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The sense of relational entitlement is the perception one has of what one deserves from one’s partner, and
it may play a crucial role in determining the quality of a couple’s relationship. However, the concept was
only recently subjected to empirical examination. The main goals of the current study were to continue
the work initiated by the scale developers (Tolmacz & Mikulincer, 2011) by (1) further validating the
Sense of Relational Entitlement Scale (SRE) in a sample of adult couples; and (2) examining the
contribution of each partner’s sense of relational entitlement to his or her own and his or her partner’s
relationship satisfaction. A sample of 120 Israeli, heterosexual, older couples (age � 58 years) in
long-term relationships completed the study measurements. Factor analyses revealed that the SRE scale
consisted of two major dimensions: conflicted entitlement and assertive entitlement. Applying an
Actor-Partner-Interdependence Model (APIM) analysis indicated that the more conflicted one felt with
regard to what one was entitled to, the less satisfaction one felt with the relationship. Additionally, the
higher one’s entitlement expectations were of one’s partner (a subfactor of the assertive entitlement
dimension), the more one’s partner was satisfied with the relationship. The sense of entitlement construct
seems to be relevant to the context of dyadic relationships and, as such, is worthy of further attention and
investigation.
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Sense of entitlement—the subjective perception of what one
deserves in a specific situation—is part of every interpersonal
relationship (Solomon & Leven, 1975; Spiegel, 1987). Though
one’s sense of entitlement might be relevant in many areas of
human existence, there is growing evidence attesting to the crucial
role it plays in determining the quality of couples’ relationships
(Campbell, Bonacci, Shelton, Exline, & Bushman, 2004). This
kind of relational entitlement is conceptualized as the extent to
which an individual feels that his or her wishes, needs, and
expectations should be fulfilled by a romantic partner (Tolmacz &
Mikulincer, 2011).

Tolmacz and Mikulincer (2011) recently developed the Sense of
Relational Entitlement Scale (SRE) and showed its associations
with relationship satisfaction in a sample of young adults, most of
whom were single. Pursuant to Tolmacz and Mikulincer’s own
recommendation to further validate the SRE along an individual’s

entire life span, in the current study we assessed the SRE scale
among middle-aged partners in long-term dyadic relationships.
Adopting the well-established dyadic perspective (Revenson &
Delongis, 2011; Robins, Caspi, & Moffitt, 2000), we also assessed,
among this same sample, the contribution of one’s sense of rela-
tional entitlement to both one’s own and one’s partner’s relation-
ship satisfaction.

Sense of Entitlement

The first conceptualization of entitlement in the psychology
literature can be traced back to Freud (1916). Freud wrote about
patients who claimed they were entitled to some sort of compen-
sation from life, mostly because of their congenital deficiencies.
Freud found Shakespeare’s Richard III to be a prototypical exam-
ple of this kind of character. He also claimed that—albeit to a
lesser degree—this personality characteristic was shared by all
human beings in general. Edith Jacobson (1959) elaborated on
Freud’s ideas and added that the notion that certain individuals felt
they deserved more than others may not in fact have stemmed from
early disadvantages but, on the contrary, from the feeling that they
were in possession of exceptional virtues. Therefore, because of
their alleged superiority, these individuals may have felt more
entitled than others (Jacobson, 1959).

In the field of personality psychology, entitlement has been
regarded mostly within the context of narcissism, (e.g., Campbell
et al., 2004; Edelstein, Newton, & Stewart, 2012; Emmons, 1984;
Wink, 1991). Narcissism is an individual differences concept that
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is comprised of grandiosity and an exaggerated sense of self on the
one hand, and feelings of inferiority and low self-esteem on the
other (Emmons, 1984; Exline, Baumeister, Bushman, Campbell, &
Finkel, 2004). The entitlement component within the spectrum of
narcissism consists of the tendency to expect favored treatment
from others (Exline et al., 2004).

Although the concept of entitlement was initially perceived as a
negative characteristic, contemporary scholars (Kriegman, 1983;
Levin, 1970; Moses & Moses-Hrushovski, 1990) have expanded
the sense of entitlement concept to include the healthy assertion of
needs and rights. The concept has since been differentiated into
three attitudes toward personal entitlement: assertive or appropri-
ate entitlement, excessive or exaggerated entitlement, and re-
stricted or understated entitlement (Kriegman, 1983; Levin, 1970;
Moses & Moses-Hrushovski, 1990). An assertive or appropriate
sense of entitlement characterizes people who are able to realisti-
cally appraise what they can expect from others. This appropriate
sense includes the ability to assertively and confidently stand up
for one’s preferences and is considered an adaptive form of enti-
tlement, crucial to one’s well-being. Individuals who have a sense
of restricted entitlement are characterized by a limited sense of
sovereignty and self-assuredness; they are usually reserved, unas-
sertive and timid. Finally, people characterized by an excessive
sense of entitlement believe they deserve to have their needs and
wishes fulfilled regardless of others’ emotions and wishes.

Sense of Relational Entitlement

Although theorists conceptualized the sense of entitlement as a
global trait (e.g., Campbell et al., 2004), it is generally agreed upon
that an individual’s sense of entitlement takes on different forms
depending on the social situation he or she is in (Moses & Moses-
Hrushovski, 1990). Tolmacz and Mikulincer (2011) have stressed
that entitlement plays an especially important role in a couple’s
relationship. From the perspective of personality psychology and
according to Bowlby’s attachment theory (Bowlby, 1979), percep-
tions and memories of the type or quality of care that individuals
received from early attachment figures shape the way they respond
to their attachment figures in adulthood. Person (1989) claimed
that the romantic relationship is the prototypical scenario in which
people expect to have their emotional needs fulfilled, especially
those that were neglected during childhood development. In addi-
tion, social exchange theories also suggest that entitlement issues
are relevant to the distribution of resources within romantic rela-
tionships and thus are crucial to the understanding of relationship
function and satisfaction (Lerner & Mikula, 1994). Thus, it is
plausible to suggest that romantic relationships are the primary
domain in which entitlement-related wishes, needs, and expecta-
tions will be uniquely expressed.

