular feedback, intrinsic satisfaction, work-life balance, leisure, 

teamwork, recognition, and professional advancement while displaying a propensity 

for nonconformity, non-compliance and poor organisational citizenship behaviour 

and a strong dislike of bureaucracy (Chou et al., 2021; Gong et al., 2018; Gursoy et 

al., 2013; Naim & Lenka, 2018; Pasko et al., 2020; Rather, 2018; Rosa & Hastings, 

2018; Twenge & Campbell, 2008; Twenge et al., 2010).  

 

Given that Millennials are not necessarily driven by the same goals and 

expectations as the preceding generations, getting them to be engaged in the 

organisation seems to be challenging (Hui et al., 2020; Naim & Lenka, 2018; Njoroge 

et al., 2021; Özçelik, 2015; Pasko et al., 2020; Rather, 2018; Rosa & Hastings, 2018; 

Stewart et al., 2017). Financial rewards alone cannot engage Millennials as they tend 

to seek careers that provide them with contentment (Greatwood, 2016; Rather, 2018). 

They pursue continued education, training programmes, and graduate degrees (Goyal 

& Gupta, 2019; Hui et al., 2020; Murphy, 2012; Rosa & Hastings, 2018; Sandeen, 

2008). They are likely to change jobs frequently and therefore labelled as ‘job 

hoppers’ (Glazer et al., 2019; Greatwood, 2016; Seemiller & Grace, 2018). They are 

called the ‘Generation Me’ (Twenge, 2013); the entitled generation (Allen et al., 

2015); and the most praised generation (Anderson et al., 2016).  

 

In examining the organisational engagement of Millenials, social identity theory 

is used by the authors in this paper. Social identity theory has been employed by 

contemporary researchers to analyse employee engagement (Conroy et al., 2017; He 

et al., 2014; He et al., 2019). According to this theory, individuals categorise 
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themselves as well as others into social groups based on race, religion, ethnicity, 

gender, generational cohort, organisational affiliation, etc. (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). 

According to Porck et al. (2019), the higher the extent of identification with a social 

group, the more likely its members may endorse the rules and practices of the group. 

Conroy et al. (2017) postulated that the more an employee tends to identify with the 

organization, the less likely they may demonstrate employee disengagement. He et 

al. (2014) postulated that moral identity centrality positively affects employee 

engagement.  This study postulates that organisational identification and moral 

identity centrality, both derived from social identity theory, could lead to engagement. 

 

Hypothesis Development 

Organisational Identification and Organisational Engagement 

According to Tyler and Blader (2003), the key reason people engage themselves 

in social groups is to create and maintain their identities. Individuals develop a fair 

share of their identity based on group memberships, and their behaviour is attuned to 

the fundamental undertones of their respective identities (Flint et al., 2018; Owens et 

al., 2010; Stets & Burke, 2014). According to Porck et al. (2019), the likelihood of 

an individual endorsing the norms of a social group increases with his/her extent of 

identification with the group.      

 

Organisational identification refers to a sense of affinity with the organisation 

and involves the extent to which the identity of the organisation is fundamental to an 

individual’s sense of self (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Lee et al., 2015; Piening et al., 

2020; Riketta, 2005). It is deemed to be a form of social identification (Boroş, 2008; 

Tajfel & Turner, 2004; Turner et al., 1987). According to Traeger and Alfes (2019), 

the likelihood of an employee envisioning the organisation’s achievements and 

shortcomings as his/her own may increase with his/her extent of organisational 

identification.  

 

Organisational identification is correlated with various behaviours and attitudes 

in the workplace including innovative job performance, turnover intention, 

organisational commitment, and employee creativity (Ashforth et al., 2020; Cornwell 

et al., 2018; Frare & Beuren, 2021; Hui et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2015; Riketta, 2005; 

Zhu et al., 2017).  It has an empirical relationship with turnover intentions through 

social, relational, or personal identification (Ashforth et al., 2020; Conroy et al., 2017; 

Van Dick et al., 2004; Zhu et al., 2017). Zhu et al. (2017) pointed out that fluctuations 

in identification might affect the incidence of employee turnover. According to Saks 

(2006), turnover intentions are negatively related to organisational engagement. 
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Extant literature indicates that Millennials have a tendency for job hopping, an 

indication of turnover intentions (Glazer et al., 2019; Greatwood, 2016; Hoffman, 

2018; Ngotngamwong, 2019; Tetteh et al., 2021), which in turn, signals less 

engagement. Further, according to Conroy et al. (2017), the greater the extent of 

identification with the organisation, the less likely the employee may show 

disengagement. Accordingly, the first hypothesis for the study was formulated as, 

H1: Organisational identification has a positive impact on the organisational 

engagement of Millennials.  

 

Moral Identity Centrality and Organisational Engagement 

Moral identity is a concept derived from the social identity theory and is 

considered to be “a self-conception organized around a set of moral traits” (Aquino 

& Reed II, 2002, p. 1424). Moral identity tends to be motivational and serves as a 

driving force for moral conduct (Ete et al., 2020; Hardy & Carlo, 2011; Stets et al., 

2008; Stets & Carter, 2012; Stets & Serpe, 2013). Moral identity makes individuals 

envision themselves as “caring, compassionate, fair, friendly, generous, helpful, 

hardworking, honest, and kind” (Aquino & Reed II, 2002, p. 1426). Moral identity 

centrality is the extent to which moral characteristics are fundamental to the sense of 

self of an individual (Aquino & Reed II, 2002). An identity that is highly imperative 

to the sense of self of an individual is deemed to have greater centrality (Stets & 

Serpe, 2013). According to Aquino et al. (2007), individuals tend to engage in acts 

that are attuned to the connotations pertaining to their moral identity. Those who view 

themselves as being moral have a higher inclination to exhibit moral behaviour in any 

given situation (Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007; Stets & Serpe, 2013). The higher the 

moral identity centrality, the more likely an individual may display a sense of justice 

and care for fellow human beings (Stets et al., 2008; Stets & Carter, 2012; Stets & 

Burke, 2014).  According to He et al. (2014), moral identity centrality has a positive 

influence on employee engagement. It can be inferred that moral identity centrality 

may have a positive impact on organisational engagement as well (Bailey et al., 2017; 

He et al., 2019; So et al., 2021).  

H2:  Moral identity centrality has a positive impact on the organisational engagement 

of Millennials.  

 

Psychological Entitlement as a Moderator 

According to Campbell et al. (2004), psychological entitlement is “a stable and 

pervasive sense that one deserves more and is entitled to more than others” (p. 31). 

Entitlement in the workplace refers to a sense of deservingness involving self-

interested behaviour and selfishness (Brummel & Parker, 2015). Campbell et al. 
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(2004) considered entitlement to be a constituent of narcissism, and according to 

Credo et al. (2016), narcissism has a positive relationship with entitlement and a 

negative relationship with engagement.  

 

According to Kahn (1990), engagement and disengagement at the workplace 

involve three psychological conditions: meaningfulness, safety, and availability. 