Indeed, there are several clinical reports showing how crucial
the sense of entitlement is to a couple’s relationship (e.g., Billow,
1999; Blechner, 1987). For instance, empirical studies have shown
that excessive entitlement is associated with issues such as vio-
lence and aggression among couples (Wood, 2004), divorce rates
(Sanchez & Gager, 2000), and selfishness in romantic relation-
ships (Campbell et al., 2004). Fortunately, the SRE scale, recently
developed by Tolmacz and Mikulincer (2011), enables an empir-
ical investigation of the sense of entitlement in the context of the
romantic relationship. The authors found both the excessive and

restricted types of relational entitlement to be maladaptive, and
high scores on these two types were associated with higher levels
of distress and lower levels of relationship satisfaction.

The Current Study

Tolmacz and Mikulincer (2011) were innovative in conceptual-
izing the idea of relational sense of entitlement and in developing
a specific scale measuring entitlement in couples’ relationships.
However, most of their sample consisted of young singles, and
their self-reported relational entitlement scale was therefore not
related to actual long-term dyadic bonds. In addition, Tolmacz and
Mikulincer (2011) themselves raised concerns regarding the inner
structure of the SRE they had devised (p. 85) and recommended
that further validation steps of the SRE be conducted. Therefore, in
the current study we further invested in assessing the SREs inner
structure as well as in assessing its associations with attachment
that, as stated earlier, is theoretically conceived to be the bedrock
of sense of entitlement.

Assuming that issues of entitlement are relevant to the dyadic
relationship along the entire course of the couple’s life together, in
the current study we extended the work initiated by Tolmacz and
Mikulincer (2011) by focusing on long-term relationships between
mature adults versus shorter-term relationships among singles. By
testing and revalidating the entitlement construct among a mature
sample, we attempted to assess its usefulness for understanding
dyads at a later phase of life span development.

Until recently, research on couples’ relationships largely focused
on the individual, with much less attention given to both partners
(Revenson & Delongis, 2011). Recent studies, however, support the
notion that the dyadic perspective on relationships is critical as there
is a growing need to combine the individual view with a contextual
one (Robins, Caspi, & Moffitt, 2000). The dyadic perspective con-
siders how each partner influences the other partner’s cognitions,
emotions, and actions. Methodologically, the recent development of
sophisticated multilevel statistical models has permitted a more accu-
rate examination of couples’ data. Multilevel modeling takes into
account the dependency among couples that standard regression anal-
ysis is unable to account for (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; Kashy &
Kenny, 2000; Kenny, Kashy & Cook, 2006).

Therefore, the current study focuses on couples in long-term rela-
tionships and in doing so extends prior findings by investigating the
concept of relational entitlement from a dyadic perspective. Overall,
our goals in this research were (1) to further validate the measure of
relational entitlement in a sample of adult couples in long-term
romantic relationships and (2) to use this measure to demonstrate the
contribution of each partner’s sense of relational entitlement to one’s
own and one’s partner’s relationship satisfaction. We hypothesized
that whereas assertive entitlement would be positively associated with
relationship satisfaction for both partners, restrictive and excessive
senses of relational entitlement would be negatively associated with
both partners’ relationship satisfaction.

Method

Participants and Procedure

The current sample consisted of 120 Israeli heterosexual cou-
ples. The average age for men was 59.64 years (SD � 8.40) and for
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women 57.24 years (SD � 8.01). The average number of years of
education was 15.8 for men (SD � 2.6) and 15.5 for women (SD �
2.6), and the majority of both men (80%) and women (73.5%)
described themselves as having a good to very good economic
status. The couples had been married or living together for an
average of 32.64 years (SD � 10.90) and had on average 2.9
children (SD � .92).

The study was approved by the Bar Ilan University IRB. The
couples were recruited between April 1st, 2011, and March 15th,
2012 via a convenience sample (“snowball” procedure). The re-
search team was instructed to look for middle-aged couples among
their and their parents’ acquaintances. Approximately 150 middle-
aged couples in long-term relationships were approached, of which
120 agreed to complete the study’s battery of self-report question-
naires. Upon approval of the IRB, the completion of the question-
naires was regarded as agreement to participate in the study
(informed consent was not required), and no incentives were
offered. The couples were instructed to fill out the questionnaires
at a time and place of their choosing, as long they did so indepen-
dently, without consulting one another. The couples completed the
questionnaires in one sitting, and completion lasted between 25
and 35 min. Ten couples completed the questionnaires using a free
Web-based method (qualtrics.com) that was specifically pro-
grammed for the current study and that was an option offered to
participants. Most of them, however, preferred to use the standard
paper/pencil method.