Workplaces that offer incentives in return for investing oneself in work are more 

likely to result in psychological meaningfulness (Saks & Gruman, 2014). However, 

entitled employees expect incentives disproportionate to their actual merit (Harvey & 

Martinko 2009). Accordingly, Joplin et al. (2021) proposed that entitlement 

negatively affects employee engagement. Extant literature recognises Millennials as 

an entitled generation (Akhras, 2015; Allen et al., 2015; Twenge, 2013; Zhao & Xu, 

2019).    

 

Entitled individuals are likely to be selfish, unempathetic, self-centred, and 

socially irresponsible, concentrating on their personal goals even at the expense of 

others’ well-being (Alnaimi & Rjoub, 2021; Zitek & Schlund, 2021). It is unlikely 

for entitled individuals to identify with a social group or organisation and endorse its 

norms, as they may prioritise their individual goals instead (Porck et al., 2019; Zitek 

& Schlund, 2021). It can be inferred that entitled employees are less likely to embrace 

the organisation’s identity as being fundamental to their sense of self. Therefore, it 

can be argued that the relationship between organisational identification and 

organisational engagement will be weaker for those who are high on psychological 

entitlement than those who are low. Accordingly, the following hypothesis was 

formulated:     

H3: Psychological entitlement moderates the positive relationship between 

organisational identification and organisational engagement of Millennials such 

that high psychological entitlement weakens the relationship and low 

psychological entitlement strengthens the relationship. 

 

According to Liu et al. (2022), psychological entitlement may enhance unethical 

behaviour. According to Lee et al. (2019), the connection between psychological 

entitlement and negative attitudes or behaviour at the workplace can be explained 

using moral detachment as an underlying mechanism. According to Stets et al. 

(2008), moral identity involves “a concern for justice and the preservation of human 

rights” as well as “a concern for care and the preservation of mutual relationships” 

(p. 230). However, entitled individuals tend to be selfish, unempathetic, and socially 

irresponsible, even at the expense of others’ well-being (Alnaimi & Rjoub, 2021; 
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Zitek & Schlund, 2021). Entitled employees are less likely to embrace moral 

attributes as being central to their sense of self (Alnaimi & Rjoub, 2021; Zitek & 

Schlund, 2021). Hence, it can be argued that the relationship between moral identity 

centrality and organisational engagement will be weaker for those who are high on 

psychological entitlement than those who are low. Accordingly, the following 

hypothesis was formulated;    

   

H4: Psychological entitlement moderates the positive relationship between moral 

identity centrality and organisational engagement of Millennials such that high 

psychological entitlement weakens the relationship and low psychological 

entitlement strengthens the relationship.     

 

The conceptual model used in the study is illustrated in Figure 1. It depicts the 

relationships between the constructs described above.   

 

Figure 1: Conceptual Model 

 

 

Methodology 

Research Design and Sampling 

This study utilised a cross-sectional research design and a survey strategy with 

quantitative techniques. The scope of the study was narrowed down to Millennials 

pursuing Master of Business Administration (MBA) programmes. The sample 

selected for the study consisted of Millennial MBA students who are following MBA 
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programmes offered by two leading universities in Sri Lanka. The sampling frame 

consisted of 1300 MBA students from the 2020 and 2021 intakes. Therefore, the 

sample size is 297 (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970). The sampling technique used in the 

study is convenient sampling. For the purpose of the study, the birth years of 

Millennials were considered as 1982 – 2000 (United States Census Bureau, 2015).   

 

The questionnaire was administered by distributing hard copies among the 

members of the sampling frame and collecting their responses. A total of 315 

responses were received from 373 questionnaires distributed, accounting for a 

response rate of 84.5%. Out of the 315 questionnaires received, two were incomplete 

and therefore rejected. One questionnaire had been filled out by the respondent by 

selecting all seven options given against the items in several sections and this was 

also rejected. Out of the 312 respondents, 285 (91.3%) were aged between 22 – 39 

years, indicating that they belonged to the Millennial generation/ Generation Y while 

the remaining 27 respondents were aged between 40 – 56 years indicating that they 

belonged to Generation X. Accordingly, the 285 responses from the MBA students 

who are Millennials/ Generation Y were used for the subsequent analysis.  

 

Data Collection Instrument   

The data collection instrument was a self-administered structured questionnaire 

in the English language. Part A of the questionnaire focused on the demographic 

characteristics of the respondents. Part B comprised scales adopted from extant 

research literature and used a seven-point Likert scale where agreement or 

disagreement with each statement could be indicated in a range between strongly 

disagree (= 1) and strongly agree (= 7). Organisational engagement was measured 

using the six items developed by Saks (2006), of which an example item is “Being a 

member of this organisation is very captivating”. Organisational identification was 

measured using the five items of the scale of organisational identification developed 

by Mael and Ashforth (1992), comprising items such as “When someone criticises 

the organisation I work for, it feels like a personal insult”. The thirteen-item scale 

developed by Aquino and Reed II (2002) was used to measure moral identity 

centrality and they refer to a set of moral characteristics including being “caring, 

compassionate, fair, friendly, generous, helpful, hardworking, honest, and kind” (p. 

1426). An example item is “It would make me feel good to be a person who has these 

characteristics”. The psychological entitlement scale (PES), comprising nine items, 

developed by Campbell et al. (2004) was used to measure psychological entitlement; 

“I honestly feel I’m just more deserving than others” was one of the items.  
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Pilot Study  

A pilot study was conducted to test whether the scales adopted were applicable 

in the Sri Lankan context. IBM SPSS Statistics version 23 was used for the data 

analysis of the pilot study. The Cronbach’s alpha score was greater than 0.60 for all 

constructs indicating internal consistency (Churchill, 1979). The Kaiser–Meyer–

Olkin (KMO) values were greater than 0.5 for all variables while Bartlett's test of 

Sphericity was significant. A factor analysis was conducted to check the construct 

validity (Thompson & Daniel, 1996). The rotated loadings were greater than |0.6| on 

one factor for all items of the constructs. Accordingly, all the items in the instrument 

were retained for the data collection.   

 

Preliminary Analysis 

The skewness and kurtosis values calculated for all the items in the instrument 

ranged from -1.273 to 0.216 and -0.993 to 1.720 respectively. Accordingly, the 

dataset was deemed to have satisfied the requirement for skewness and kurtosis 

(between the range of -2 and +2), indicating that the assumption of normality is 

satisfied (George & Mallery, 2019; Kline, 2011). The variance inflation factor (VIF) 

values were all below 5, indicating no multicollinearity issues (Ringle et al., 2015). 

The KMO value was greater than 0.6 for all the constructs while Bartlett's test of 

Sphericity was significant. Accordingly, the dataset for the study was suitable for 

factor analysis (Dziuban & Shirkey, 1974; Tobias & Carlson, 1969). As per the output 

of Harman’s one-factor test, the total variance extracted by one factor was 29.637% 

which is less than the threshold value of 50%, indicating no noteworthy threat of 

common method bias (Fuller et al., 2016; Jakobsen & Jensen, 2015).  The 

correlation coefficients are given in Table 1.  

 

Table 1: Correlation Table 

Variables  1 2 3 4 

1. Organisational Engagement 1    

2. Organisational Identification 0.495** 1   

3. Moral Identity Centrality 0.427** 0.513** 1  

4. Psychological Entitlement 0.146* 0.299** 0.236** 1 

Note: **p < 0.01;  *p <  0.05 

     

Results 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

Since all the items in the instrument were adopted from extant literature, 

confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using SPSS AMOS version 23. None of 
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the model fit indices for the initial measurement model achieved their respective 

threshold values. Therefore, the initial measurement model was modified by stepwise 

deletion of indicators with standardised regression weights less than 0.50 (Stevens, 

1992). The model fit indices for the modified measurement model achieved their 

respective threshold values: Chi-square fit statistics/degrees of freedom (CMIN/DF) 

was 2.3 (CMIN/DF < 3), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) was 0.927 (CFI > 0.90), Root 

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) was 0.068 (RMSEA < 0.08), and 

standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) was 0.0673 (SRMR < 0.08) (Bentler, 

1990; Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 1998). The reliability 

statistics for the modified measurement model are given in Table 2. The Cronbach’s 

alpha score was higher than 0.70 for all constructs, indicating internal consistency 

(Taber, 2018). 

 

Table 2: Reliability Statistics for the Modified Measurement Model 

Construct No of items Cronbach’s alpha 

Organisational Engagement 05 0.876 

Organisational Identification 05 0.878 

Moral Identity Centrality 05 0.926 

Psychological Entitlement 08 0.885 

     

Convergent validity was tested by calculating the average variance extracted 

(AVE) (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The AVE values are given in Table 3. All 

constructs of the measurement model had AVE values above the threshold value of 

0.50, indicating convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). 

Composite reliability (CR) is a measure of true score variance compared to the total 

scale score variance and a value greater than 0.70 is considered acceptable (Brunner 

& SÜβ, 2005).     

 

Table 3: Convergent Validity Statistics 

Construct Convergent Validity 

CR AVE 

Organisational engagement 0.850 0.590 

Organisational Identification 0.880 0.595 

Moral Identity Centrality 0.929 0.723 

Psychological Entitlement 0.888 0.502 

 

   Correlations between the constructs are presented in Table 4. The requirement 

of discriminant validity is satisfied since correlations were below 0.85 (Kline, 2005).  
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Table 4: Correlation between Constructs  

Constructs  1 2 3 4 

1. Organisational Engagement 1    

2. Organisational Identification 0.547 1   

3. Moral Identity Centrality 0.500 0.586 1  

4. Psychological Entitlement 0.191 0.338 0.218 1 

 

Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis testing was carried out by structural equation modelling (SEM). The 

interactive effects between latent variables were used to test the moderating impact 

(Baron & Kenny, 1986; Cortina et al., 2021). The structural model had zero degrees 

of freedom indicating that it was a just-identified/saturated model and therefore the 

model fit indices are meaningless (Lei & Wu, 2007; Ramlall, 2016; Tomarken & 

Waller, 2003). However, the path coefficients can be used to test the hypotheses. The 

regression weights pertaining to the structural model are given in Table 5.     

 

Table 5: Regression Weights for the Direct Relationship 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. p 

Organisational 

Identification 
→ 

Organisational 

Engagement 
0.368 0.054 6.873 < 0.001 

Moral Identity 

Centrality 
→ 

Organisational 

Engagement 
0.253 0.059 4.321 < 0.001 

Psychological 

Entitlement 

(standardised) 

→ 
Organisational 

Engagement 
-0.003 0.051 -0.050 0.960 

ZOI_x_ZPE → 
Organisational 

Engagement 
-0.001 0.052 -.014 0.989 

ZMIC x_ZPE → 
Organisational 

Engagement 
-0.052 0.050 -1.051 0.293 

Note: ZPE = Psychological Entitlement (standardised); ZOI = Organisational Identification 

(standardized); ZMIC = Moral Identity Centrality (standardised); C.R. = Critical Ratio 

 

 

Critical Ratio is the ratio of a parameter to its standard error and if the absolute 

value of the critical ratio is 1.96 or greater, that parameter is considered significant 

(Bentler & Speckart, 1981). The path analysis in the case of H1 for the direct effect 

of organisational identification on organisational engagement revealed a C.R. value 

of 6.873 and a significant p-value (<0.001), indicating that the results supported H1. 
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The path analysis in the case H2 for the direct effect of moral identity centrality on 

organisational engagement revealed a C.R. value of 4.321 and a significant p-value 

(0.000), indicating that the results supported H2. The path analysis in the case of H3 

for the interaction effect of organisational identification and psychological 

entitlement had a p-value of 0.989 and a C.R. value of -0.014. Accordingly, the results 

of the study did not support the hypothesis that psychological entitlement moderates 

the relationship between organisational identification and organisational engagement 

of Millennials. The path analysis in the case of H4 for the interaction effect of moral 

identity centrality and psychological entitlement had a p-value of 0.293 and a C.R. 

value of -1.051. Accordingly, the results did not support the hypothesis that 

psychological entitlement moderates the relationship between moral identity 

centrality and organisational engagement of Millennials.    

 

Discussion of Findings 

This study attempts to explain why Millennials appear to display poor 

organisational engagement despite their engagement being crucial for organisational 

effectiveness and looks into the applicability of the social identity perspective to 

analyse the organisational engagement of Millennials. The results, while indicating 

that both organisational identification and moral identity centrality have a positive 

impact on the organisational engagement of Millennials, do not support the premise 

that psychological entitlement moderates these relationships.   

 

The findings of the study contribute to the literature by addressing the knowledge 

gaps pertaining to empirical research focusing on the organisational engagement of 

Millennials, and the impact of psychological entitlement on organisational 

engagement. The findings of the study highlight the importance of utilising the social 

identity perspective to understand the organisational engagement of Millennials. 

  

The findings pertaining to H1 aligned with the empirical results of Conroy et al. 

(2017), and Frare and Beuren (2021). Conroy et al. (2017) empirically demonstrated 

that, up to the extent that individuals identify with the organisation, they are less likely 

to display feelings of disengagement, implying that identification with the 

organisation is positively related to engagement. Frare and Beuren (2021) presented 

empirical evidence that employee-company identification influences organisational 

engagement. The findings of this study, being aligned with the above-mentioned prior 

research, indicate that Millennials are not different from others in terms of this 

relationship. 
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The findings pertaining to H2 aligned with the empirical results of He et al. 

(2014), who empirically demonstrated that moral identity centrality had a positive 

influence on employee engagement. Considering that organisational engagement has 

been considered as a dimension of employee engagement by some authors (Bailey et 

al., 2017; Saks, 2006; Saks & Gruman, 2014; So et al., 2021), the findings of He et 

al. (2014), by extension, could be seen as aligned with the findings of  H2.  

 

The results of the study pertaining to the interaction effect of psychological 

entitlement and organisational identification appear to challenge the premise that 

psychological entitlement negatively influences engagement. The findings contradict 

those of Joplin et al. (2021), who proposed that entitlement negatively impacts 

engagement. Naseer et al. (2020) reported that organisational identification had an 

indirect effect on unethical work behaviours through psychological entitlement, 

implying a possible interaction between organisational identification and 

psychological entitlement. However, the results of the study appeared to deviate from 

this premise given that the impact of such interaction was deemed to be not significant 

with regard to the relationship between organisational identification and 

organisational engagement of Millennials. The results of the study pertaining to the 

interaction effect of psychological entitlement and moral identity centrality appear to 

contradict those of Lee et al. (2019), who reported that the link between psychological 

entitlement and counterproductive work behaviour could be explained by using moral 

detachment as a causal mechanism and Liu et al. (2022) who proposed that 

psychological entitlement enhances unethical behaviour.   