Measures

Sense of Relational Entitlement. Participants completed the
33-item SRE (Tolmacz & Mikulincer, 2011). Participants were
asked to rate the extent to which each item was descriptive of their
attitudes, feelings, beliefs, and reactions in romantic relationships.
Ratings were done on a 5-point scale (1 � not at all, 5 � very
much). The authors of the instrument conducted a factor analysis
that yielded a five-factor solution as follows: (1) “Vigilance re-
garding negative aspects of partner and relationship” describes the
person’s tendency to overfocus on the negative features of the partner and
the relationship, as well as a tendency to end the relationship when it
does not meet the person’s expectations or needs (e.g., “I’m often
preoccupied with the question of whether my partner is good
enough for me”); (2) “Sensitivity to relational transgressions and
frustrations” describes the intensity of the person’s negative feel-
ings and thoughts when facing frustrations or conflicts in the
relationship (e.g., “When I’m not getting what I deserve from my
partner, I become very tense”); (3) “Expectations for partner’s
attention and understanding” describes expectations for the part-
ner’s attention, concern and understanding (e.g., “I have high
expectations of my partner”); (4) “Assertive entitlement” describes
the ability to assertively and realistically stand up for one’s needs
and wishes in the relationship (e.g., “I insist on getting what I
deserve in my relationship”); and (5) “Restricted entitlement”
describes an inhibited ability to express one’s needs, wishes and
expectations in the relationship (e.g., “I’m often preoccupied with
the question of whether I deserve my partner”).

In Tolmacz & Mikulincer’s study, Cronbach’s � for the five
SRE factors ranged from .74 to .91. Based on the intercorrelations
between the five factors and following a second-order factor
analysis, the three factors of “vigilance,” “sensitivity,” and “ex-

pectations” were unified into one major factor titled “excessive
entitlement.” Scores were computed by averaging the relevant
items of each of the three major factors (“excessive,” “assertive,”
and “restricted” entitlement).

Relationship satisfaction. Relationship satisfaction was mea-
sured using the 10- item Hebrew version (Lavee, 1995) of the
ENRICH scale (Fowers & Olson, 1993; Olson, Fournier, & Druck-
man, 1987). Items were answered on a 7-point Likert scale and the
score was calculated as the mean of the items. Example items
were: “To what extent are you satisfied with your financial posi-
tion and the way you and your partner make financial decisions?”
and “To what extent are you satisfied with the personality char-
acteristics and personal habits of your partner?” Studies have
shown a good test–retest and internal consistency reliability of the
subscales and the total measure (Fowers & Olson, 1993). The
Israeli version was found to be valid in many studies (Lavee &
Katz, 2002; Lavee & Mey-Dan, 2003). Cronbach’s � for the 10
items in the current sample was .80.

Attachment orientations. Attachment orientations were as-
sessed via use of the Hebrew version of the Experiences in Close
Relationships scale (ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). The
ECR is a 36-item measure assessing the two major dimensions of
adult attachment orientations: attachment anxiety (e.g., “I worry a
lot about my relationships”) and attachment avoidance (e.g., “I
don’t feel comfortable opening up to other people”). Participants
rated the extent to which each item was descriptive of their
feelings in close relationships on a 7-point scale ranging from 1
(not at all) to 7 (very much). In the current sample, Cronbach’s �
were high for the 18 anxiety items (.92) and the 18 avoidance items
(.86). Following the standard scoring procedure for the scale
(Brennan et al., 1998), two scores were computed by averaging
items on each subscale.

Statistical Analysis

The statistical analysis consisted of three steps: preparation of
the data for the statistical analyses; validation of the SRE; and
testing of the study hypotheses regarding the contribution of rela-
tional entitlement to relationship satisfaction.

Handling missing data. Multiple imputation analysis was
applied to deal with the issue of missing data for the 120 couples
who completed the study questionnaires. In short, according to
Enders (2010), the multiple imputation technique uses a
regression-based procedure to generate multiple copies of the
data-set, each of which contains different estimates of the missing
values. In the current analysis, we applied the SPSS.20 MI proce-
dure, and 10 copies of the data set were generated. After creating
these complete data sets, we estimated the models based on each
filled-in data set and subsequently used Rubin’s (1987) formulas to
combine the parameter estimates and SEs into a single set of
results. This procedure allows for the use of the full sample and
provides unbiased parameter estimates as long as the imputation is
done at random (missing completely at random, or MCAR).

Validation of the SRE. To validate the SRE, we applied a
confirmatory factor analysis followed by an exploratory factor
analysis and a second-order exploratory factor analysis. Pearson
correlation analyses were applied to assess the associations among
the different entitlement factors and the attachment orientations.
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Testing the study hypotheses. To test the hypothesized mod-
els, we followed Kenny, Kashy, and Cook’s (2006) suggestion and
applied the APIM, using the Hierarchical Linear Model with
HLM-7.0. The first step in conducting an analysis of dyadic data
are to examine the degree of independence in the dependent
variable (West, Popp, & Kenny, 2008). Independence was as-
sessed by computing the intraclass correlation (Kenny et al., 2006),
which was found to be significant (ICC � .37). Given this nonzero
correlation, the data for this set was considered dependent, and was
analyzed using dyadic analysis. Next, we compared the following
models: the unconditioned model consisting of the assessment of
the variance among the dyads regardless of any other explanatory
variable; the model which assesses the direct actor and partner
effects on relationship satisfaction; and the model with both actor
and partner effects and the interactions between these effects and
gender. Following Kenny et al. (2006), power (�) was calculated
by adding the design effect: (1 � (n-1) ICC).

Results

Construct Validation of the SRE for Older Adults

Handling missing data. Overall, all of the items except two
had less than 2% missing values. Because of the fact that Little’s
test for MCAR (Little, 1988) was nonsignificant, indicating that all
of the missing values in the current sample were indeed missing at
random �2(1225) � 1160.89, p � .90, a multiple imputations
procedure was applied.

Validation of the SRE. To examine the SREs internal struc-
ture, the following steps were carried out. First, we conducted a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to confirm the original five-
factor structure as reported by Tolmacz and Mikulincer (2011),
using M-plus version 5.2 software. The standard measurements for
goodness of fit are “Comparative Fit Index” (CFI) and “Tucker-
Lewis Index” (TLI). The recommended cut-off is 0.9 and above
for both goodness-of-fit measurements (Wang & Wang, 2012).
The goodness-of-fit of this solution was fair but not satisfactory:
�2(473) � 1075.19, p � .001; �2/df � 2.27; CFI � .832; TLI �
.812; root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) � .073;
p � .001.

Subsequently, we omitted three items (items 19, 22, and 25),
which had the lowest loadings on each factor. These items were
also irrelevant and ambiguous for most participants (e.g., item 19
consisted of the following: “I am unable to make compromises in

choosing a partner.” The couples, being in long-term relationships
for many years, found this item difficult to relate to). Indeed, these
three items had the highest percentage of missing data (6.67%,
2.92%, and 1.25% of the participants did not answer items 25, 19,
and 22, respectively).

Next, we ran the confirmatory factor analysis again, this time
with the remaining 30 items. As expected, the solution’s goodness-
of-fit improved; however, it was still nonsatisfactory: �2(383) �
853.71, p � .001; �2/df � 2.22; CFI � .859; TLI � .839;
RMSEA � .072; p � .001. Because of the lack of a satisfactory
solution at this point, and to obtain a better understanding of the
factors’ inner structure, we computed Pearson correlations among
the five factors (see Table 1) and compared them with the original
results of Tolmacz and Mikulincer (2011). The authors of the
original instrument found the “vigilance,” “sensitivity,” and “ex-
pectations” factors to be highly correlated. They also found only
weak positive correlations between these three factors and both the
“assertive” and the “restricted” factors. However, in the current
study a different picture of associations among the factors
emerged. Most notably, the factor of “sensitivity” was correlated
moderately to highly (Cohen, 1988) with all the other factors and
not only with the “vigilance” and “expectations” factors. Subse-
quently, we also examined the correlations between all nine items
composing the “sensitivity” factor and the other four factors and
found that all “sensitivity” items correlated moderately to highly
with all the other factors (these correlations are not presented
because of space limitations). The finding that the “sensitivity”
factor had high covariance with all of the other factors explained
the inability to exert a satisfactory differentiating five-factor solu-
tion, and the “sensitivity” factor was therefore removed from any
further analysis.

Next, we conducted an additional confirmatory factor analysis
with the remaining 21 items after omitting the “sensitivity” factor.
The goodness-of-fit of this solution was now much improved:
�2(173) � 357.09, p � .001; �2/df � 2.06; CFI � .905; TLI �
.884; RMSEA � .067; p � .001. However, because we did not
have an a priori four-factor structure hypothesis, we applied a
much stricter criterion and conducted an additional exploratory
factor analysis with Oblimin rotation on the 21 items. We found
that items 14 and 15 of the “vigilance” original factor loaded high
on more than one factor, and less on their original theoretical-
bound factor, and thus we omitted these items from the analysis.
After omitting these two items, we conducted a final exploratory

Table 1
Pearson Correlations Among the Original Five Sense of Relational Entitlement Scale (SRE)
Factors (N � 240)

Factors 1 2 3 4

1. Vigilance regarding negative aspects of
partner and relationship

2. Sensitivity to relational transgressions
and frustrations .60���

3. Assertive entitlement .31��� .70���

4. Expectations for partner’s attention and
understanding .11 .49��� .55���

5. Restricted entitlement .44��� .32�� �.09 �.08

� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

196 GEORGE-LEVI, VILCHINSKY, TOLMACZ, AND LIBERMAN



analysis and a confirmatory factor analysis to finalize the solution
and obtain the relevant and final indexes.

The analyses of the remaining 19 items revealed a clear and
unequivocal four-factor solution with eigenvalues �1, explaining
60.1% of the total variance. The items’ loadings, as well as the
reliabilities of each factor and their explained variance, are pre-
sented in Table 2. As can be seen, each item loaded exclusively on
only one of the four factors. The goodness-of-fit of this final
solution was satisfactory according to the following indexes:
�2(137) � 264.13, p � .001; �2/df � 1.92; CFI � .924; TLI �
.906; RMSEA � .062; p � .001. This four-factor structure with
the 19 items was found to be more satisfactory than all the former
factor structure solutions. The four factors revealed were identical
to the original four factors after omitting the “sensitivity” factor,
and they included: “assertive entitlement”; “restricted entitle-
ment”; “entitlement expectations” (shortened from the original
title: “expectations for partner’s attention and understanding”); and
“vigilance regarding negative aspects of partner and relationship.”
We subsequently rephrased the last factor as “excessive entitle-
ment,” as this factor was considered part of the “excessive factor”
in the original Tolmacz and Mikulincer (2011) study. In addition,
close scrutiny of the “excessive entitlement” factor items indeed
confirmed that this factor accurately reflects what was theoreti-
cally meant by excessive entitlement.

Next, we computed Pearson correlations among these four fac-
tors. As can be seen in Table 3, the intercorrelations between the
two factors representing a more conflicted, preoccupied, insecure,
or unresolved sense of entitlement (“excessive entitlement” and
“restricted entitlement”) were found to be significant and positive.