  

The contradictory findings may be due to differences in measurements. Joplin et 

al. (2021) measured engagement using the six-item measurement scale of work 

engagement developed by Barrick et al. (2015). The present study used the 

measurement scale of organisational engagement developed by Saks (2006). 

Accordingly, psychological entitlement, as measured by the Psychological 

Entitlement Scale (PES) developed by Campbell et al. (2004), might influence 

individuals’ work or job engagement as suggested by Joplin et al. (2021), but not 

necessarily their organisational engagement, as defined by Saks et al. (2021).  

   

The findings of interaction effects of psychological entitlement appear to align 

with those of Brummel and Parker (2015) and Credo et al. (2016), who found no 

significant correlation between entitlement and engagement. Arnett (2013) and 

Cairns (2017) disputed the premise that Millennials are an entitled generation, while 

Andreassen et al. (2012) proposed that narcissistic employees may have higher levels 

of employee engagement.   
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Conclusion 

Based on the empirical findings of the study, it can be concluded that both 

organisational identification and moral identity centrality have a positive impact on 

the organisational engagement of Millennials. Despite extant literature indicating a 

negative influence of psychological entitlement on job/ work or employee 

engagement, it can be concluded that psychological entitlement, as measured by the 

Psychological Entitlement Scale (PES), does not appear to influence the relationships 

between organisational identification or moral identity centrality and organisational 

engagement of Millennials. 

 

The theoretical contributions of the study include addressing the knowledge gaps 

relating to the organisational engagement of Millennials and providing insight into 

the psychological entitlement of Millennials. This study enables managers to get a 

better understanding of Millennials and thereby take a more informed approach in 

their attempts to engage Millennials. Millennials, owing to their technological 

orientation and digital immersion, are considered a vital human resource for 

organisations confronted with the Fourth Industrial Revolution. Managers may 

benefit from focusing on the aspects of organisational identification and moral 

identity centrality in their attempts to engage and retain Millennials. 

 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

A longitudinal research design would have been more insightful since 

organisational behaviour-related concepts such as organisational engagement are 

better understood over a long period. This study used convenient sampling, which is 

a non-probability sampling technique that is prone to sampling bias, undermining the 

generalisability of the findings. The generalisability of the findings could be affected 

by the socio-cultural and socio-economic aspects pertaining to the sample. Future 

researchers may benefit from extending their scope to include sampling frames that 

represent the educational and socio-economic backgrounds of millennials more 

extensively.  

 

The data collection instrument was a self-administered structured questionnaire 

and therefore, the findings of the study may be limited by the conscientiousness and 

truthfulness of the respondents in answering the questionnaire. The data screening 

process addressed this concern to some extent. English is not the first language of the 

respondents of the study, and therefore, they could have misinterpreted items in the 

questionnaire. This study addressed this issue to some extent by selecting a highly 
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educated sampling frame, which warranted that they may be well versed in English 

as both MBA programmes are conducted in English medium. The pilot study where 

the reliability and validity of the instrument were tested also addressed this concern 

to some extent.  

 

Future researchers are recommended to further explore the social identity 

perspective of organisational engagement. For instance, the findings of this study may 

be tested in the context of Generation Z (born 2002 – early 2010s). Given that 

previous researchers have proposed that psychological entitlement influences 

engagement, it is recommended that additional research is needed to further 

investigate the role of psychological entitlement with regards to the concept of 

engagement and its dimensions (Bailey et al., 2017; Brant & Castro, 2019; Joplin et 

al., 2021; Saks, 2006; So et al., 2021).    

 

Declaration of Conflicting Interests  

The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, 

authorship, and publication of this article. 

 

References 

Akhras, C. (2015). Millennials: Entitled networking business leaders. International 

Journal of Computer Science and Business Informatics, 15(1), 1694–2108.  

https://www.ijcsbi.org/ijcsbi/index.php/ijcsbi/article/view/496 

Allen, R. S., Allen, D. E., Karl, K., & White, C. S. (2015). Are millennials really an 

entitled generation? An investigation into generational equity sensitivity 

differences. Journal of Business Diversity, 15(2), 14–26. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/332153330_Are_Millennials_Really_

an_Entitled_Generation_An_Investigation_into_Generational_Equity_Sensitivit

y_Differences 

Alnaimi, A. M. M., & Rjoub, H. (2021). Perceived organizational support, 

psychological entitlement, and extra-role behavior: The mediating role of 

knowledge hiding behavior. Journal of Management and Organization, 27(3), 

507–522. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2019.1   

Anderson, E., Buchko, A. A., & Buchko, K. J. (2016). Giving negative feedback to 

millennials: How can managers criticize the “most praised” generation. 

Management Research Review, 39(6), 692–705.  https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-

05-2015-0118 

Andreassen, C. S., Ursin, H., Eriksen, H. R., & Pallesen, S. (2012). The relationship 

of narcissism with workaholism, work engagement, and professional position. 

https://www.ijcsbi.org/ijcsbi/index.php/ijcsbi/article/view/496
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/332153330_Are_Millennials_Really_an_Entitled_Generation_An_Investigation_into_Generational_Equity_Sensitivity_Differences
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/332153330_Are_Millennials_Really_an_Entitled_Generation_An_Investigation_into_Generational_Equity_Sensitivity_Differences
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/332153330_Are_Millennials_Really_an_Entitled_Generation_An_Investigation_into_Generational_Equity_Sensitivity_Differences
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2019.1
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-05-2015-0118
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-05-2015-0118


Colombo Business Journal 15(1), 2024 

42 

Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, 40(6), 881–890. 

https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2012.40.6.881 

Anitha, J. (2014). Determinants of employee engagement and their impact on 

employee performance. International Journal of Productivity and Performance 

Management, 63(3), 308–323. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-01-2013-0008      

Aquino, K., & Reed II, A. (2002). The self-importance of moral identity. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 83(6), 1423–1440. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.6.1423    

Aquino, K., Reed II, A., Thau, S., & Freeman, D. (2007). A grotesque and dark 

beauty: How moral identity and mechanisms of moral disengagement influence 

cognitive and emotional reactions to war. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 43(3), 385–392. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.05.013 

Arnett, J. J. (2013). The evidence for generation we and against generation me. 

Emerging Adulthood, 1(1), 5-10. https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696812466842  

Ashforth, B. E., & Mael, F. (1989). Social identity theory and the organization. 

Academy of Management Review, 14(1), 20–39. https://doi.org/10.2307/258189 

Ashforth, B. E., Schinoff, B. S., & Brickson, S. L. (2020). “My company is 

friendly,” “mine’s a rebel”: Anthropomorphism and shifting organizational 

identity from “what” to “who”. Academy of Management Review, 45(1), 29–57. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0496 

   Bailey, C., Madden, A., Alfes, K., & Fletcher, L. (2017). The meaning, 

antecedents and outcomes of employee engagement: A narrative synthesis. 