The intercorrelations between the two factors representing a more
secure, mature, healthy, or assertive sense of entitlement (“asser-
tive entitlement” and “entitlement expectations”) were also found
to be significant and positive. Thus, these intercorrelations indicate
the putative existence of a two-factor structure of the SRE scales.
In light of the above, we conducted a second-order factor analysis
of the four SRE factors, which revealed two major factors with
eigenvalues �1, explaining 69.8% of the total variance. The item
loadings and the variance explained by each factor are presented in
Table 4. As can be seen, each item loaded exclusively on only one
of the two factors.

The first major factor consisted of the original factor describing
a person’s ability to express his or her needs in the romantic
relationship in an assertive, regulated, and appropriate manner,
together with legitimate expectations of a partner’s understanding,
acceptance, and empathy. This factor was therefore labeled “as-
sertive entitlement.” The second factor consisted of: (a) exagger-
ated feelings that one’s needs should be fulfilled by one’s partner,
as well as tendencies to focus on negative aspects of a romantic
partner when he or she did not meet these wishes (“excessive
entitlement”); and (b) an inhibited expression of one’s needs and
expectations in romantic relationships (“restricted entitlement”).
This factor was labeled “conflicted entitlement” as it mainly de-
scribes a state of imbalance with regard to one’s experience of
entitlement and a tendency to be preoccupied with entitlement
needs. No significant correlations were found between the two new
factors (r � .04, p � .39). On the basis of these findings, we
computed two total scores (an assertive entitlement score and a
conflicted entitlement score) for each participant by averaging the

Table 2
Content, Structural Coefficients, Explained Variance, and Reliabilities of the Sense of Relational Entitlement Scale (SRE) (N � 240)

SRE items 1 2 3 4

1. Excessive entitlement 0.86 0.05 �0.06 �0.09
I’m often preoccupied with the question of whether my partner is good enough for me (10)
Sometimes I feel my partner is not good enough for me (13) 0.85 �0.02 �0.02 �0.02
I am obsessed with my partner’s faults (11) 0.79 0.07 0.01 �0.00
When my partner frustrates me, I contemplate ending the relationship (27) 0.75 �0.05 �0.00 �0.01
When my partner frustrates me, I start thinking about new relationships (6) 0.75 0.07 �0.03 �0.14
When my partner hurts me, I’m immediately filled with a sense of distrust (12) 0.60 �0.15 0.03 0.24
I often feel I deserve to get more than I do in my relationship (31) 0.56 0.02 0.20 0.26
In my relationship, I’m sometimes filled with a kind of rage that I hardly ever experience

in daily life (33) 0.51 0.06 0.26 0.12
2. Expectations for partner’s attention and understanding

I have high expectations of my partner (2) �0.11 0.85 0.07 0.02
I expect my partner to understand me without my having to explain myself (1) 0.14 0.79 �0.16 �0.06
I can’t give up my expectations of my partner in a relationship (3) 0.01 0.77 0.19 0.02
I expect my partner to be very attentive to me (5) 0.01 0.60 �0.16 0.24

3. Restricted entitlement
Sometimes I feel I am not good enough for my partner (32) �0.09 0.06 0.83 0.04
I’m often preoccupied with the question of whether I deserve my partner (23) 0.10 �0.05 0.74 �0.02
I feel my partner deserves to get more than he or she does in our relationship (26) 0.09 �0.06 0.62 �0.13

4. Assertive entitlement
I insist on getting what I deserve out of my relationship (30) 0.07 0.06 0.0 0.82
I deserve a partner who is very sensitive (18) 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.73
I think my partner is lucky to be with me (28) 0.01 �0.13 �0.22 0.69
I won’t make do with less than what I deserve in my relationship (7) �0.09 0.22 0.05 0.62

Factor reliabilities (Cronbach’s �) .88 .81 .63 .75
Explained variance (%) 26.14 17.60 9.70 6.86

Note. Numbers within parentheses refer to the ordering of the items in the scale. Numbers in bold represent loadings of the items grouped under each
specific factor.
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relevant items. We also computed the four separate subfactor
scores (excessive, restricted, expectations, and assertive) for each
participant by averaging the items on each factor.

Finally, anxious attachment orientation was positively associ-
ated with “Total Conflicted Entitlement” (r � .18, p � .001) as
well as with its two subfactors (r � .14, p � .05, and r � .15, p �
.05 for the excessive and the restricted subfactors, respectively),
indicating that the more anxiously attached one is the more one
reports a conflicted sense of entitlement. In addition, avoidant
attachment was negatively associated with the subfactor of asser-
tive entitlement (r � �.17, p � .001). Thus, the higher one is on
the avoidant attachment dimension the lower one is on assertive
sense of entitlement. However, it should be noted that these
correlations, albeit significant, were small in size. No significant
associations were found among any of the attachment scales and
either the subfactor of expectations or the “Total Assertive Enti-
tlement” score.

The Contribution of SRE to Relationship Satisfaction

As was previously stated, we hypothesized that assertive enti-
tlement would be positively associated with relationship satisfac-
tion for both partners and that restrictive and excessive senses of
relational entitlement would be negatively associated with both
partners’ relationship satisfaction. We used the APIM framework
to analyze the association between one’s sense of entitlement and
one’s own relationship satisfaction as well as one’s partner’s
satisfaction. We conducted two APIM analyses: one with the two
SRE major factors (conflicted and assertive), and one with the four
entitlement subfactors (excessive, restricted, expectations, and as-
sertive) as the independent variables. The analyses consisted of
both partners’ relationship satisfaction as the dependent variables.
The assertive entitlement subfactor was found to be negatively
associated with women’s age (r � �.18, p � .05), and positively
associated with women’s number of children (r � .19, p � .05).
Therefore, women’s age and number of children were factored in,
to control for them (no associations were found between any of the
sociodemographic variables and the SRE scores among men).