International Journal of Management Reviews, 19(1), 31–53.  

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12077 

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator–mediator variable distinction 

in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical 

considerations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173–

1182.   https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173 

Barrick, M. R., Thurgood, G. R., Smith, T. A., & Courtright, S. H. (2015). 

Collective organizational engagement: Linking motivational antecedents, 

strategic implementation, and firm performance. Academy of Management 

Journal, 58(1), 111–135.  https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0227 

Bentler, P. M., & Speckart, G. (1981). Attitudes "cause" behaviors: A structural 

equation analysis. Journal of personality and social psychology, 40(2), 226. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.40.2.226  

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological 

Bulletin, 107(2), 238–246.  https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238 

Boroş, S. (2008). Organizational identification: Theoretical and empirical analyses 

of competing conceptualizations. Cognition, Brain, Behavior, 12(1), 1–27.   

https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2012.40.6.881
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-01-2013-0008
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.6.1423
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696812466842
https://doi.org/10.2307/258189
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0496
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12077
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0227
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.40.2.226
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238


Udayangi & Perera 

43 

https://www.cbbjournal.ro/index.php/en/2008/55-12-1/370-organizational-

identification-theoretical-and-empirical-analyses-of-competing-

conceptualizations- 

Brant, K. K., & Castro, S. L. (2019). You can't ignore millennials: Needed changes 

and a new way forward in entitlement research. Human Resource Management 

Journal, 29(4), 527–538.  https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12262 

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In 

K. A. Bollen, & J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing Structural Equation Models. Sage.  

Brummel, B. J., & Parker, K. N. (2015). Obligation and entitlement in society and 

the workplace. Applied Psychology, 64(1), 127–160. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12023 

Brunner, M., & SÜβ, H-M. (2005). Analyzing the reliability of multidimensional 

measures: An example from intelligence research. Educational and 

Psychological Measurement, 65(2), 227-240. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164404268669  

Cairns, J. (2017). The myth of the age of entitlement: Millennials, austerity, and 

hope. University of Toronto Press.  

Campbell, W. K., Bonacci, A. M., Shelton, J., Exline, J. J., & Bushman, B. J. 

(2004). Psychological entitlement: Interpersonal consequences and validation of 

a self-report measure. Journal of Personality Assessment, 83(1), 29–45. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa8301_04 

Cattermole, G. (2018). Creating an employee engagement strategy for millennials. 

Strategic HR Review, 17(6), 290–294.  https://doi.org/10.1108/SHR-07-2018-

0059 

Chou, S. Y., Bove, F., Ramser, C., & Han, B. (2021). Millennials as organizational 

citizens: Conceptualization and measurement development. The Journal of 

Social Psychology, 161(5), 632–651.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1874256 

Churchill G. A., Jr. (1979). A paradigm for developing better measures of 

marketing constructs. Journal of Marketing Research, 16(1), 64–73. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/002224377901600110 

Conroy, S. A., Becker, W. J., & Menges, J. I. (2017). The meaning of my feelings 

depends on who I am: Work-related identifications shape emotion effects in 

organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 60(3), 1071–1093. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.1040 

Cornwell, T. B., Howard-Grenville, J., & Hampel, C. E. (2018). The company you 

keep: How an organization’s horizontal partnerships affect employee 

organizational identification. Academy of Management Review, 43(4), 772–791. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0209 

https://www.cbbjournal.ro/index.php/en/2008/55-12-1/370-organizational-identification-theoretical-and-empirical-analyses-of-competing-conceptualizations-
https://www.cbbjournal.ro/index.php/en/2008/55-12-1/370-organizational-identification-theoretical-and-empirical-analyses-of-competing-conceptualizations-
https://www.cbbjournal.ro/index.php/en/2008/55-12-1/370-organizational-identification-theoretical-and-empirical-analyses-of-competing-conceptualizations-
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12262
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12023
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164404268669
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa8301_04
https://doi.org/10.1108/SHR-07-2018-0059
https://doi.org/10.1108/SHR-07-2018-0059
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1874256
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224377901600110
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.1040
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0209


Colombo Business Journal 15(1), 2024 

44 

Cortina, J. M., Markell-Goldstein, H. M., Green, J. P., & Chang, Y. (2021). How 

are we testing interactions in latent variable models? Surging forward or 

fighting shy? Organizational Research Methods, 24(1), 26–54. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428119872531 

Credo, K. R., Lanier, P. A., Matherne III, C. F., & Cox, S. S. (2016). Narcissism 

and entitlement in millennials: The mediating influence of community service 

self efficacy on engagement. Personality and Individual Differences, 101, 192–

195.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.05.370 

Dziuban, C. D., & Shirkey, E. C. (1974). When is a correlation matrix appropriate 

for factor analysis? Some decision rules. Psychological Bulletin, 81(6), 358-

361. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0036316 

Eldor, L. (2020). How collective engagement creates competitive advantage for 

organizations: A business‐level model of shared vision, competitive intensity, 

and service performance. Journal of Management Studies, 57(2), 177–209. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12438 

Ete, Z., Sosik, J. J., Cheong, M., Chun, J. U., Zhu, W., Arenas, F. J., & Scherer, J. 

A. (2020). Leader honesty/humility and subordinate organizational citizenship 

behavior: A case of too-much-of-a-good-thing?. Journal of Managerial 

Psychology, 35(5), 391–404.  https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-10-2019-0557 

Flint, D. J., Signori, P., & Golicic, S. L. (2018). Corporate identity congruence: A 

meanings-based analysis. Journal of Business Research, 86, 68–82.   

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.052     

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Structural equation models with unobservable 

variables and measurement error: Algebra and statistics. Journal of Marketing 

Research, 18(3), 382–388.  https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800313 

Frare, A. B., & Beuren, I. M. (2021). Effects of corporate reputation and social 

identity on innovative job performance. European Journal of Innovation 

Management, 25(5), 1409-1427. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-02-2021-0071 

Fuller, C. M., Simmering, M. J., Atinc, G., Atinc, Y., & Babin, B. J. (2016). 

Common methods variance detection in business research. Journal of Business 

Research, 69(8), 3192–3198.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.12.008 

Gabrielova, K., & Buchko, A. A. (2021). Here comes generation z: Millennials as 

managers. Business Horizons, 64(4), 489–499.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2021.02.013 

George, D., & Mallery, P. (2019). IBM SPSS statistics 26 step by step: A simple 

guide and reference (16th ed). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429056765       

Glazer, S., Mahoney, A. C., & Randall, Y. (2019). Employee development’s role in 

organizational commitment: A preliminary investigation comparing generation 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428119872531
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.05.370
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0036316
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12438
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-10-2019-0557
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.052
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800313
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-02-2021-0071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2021.02.013
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429056765


Udayangi & Perera 

45 

x and millennial employees. Industrial and Commercial Training, 51(1), 1–

12.  https://doi.org/10.1108/ICT-07-2018-0061 

Gong, B., Greenwood, R. A., Hoyte, D., Ramkissoon, A., & He, X. (2018). 

Millennials and organizational citizenship behavior: The role of job crafting and 

career anchor on service. Management Research Review, 41(7), 774–788. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-05-2016-0121 

Goyal, P., & Gupta, P. (2019). Millennials: Understanding and attracting them to 

higher education. In S. Kalia, & L. Nafees (Eds.), New Age Admissions 

Strategies in Business Schools (pp. 251–263). IGI Global.    

Greatwood, M. (2016). How to counter the growing disengagement with 

engagement programs: Use “dream management”. Development and Learning 

in Organizations, 30(2), 15–17.  https://doi.org/10.1108/DLO-12-2015-0097 

Gursoy, D., Chi, C. G. Q., & Karadag, E. (2013). Generational differences in work 

values and attitudes among frontline and service contact 

employees. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 32, 40-48. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2012.04.002  

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data 

analysis: International version (7th ed). Pearson.  

Hardy, S. A., & Carlo, G. (2011). Moral identity: What is it, how does it develop, 

and is it linked to moral action?. Child Development Perspectives, 5(3), 212-

218.  https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2011.00189.x 

Harvey, P., & Dasborough, M. T. (2015). Entitled to solutions: The need for 

research on workplace entitlement. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 36(3), 

460–465.  https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1989 

Harvey, P., & Martinko, M. J. (2009). An empirical examination of the role of 

attributions in psychological entitlement and its outcomes. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, Occupational 

and Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 30(4), 459–476. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/41683845 

He, H., Chao, M. M., & Zhu, W. (2019). Cause-related marketing and employee 

engagement: The roles of admiration, implicit morality beliefs, and moral 

identity. Journal of Business Research, 95, 83–92. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.10.013 

He, H., Zhu, W., & Zheng, X. (2014). Procedural justice and employee engagement: 

Roles of organizational identification and moral identity centrality. Journal of 

Business Ethics, 122(4), 681–695.  https://www.jstor.org/stable/42921465 

Hershatter, A., & Epstein, M. (2010). Millennials and the world of work: An 

organization and management perspective. Journal of Business and Psychology, 

25(2), 211–223.   https://www.jstor.org/stable/40605780 

https://doi.org/10.1108/ICT-07-2018-0061
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-05-2016-0121
https://doi.org/10.1108/DLO-12-2015-0097
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2012.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2011.00189.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1989
https://www.jstor.org/stable/41683845
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.10.013
https://www.jstor.org/stable/42921465
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40605780


Colombo Business Journal 15(1), 2024 

46 

Hoffman, B. (2018). Why millennials quit. Journal of Property Management, 83(3), 

42-45. 

https://link.gale.com/apps/doc/A541811604/AONE?u=anon~25a423ae&sid=go

ogleScholar&xid=a120e842 

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance 

structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural 

Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118 

Hui, L., Qun, W., Nazir, S., Mengyu, Z., Asadullah, M. A., & Khadim, S. (2020). 

Organizational identification perceptions and millennials' creativity: Testing the 

mediating role of work engagement and the moderating role of work values. 

European Journal of Innovation Management, 24(5), 1653–1678  

https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-04-2020-0165 

Jakobsen, M., & Jensen, R. (2015). Common method bias in public management 

studies. International Public Management Journal, 18(1), 3–30. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2014.997906 

Jha, N., Potnuru, R. K. G., Sareen, P., & Shaju, S. (2019). Employee voice, 

engagement and organizational effectiveness: A mediated model. European 

Journal of Training and Development, 43(7/8), 699–718. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-10-2018-0097 

Joplin, T., Greenbaum, R. L., Wallace, J. C., & Edwards, B. D. (2021). Employee 

entitlement, engagement, and performance: The moderating effect of ethical 

leadership. Journal of Business Ethics, 168(4), 813–826. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04246-0 

Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engagement and 

disengagement at work. Academy of Management Journal, 33(4), 692–724. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/256287 

Kline, R. B. (1998). Software review: Software programs for structural equation 

modeling: Amos, EQS, and LISREL. Journal of Psychoeducational 

Assessment, 16(4), 343–364. https://doi.org/10.1177/073428299801600407 

Kline, R.B. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (2nd 

ed.). The Guilford Press. 

Kline, R. B. (2011). Convergence of structural equation modeling and multilevel 

modeling. In M. Williams, & W. P. Vogt (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of 

innovation in social research methods (pp. 562-589). Sage.  

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446268261.n31 

Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for research 

activities. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 30(3), 607-610. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447003000308  

https://link.gale.com/apps/doc/A541811604/AONE?u=anon~25a423ae&sid=googleScholar&xid=a120e842
https://link.gale.com/apps/doc/A541811604/AONE?u=anon~25a423ae&sid=googleScholar&xid=a120e842
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-04-2020-0165
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2014.997906
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-10-2018-0097
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04246-0
https://www.jstor.org/stable/256287
https://doi.org/10.1177/073428299801600407
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446268261.n31
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447003000308


Udayangi & Perera 

47 

Kumar, V., & Pansari, A. (2016). Competitive advantage through engagement. 

Journal of Marketing Research, 53(4), 497–514. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.15.0044 

Lee, A., Schwarz, G., Newman, A., & Legood, A. (2019). Investigating when and 

why psychological entitlement predicts unethical pro-organizational behavior. 

Journal of Business Ethics, 154(1), 109–126. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/45022863 

Lee, E. S., Park, T. Y., & Koo, B. (2015). Identifying organizational identification 

as a basis for attitudes and behaviors: A meta-analytic review. Psychological 

Bulletin, 141(5), 1049–1080. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000012 

Lei, P. W., & Wu, Q. (2007). Introduction to structural equation modeling: Issues 

and practical considerations. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 

26(3), 33–43. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3992.2007.00099.x 

Liu, W., Zhu, Y., Chen, S., Zhang, Y., & Qin, F. (2022). Moral decline in the 

workplace: unethical pro-organizational behavior, psychological entitlement, 

and leader gratitude expression. Ethics and Behavior, 32(2), 110–123. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2021.1987909 

Lyons, S., & Kuron, L. (2014). Generational differences in the workplace: A review 

of the evidence and directions for future research. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 35(S1), S139–S157.  https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1913 

Macey, W. H., & Schneider, B. (2008). The meaning of employee engagement. 

Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 1(1), 3–30. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2007.0002.x 

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: A partial test of 

the reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 13(2), 103-123. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130202  

Mahmoud, A. B., Fuxman, L., Mohr, I., Reisel, W. D., & Grigoriou, N. (2020). “We 

aren't your reincarnation!” workplace motivation across x, y and z generations. 