Three models were compared in each analysis: Model 1 was the
unconditional model with no independent variables; Model 2 con-
sisted of all actor and partner effects; and Model 3 added the
interactions among all actor and partner effects and gender. Tables
5 and 6 depict the hierarchical linear modeling coefficients for the
actor and partner effects for the two major SRE factors (see Table
5), the four SRE subfactors (see Table 6), and relationship satis-
faction. Significant actor effects were found for conflicted entitle-
ment as well as its two subfactors: excessive entitlement and

restricted entitlement. For each partner, one’s level of either ex-
cessive entitlement or restricted entitlement was associated nega-
tively with one’s relationship satisfaction. Thus, the more one was
characterized by a conflicted sense of relational entitlement, the
less one was satisfied with the relationship.

Although no significant partner effect was detected with regard
to the two major entitlement factors, when we tested the APIM for
each of the four SRE subfactors, a significant partner effect with
regard to the subfactor of entitlement expectations was detected. It
was found that the higher the entitlement expectations one had of
his or her partner were, the more satisfied his or her partner was
with the relationship. Finally, one significant interaction regarding
relationship satisfaction was detected, between gender and actor’s
excessive entitlement subfactor, showing that the negative associ-
ation between one’s excessive entitlement and one’s relationship
satisfaction was stronger for men than for women. However, the
added variance of this interaction was not found to be significant.
Figure 1 summarizes the study results. Finally, effect sizes for both
models were very high (nearly 80% for the two second-order
factors model, and 99% for the four subfactors model), an ac-
knowledgment of the fact that the odds of tracing existing effects
were very high.

Discussion

Our main goal in the current study was to broaden the knowl-
edge regarding the interplay between an individual’s personality
makeup and his or her relationship with an intimate partner. We
focused on the theoretical concept of entitlement, rooted in both
psychoanalytic and personality literature as well as in the field of
social psychology. Though the concept of entitlement has been
studied extensively in various arenas, the relatively novel concep-
tualization of relational entitlement has only recently been sub-
jected to empirical operationalization. Therefore, the current study
aim was twofold: first, to further validate the SRE scale by
subjecting it to a series of factor analyses and by assessing its
associations with attachment orientations; and, second, to test the
associations among the SRE factors and relationship satisfaction
within dyads.

SRE-Scale Validation

The current analysis of the SRE scale identified a personality
construct that was similar although not identical to the original one
reported by Tolmacz and Mikulincer (2011). Four of the original
factors also emerged in the current study: “excessive entitlement”
(formerly termed “vigilance”), “restricted entitlement,” “assertive
entitlement,” and “entitlement expectations.” One deviation from

Table 3
Means, SDs and Pearson Correlations Among the Four Sense of
Relational Entitlement Scale (SRE) Factors (N � 240)

Factors M (SD) 1 2 3

1. Excessive entitlement 1.57 (.68) 1
2. Entitlement expectations 3.43 (.88) .09 1
3. Restricted entitlement 1.63 (.69) .34��� �.01 1
4. Assertive entitlement 3.14 (.93) .20�� .39��� .07

� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.

Table 4
Structural Coefficients and Explained Variance of the Sense of
Relational Entitlement Scale (SRE) (N � 240)

Factors 1 2

1. Assertive entitlement .85 �.00
2. Entitlement expectations .78 .00
3. Restricted entitlement �.21 .84
4. Excessive entitlement �.24 .79
Explained variance (%) 37.25 37.57
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Tolmacz and Mikulincer’s (2011) suggested structure, which was
introduced in the current study, was the omission of the fifth
factor, originally labeled “sensitivity to relational transgressions
and frustrations.” This factor was formerly associated with only
two factors, hence creating a differentiated second-order factor. In
our study, however, this sensitivity factor correlated with all the
other four factors, which suggests that—unlike for young sin-
gles—for couples in long-term relationships it perhaps expresses a
more general tendency toward sensitivity in relationships and is
unable to differentiate between entitlement attitudes.

Additionally, whereas in the Tolmacz and Mikulincer (2011)
study a three-factor solution was suggested (albeit without suffi-
cient statistical justification), a more valid structure emerged in the
current study, in which four factors integrated into two second-
order factors that we titled conflicted relational entitlement and
assertive relational entitlement. We suggest that the conflicted
dimension of the SRE, which consists of both the excessive and the
restricted factors of entitlement, expresses one’s imbalance in
terms of two dialectical ends: the inflated confidence that one
deserves everything, and—at the other end of the spectrum—the
strong belief that one deserves nothing. The conflicted dimension
might therefore reflect the narcissistic conflict between grandiosity
on the one hand and vulnerability on the other (Edelstein et al.,
2012). Indeed, according to Wink (1991), the sense of entitlement
encompasses both aspects of narcissism.

The assertive dimension found in our study expresses a person’s
ability to maturely evaluate and assertively negotiate those things
that one can expect from his or her partner. No correlation was
found between the conflicted and assertive dimensions of rela-
tional entitlement, implying that being high on the assertive di-

mension does not automatically necessitate being low on the
conflicted dimension. These results support the assumption that
relational entitlement does not simply reflect a continuum ranging
from a low to a high level. Rather, one’s sense of relational
entitlement may be comprised of both assertive and conflicted
aspects concurrently.