International Journal of Manpower, 42(1), 193–209. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-09-2019-0448 

Milkman, R. (2017). A new political generation: Millennials and the post-2008 

wave of protest. American Sociological Review, 82(1), 1–31.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416681031 

Morreale, S. P., & Staley, C. M. (2016). Millennials, teaching and learning, and the 

elephant in the college classroom. Communication Education, 65(3), 370–373.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/03634523.2016.1177842 

Murphy, W. M. (2012). Reverse mentoring at work: Fostering cross‐generational 

learning and developing millennial leaders. Human Resource 

Management, 51(4), 549–573.  https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21489 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.15.0044
https://www.jstor.org/stable/45022863
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/bul0000012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3992.2007.00099.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2021.1987909
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1913
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2007.0002.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130202
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-09-2019-0448
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416681031
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634523.2016.1177842
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21489


Colombo Business Journal 15(1), 2024 

48 

Naim, M. F., & Lenka, U. (2018). Development and retention of generation y 

employees: A conceptual framework. Employee Relations, 40(2), 433–455.   

https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-09-2016-0172      

Naseer, S., Bouckenooghe, D., Syed, F., Khan, A. K., & Qazi, S. (2020). The 

malevolent side of organizational identification: Unraveling the impact of 

psychological entitlement and manipulative personality on unethical work 

behaviors. Journal of Business and Psychology, 35(3), 333–346. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09623-0 

Ngotngamwong, R. (2019). Why Do Millennials Leave?. Human Behavior, 

Development & Society, 20(4), 7–17.  https://so01.tci-

thaijo.org/index.php/hbds/article/view/211372 

Njoroge, R., Ndirangu, A., & Kiambi, D. (2021). Leading Millennial Generation 

towards Engagement in Organizations. PAC University Journal of Arts and 

Social Sciences, 3(1), 45–55. 

https://journals.pacuniversity.ac.ke/index.php/PACUJASS/article/view/43 

Omilion-Hodges, L. M., & Sugg, C. E. (2019). Millennials’ views and expectations 

regarding the communicative and relational behaviors of leaders: Exploring 

young adults’ talk about work. Business and Professional Communication 

Quarterly, 82(1), 74–100. https://doi.org/10.1177/2329490618808043 

Owens, T. J., Robinson, D. T., & Smith-Lovin, L. (2010). Three faces of identity. 

Annual Review of Sociology, 36, 477–499. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.34.040507.134725 

Özçelik, G. (2015). Engagement and retention of the millennial generation in the 

workplace through internal branding. International Journal of Business and 

Management, 10(3), 99–107.  http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v10n3p99 

Pasko, R., Maellaro, R., & Stodnick, M. (2020). A study of millennials' preferred 

work-related attributes and retention. Employee Relations, 43(3), 774–787. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-05-2020-0224 

Piening, E. P., Salge, T. O., Antons, D., & Kreiner, G. E. (2020). Standing together 

or falling apart? Understanding employees’ responses to organizational identity 

threats. Academy of Management Review, 45(2), 325–351.  

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0457 

Polat, S., & Yılmaz, Y. (2020). Barriers to intergenerational learning: A case of a 

workplace in Turkey. Leadership and Organization Development Journal, 

41(3), 431–447. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-07-2019-0330 

Porck, J. P., Matta, F. K., Hollenbeck, J. R., Oh, J. K., Lanaj, K., & Lee, S. M. 

(2019). Social identification in multiteam systems: The role of depletion and 

task complexity. Academy of Management Journal, 62(4), 1137–1162. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.0466 

https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-09-2016-0172
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09623-0
https://so01.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/hbds/article/view/211372
https://so01.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/hbds/article/view/211372
https://journals.pacuniversity.ac.ke/index.php/PACUJASS/article/view/43
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329490618808043
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.34.040507.134725
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v10n3p99
https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-05-2020-0224
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0457
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-07-2019-0330
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.0466


Udayangi & Perera 

49 

Ramlall, I. (2016). Model fit evaluation. In I. Ramlal (Ed.), Applied structural 

equation modelling for researchers and practitioners (pp. 61-74). Emerald 

Group Publishing Limited.  https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78635-883-

720161011       

Rashmi, K., & Singh, R. (2020). Building competitive advantage through 

engagement of employees: A conceptual model. The International Journal of 

Interdisciplinary Organizational Studies, 15(1), 1–11. 

https://doi.org/10.18848/2324-7649/CGP/v15i01/1-11 

Rather, B. A. (2018). Millennial generation: Redefining people policies for 

changing employment trends. The Researchers' International Research Journal, 

4(2), 27–41.  

Raza, S., Ansari, N., Humayon, D. A. A., Hussain, M. S., & Aziz, K. (2017). 

Factors affecting millennials employee engagement in government sector. 

International Journal of Management Excellence, 10(1), 1195–1200.  

https://techmindresearch.org/index.php/ijme/article/view/947 

Reynolds, S. J., & Ceranic, T. L. (2007). The effects of moral judgment and moral 

identity on moral behavior: An empirical examination of the moral individual. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(6), 1610–1624. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1610 

Riketta, M. (2005). Organizational identification: A meta-analysis. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 66(2), 358–384. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.05.005 

Ringle, C., Da Silva, D., & Bido, D. (2015). Structural equation modeling with the 

SmartPLS. Brazilian Journal of Marketing, 13(2), 56–73.  

https://doi.org/10.5585/remark.v13i2.2717 

 Rosa, B. N. M., & Hastings, S. O. (2018). Managing millennials: Looking beyond 

generational stereotypes. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 

31(4), 920–930. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-10-2015-0193 

Saks, A. M. (2006). Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. 

Journal of Managerial Psychology, 21(7), 600–619.   

https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940610690169      

Saks, A. M., & Gruman, J. A. (2014). What do we really know about employee 

engagement?. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 25(2), 155–

182. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21187 

    Saks, A. M., Gruman, J. A., & Zhang, Q. (2021). Organization engagement: A 

review and comparison to job engagement. Journal of Organizational 

Effectiveness: People and Performance, 9(1), 20–49. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JOEPP-12-2020-0253 

Sandeen, C. (2008). Boomers, Xers, and millennials: Who are they and what do 

they really want from continuing higher education?. Continuing Higher 

Education Review, 72, 11–31. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ903434 

https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78635-883-720161011
https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78635-883-720161011
https://doi.org/10.18848/2324-7649/CGP/v15i01/1-11
https://techmindresearch.org/index.php/ijme/article/view/947
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1610
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.05.005
https://doi.org/10.5585/remark.v13i2.2717
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-10-2015-0193
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940610690169
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21187
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOEPP-12-2020-0253
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ903434


Colombo Business Journal 15(1), 2024 

50 

Sarwono, R., & Bernarto, I. (2020). Leading millennials to 4.0 organization. 

Management Science Letters, 10(4), 733–740. 

https://www.growingscience.com/msl/Vol10/msl_2019_307.pdf 

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Salanova, M. (2006). The measurement of work 

engagement with a short questionnaire: A cross-national study. Educational and 

Psychological Measurement, 66(4), 701–716. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471 

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., González-Romá, V., & Bakker, A. B. (2002). The 

measurement of engagement and burnout: A two sample confirmatory factor 

analytic approach. Journal of Happiness Studies, 3(1), 71–92 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1015630930326 

Schaufeli, W. B. (2013). What is engagement? In C. Truss, K. Alfes, R. Delbridge, 

A. Shantz, & E. Soane (Eds.), Employee Engagement in Theory and Practice. 

(pp.29-49). Routledge.  

Schullery, N. M. (2013). Workplace engagement and generational differences in 

values. Business Communication Quarterly, 76(2), 252–265. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1080569913476543 

Seemiller, C., & Grace, M. (2018). Generation z: A century in the making (1st ed.). 

Routledge.  