Tolmacz and Mikulincer (2011) claimed that relational entitle-
ment is a personality construct deriving from early relationships
with primal attachment figures. Indeed, the authors reported on
significant associations among attachment avoidance and anxiety
orientations on the one hand and items representing excessive and
restricted entitlement (that we later labeled “conflicted entitle-
ment”) on the other hand. However, the authors also detected
much weaker associations among the attachment orientations and
the entitlement expectations items, and no associations at all were
found among attachment orientations and the assertive entitlement
items (note that both the expectations and assertive items were
unified into the assertive dimension of relational entitlement in the
current study).

Consistent with Tolmacz and Mikulincer’s study, we also found
that conflicted entitlement was moderately related to attachment
anxiety: that is, the less one feels his or her emotional needs will
be reliably attended to, the more one seems ambivalent regarding
whether or not one is entitled to anything at all from one’s partner.
These consistent associations seem to be in line with Tolmacz and
Mikulincer’s assertion that sense of entitlement in adulthood is
rooted in the crystallization of attachment security; however, sense
of entitlement is not synonymous with attachment. Future studies,
preferably longitudinal, which will focus on the developmental
processes underlying the manifestation of entitlement in adult-

Table 5
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Coefficients for Actor and Partner Effects of Sense of Relational
Entitlement Scale (SRE) Second-Order Factor Scores on Relationship Satisfaction

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Fixed effects
Intercept 5.61 (0.07) 5.57 (0.08) 5.53 (0.09)
Gender 0.06 (0.10) 0.08 (0.10)
Number of children 0.10 (0.07) 0.10 (0.07)
Women’s Age �0.01 (0.01) �0.003 (0.01)

Actor effects
Assertive entitlement 0.06 (0.08) 0.02 (0.11)
Conflicted entitlement �0.28� (0.12) �0.28 (0.15)
Gender 	 Assertive 0.05 (0.15)
Gender 	 Conflicted 0.03 (0.22)

Partner effects
Assertive entitlement 0.10 (0.08) 0.24� (0.11)
Conflicted entitlement �0.06 (0.11) 0.08 (0.14)
Gender 	 Assertive �0.23 (0.14)
Gender 	 Conflicted �0.29 (0.21)

Random effects
Level 1 
�

2 0.52 (0.72) 0.51 (0.71) 0.49 (0.70)
Level 2 
0

2 0.30��� (0.55) 0.27��� (0.52) 0.27��� (0.52)
Deviance 615.88 604.02 599.53
��2 — 11.86 4.49
Pseudo R2 — .05 .07
Power (�) .76 .79

Note. SEs are in parentheses for fixed effects and SDs for random parameters. Results are reported with robust
SEs. The intercept represents the expected scores for relationship satisfaction at the mean of all included
explanatory variables for men. Unconditional ICC � .37.
� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.
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hood, will be better able to determine whether conflicted entitle-
ment is indeed a consequence of insecure attachment.

The Association Between SRE and Relationship
Satisfaction

The second goal of the current study was to assess the associ-
ation between one’s sense of relational entitlement and his or her
own relationship satisfaction and his or her partner’s satisfaction.
Findings showed that the more one was characterized by conflicted
entitlement, the less he or she felt satisfied with the relationship.
These results were found for the conflicted second-order factor as
well as for its two components: excessive and restricted entitle-
ment. The findings are consistent with the assumption that holding
either an inflated or a restricted sense of entitlement is maladaptive
within the context of a romantic relationship (Kriegman, 1983;
Moses & Moses-Hrushovski, 1990; Tolmacz & Mikulincer, 2011),
at least on the individual level.

From the psychoanalytic point of view, many intrapsychic and
interpersonal conflicts are the result of unmet childhood needs
because of deficiencies in the early parental bond, and individuals
who experienced such deficiencies will, therefore, continually seek
to fulfill these needs in their adult romantic relationships (Bowlby,

1979; Kernberg, 1975; Kohut, 1971; Millon, 1981). Thus, one
putative explanation for the current results is that people high on
the conflicted entitlement dimension will feel permanently dissat-
isfied with their partners’ ability to fulfill their extensive, never
fully met primary needs and expectations. The reason that this
explanation is referred to as putative is because of the highly
plausible alternative that after 30 years of being in an intimate
relationship, actual negative transactions within the dyads might
truly have heightened feelings of conflicted entitlement in each
partner.

We have found that the more entitlement expectations an indi-
vidual had of his or her partner, the more satisfaction the partner
took in the relationship. What individuals expect to receive from
their partners affects their evaluations and perceptions of their
relationships (Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000; Reis, Clark, &
Holmes, 2004; Stanley, Blumberg, & Markman, 1999). Our find-
ings add to the literature by showing that the positive expectations
held by one partner of the other are also associated with the
relationship satisfaction experienced by the partner. Simpson
(2010) asserted that individuals who hold expectations of their
partners also transfer to them a sense of security, care and trust,
and one possible explanation for this finding may be that these

Table 6
Hierarchical Linear Modeling Coefficients for Actor and Partner Effects of Sense of Relational
Entitlement Scale (SRE) Subfactor Scores on Relationship Satisfaction

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Fixed effects
Intercept 5.61 (0.07) 5.55 (0.08) 5.47 (0.10)
Gender 0.11 (0.12) 0.14 (0.12)
Number of children 0.08 (0.07) 0.08 (0.06)
Women’s Age �0.01 (0.01) �0.01 (0.01)

Actor effects
Excessive �0.68���

(0.10)
�1.06���

(0.21)
Assertive ll0.10 (0.06) 0.11 (0.07)
Expectation 0.05 (0.06) 0.02 (0.09)
Restricted �0.18� (0.09) �0.09 (0.10)
Gender 	 excessive 0.50� (0.22)
Gender 	 assertive 0.04 (0.10)
Gender 	 expectation 0.06 (0.14)
Gender 	 restricted �0.07 (0.16)

Partner effects
Excessive �0.09 (0.10) �0.01 (0.10)
Assertive �0.04 (0.05) �0.04 (0.09)
Expectation 0.10� (0.05) 0.14 (0.09)
Restricted �0.03 (0.08) 0.04 (0.10)
Gender 	 excessive �0.10 (0.22)
Gender 	 assertive �0.02 (0.10)
Gender 	 expectation �0.09 (0.12)
Gender 	 restricted �0.12 (0.14)

Random effects
Level 1 
�

2 0.52 (0.72) 0.41 (0.64) 0.39 (0.63)
Level 2 
0

2 0.30��� (0.55) 0.11��� (0.33) 0.11��� (0.33)
Deviance 615.88 512.52 504.10
��2 — 103.36��� 8.42
Pseudo R2 — .37 .39
Power (�) .999 .999

Note. SEs are in parentheses for fixed effects and SDs for random parameters. Results are reported with robust
SEs. The intercept represents the expected scores for relationship satisfaction at the mean of all included
explanatory variables for men. Unconditional ICC � .37.
� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.
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positive feelings add to the partner’s relationship satisfaction.
Thus, for couples in long-term relationships, high entitlement
expectations may imply that one’s partner still cares about him or
her and is highly invested in the relationship; one partner’s enti-
tlement expectations are therefore associated with the other part-
ner’s relationship satisfaction.

Interestingly, we did not find any associations between one’s
expectations and one’s own relationship satisfaction. Authors ar-
gue that high expectations do not have a solely positive impact on the
relationship, and the flipside of high expectations can be disappointment
(Stanley et al., 1999). Partners seem to compare what they receive
in the relationship with the expectations they have of it; if the
outcomes do not meet their expectations, they will be less satisfied
with their relationships (Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000).
Therefore, because of their occasional disappointments, it appears
that individuals who have high expectations of their partners are
not always satisfied with their relationships, especially if their
expectations are unrealistic (Florian & Vilchinsky, 2001). Our
findings suggest that even if one’s sense of assertive entitlement
(entitlement expectations in particular) is not associated with one’s
own relationship satisfaction, it may still be associated with the
other partner’s relationship satisfaction.

In summary, a thorough examination of the original SRE items
reveals a two- dimensional structure. The first factor, conflicted
entitlement, expresses the disparity in one’s own entitlement needs
and wishes: on the one hand one retains a strong belief that one
deserves to have all his or her needs and demands met by the
partner, and on the other hand one retains a strong sense that one
is not worthy of getting anything at all from the partner. Our
findings indicate that this conflicted dimension is associated with
less satisfaction within the context of the couple relationship. The
second dimension—assertive entitlement—expresses a person’s
ability to appropriately and realistically evaluate those things that
one can expect from his or her partner. This dimension seems to be

associated with the partner’s relationship satisfaction in the context
of the couple relationship.

The present study has several limitations. First, data was col-
lected at one time-point only, and therefore, we cannot conclu-
sively determine the degree to which the current results are a
function of developmental processes, rooted in early childhood
experiences, or of one’s reaction to one’s current, actual romantic
relationship. Moreover, we cannot determine the direction of the
association between relational entitlement and relationship satis-
faction. It is possible that it is the degree of relationship satisfac-
tion that generates specific wishes and expectations regarding the
fulfillment of one’s needs, and not the other way around, as
hypothesized. Furthermore, the participants in our study were
older married or cohabiting heterosexual couples, characterized by
a high economic status and level of education: a set of factors that
limits the ability to generalize from the findings. Finally, the
couples in our study were identified via a snowball procedure.
Despite the fact that “snowball’ sampling is a helpful and accept-
able method when the target population is scattered (Gilbert, 1993;
Salganik & Salganik, 2004), this kind of sampling can still limit
the generalizability of the findings.

Because of the current study’s cross-sectional design and other
limitations, we still cannot determine the developmental nature of
the two entitlement dimensions. We would recommend that future
studies investigate the SRE construct prospectively, across differ-
ent age groups, and longitudinally, along the relationship timeline.
It would also be useful to assess this construct during transitional
stages—for example, parenthood, or a period when one partner is
coping with an acute illness—times during which relational enti-
tlement needs, expectations, and conflicts are likely to be highly
activated within the dyad. By doing so, futures studies might help
uncover the underlying process mechanism of relational entitle-
ment.
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Figure 1. Schematic summary of the study findings.
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The research regarding relational entitlement is still in its in-
fancy; it is therefore premature to draw detailed clinical recom-
mendations from it. However, we cautiously suggest that marital
and family therapists may benefit from detecting the form of
relational entitlement (conflicted or assertive) that is more domi-
nant among their clients to apply an appropriate intervention.
Studies have shown that one of the greatest challenges in couple’s
therapy is partners’ unrealistic expectations and wishes from each
other and/or from the relationship (Amato & Rogers, 1997; Florian
& Vilchinsky, 2001). Entitlement wishes and expectations could
therefore be interpreted and reevaluated in the context of the
individual’s current romantic relationship, a process which might
lead to the adoption of a more realistic sense of entitlement toward
each partner.
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