Shuck, B., & Wollard, K. (2010). Employee engagement and HRD: A seminal 

review of the foundations. Human Resource Development Review, 9(1), 89–

110. https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484309353560 

Shuck, B. (2011). Integrative literature review: Four emerging perspectives of 

employee engagement: An integrative literature review. Human Resource 

Development Review, 10(3), 304–328. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484311410840 

So, B. H., Kim, J. H., Ro, Y. J., & Song, J. H. (2021). Developing a measurement 

scale for employee engagement: A validation study in a South Korean 

context. European Journal of Training and Development, 46(5/6), 585–

606.  https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-11-2020-0155 

Stevens, J. (1992). Assumptions in MANOVA. In Applied Multivariate Statistics 

for the Social Sciences, (2nd ed., pp. 237–272). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

Stets, J. E., Carter, M. J., Harrod, M. M., Cerven, C., & Abrutyn, S. (2008). The 

moral identity, status, moral emotions, and the normative order. In J. Clay-

Warner, & D. T. Robinson (Eds.), Social structure and emotion (pp. 227–251). 

Academic Press https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-374095-3.00013-6 

Stets, J. E., & Burke, P. J. (2014). The development of identity theory. In S. R. 

Thye, & E. J. Lawler (Eds.), Advances in group processes (pp 57-97). Emerald 

https://www.growingscience.com/msl/Vol10/msl_2019_307.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1177/1080569913476543
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484309353560
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484311410840
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-11-2020-0155
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-374095-3.00013-6


Udayangi & Perera 

51 

Group Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/S0882-

614520140000031002 

Stets, J. E., & Carter, M. J. (2012). A theory of the self for the sociology of 

morality. American Sociological Review, 77(1), 120–140. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122411433762    

Stets, J. E., & Serpe, R. T. (2013). Identity theory. In R. T. Serpe (Ed.), Handbook 

of social psychology (pp. 31–60). Springer. 

https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-94-007-6772-0_2 

Stewart, J. S., Oliver, E. G., Cravens, K. S., & Oishi, S. (2017). Managing 

millennials: Embracing generational differences. Business Horizons, 60(1), 45–

54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2016.08.011 

Suomäki, A., Kianto, A., & Vanhala, M. (2019). Work engagement across different 

generations in Finland: A qualitative study of boomers, yers and xers. 

Knowledge and Process Management, 26(2), 140–151. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.1604 

Taber, K. S. (2018). The use of Cronbach’s Alpha when developing and reporting 

research instruments in science education. Research in Science Education, 

48(6), 1273–1296. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-016-9602-2 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (2004). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. 

In J. T. Jost, & J. Sidanius (Eds.), Political Psychology (pp. 3676–390). 

Psychology Press.   

Tetteh, I., Spaulding, A., & Ptukhina, M. (2021). Understanding the job-hopping 

syndrome among millennial employees in the US food and agribusiness sector: 

A national survey. International Food and Agribusiness Management 

Review, 24(1), 89–104. https://doi.org/10.22434/IFAMR2020.0001 

Thompson, B., & Daniel, L. G. (1996). Factor analytic evidence for the construct 

validity of scores: A historical overview and some guidelines. Educational and 

psychological measurement, 56(2), 197–208. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164496056002001 

Tobias, S., & Carlson, J. E. (1969). Brief report: Bartlett's test of sphericity and 

chance findings in factor analysis. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 4(3), 

375–377.  https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr0403_8 

Tomarken, A. J., & Waller, N. G. (2003). Potential problems with "well fitting" 

models. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 112(4), 578. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.112.4.578 

Traeger, C., & Alfes, K. (2019). High-performance human resource practices and 

volunteer engagement: The role of empowerment and organizational 

identification. International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 

30, 1022–1035.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-019-00135-2 

https://doi.org/10.1108/S0882-614520140000031002
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0882-614520140000031002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122411433762
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-94-007-6772-0_2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2016.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.1604
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-016-9602-2
https://doi.org/10.22434/IFAMR2020.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164496056002001
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr0403_8
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.112.4.578
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-019-00135-2


Colombo Business Journal 15(1), 2024 

52 

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). 

Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory. Basil Blackwell.  

Twenge, J. M., & Campbell, S. M. (2008). Generational differences in 

psychological traits and their impact on the workplace. Journal of Managerial 

Psychology, 23(8), 862–877. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940810904367 

Twenge, J. M., Campbell, S. M., Hoffman, B. J., & Lance, C. E. (2010). 

Generational differences in work values: Leisure and extrinsic values 

increasing, social and intrinsic values decreasing. Journal of Management, 

36(5), 1117–1142. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630935 

Twenge, J. M. (2013). The evidence for generation Me and against generation 

We. Emerging Adulthood, 1(1), 11–16.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696812466548 

Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. L. (2003). The group engagement model: Procedural 

justice, social identity, and cooperative behavior. Personality and social 

psychology review, 7(4), 349-–361.  

https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0704_07 

Ubl, H. L., Walden, L. X., & Arbit, D. (2017). Managing millennials for dummies. 

John Wiley & Sons.  

Udayangi, K. A. D. I., & Perera, G. A. T. R. (2022). A review of the literature on 

factors affecting organizational engagement of millennials: Social identity and 

psychological entitlement perspectives. University of Colombo Review, 3(2), 

99–121. https://doi.org/10.4038/ucr.v3i2.75 

United States Census Bureau. (2015, June 25). Millennials outnumber baby 

boomers and are far more diverse, Census Bureau Reports. 

https://www.census.gov/newsroom/archives/2015-pr/cb15-113.html 

Van Dick, R., Christ, O., Stellmacher, J., Wagner, U., Ahlswede, O., Grubba, C., 

Hauptmeier, M., Höhfeld, C., Moltzen, K., & Tissington, P. A. (2004). Should I 

stay or should I go? Explaining turnover intentions with organizational 

identification and job satisfaction. British Journal of Management, 15(4), 351–

360. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2004.00424.x 

Wood, J. C. (2019). Millennials in the workplace: mystery or magic?. Dispute 

Resolution Journal, 74(1), 111–120. 

https://arbitrationlaw.com/library/millennials-workplace-mystery-or-magic-

dispute-resolution-journal-vol-74-no-1 

Zhao, Y., & Xu, Q. (2019). Understanding the achieving styles of Chinese 

millennials and implications on HRM policy: A life course perspective. 

International Journal of Manpower, 41(3), 303–317. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-08-2018-0271 

https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940810904367
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309352246
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696812466548
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0704_07
https://doi.org/10.4038/ucr.v3i2.75
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/archives/2015-pr/cb15-113.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2004.00424.x
https://arbitrationlaw.com/library/millennials-workplace-mystery-or-magic-dispute-resolution-journal-vol-74-no-1
https://arbitrationlaw.com/library/millennials-workplace-mystery-or-magic-dispute-resolution-journal-vol-74-no-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-08-2018-0271


Udayangi & Perera 

53 

Zhu, J., Tatachari, S., & Chattopadhyay, P. (2017). Newcomer identification: 

Trends, antecedents, moderators, and consequences. Academy of Management 

Journal, 60(3), 855–879. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0466 

Zitek, E. M., & Schlund, R. J. (2021). Psychological entitlement predicts 

noncompliance with the health guidelines of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 171, 1–10. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110491 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0466
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110491

