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Abstract:
							                           
The consumer entitlement (CE) construct is a key variable in the exchange process in retail environments. The original Consumer Entitlement Inventory (CEI) was developed and applied within Western cultural boundaries. The main contribution of this study is the extension of the original CEI to better fit the Vietnamese context and to demonstrate its applicability in the context of an emerging economy with a Confucian culture. The study also contributes to expanding the range of identified boycott motives in the literature and clarifying their mechanism via social exchange theory. The extended CEI scale was tested using exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis, using a sample of 603 respondents. Qualitative and quantitative research results show that the extended CEI has two dimensions, namely intransigence, and demand and distinction, with adequate content, reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. This study also aimed to apply the extended CEI to an exploration of the relationship between CE and willingness to boycott. Research results from another independent study with 450 respondents using a structural equation model confirmed the positive relationship between CE and willingness to boycott. In addition, theoretical implications are discussed.
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Introduction


The concept of consumer entitlement (CE) has been defined as “the expectation of special treatment and automatic compliance with one’s expectations by service personnel in the sales encounter” in a retail environment (Boyd & Helms, 2005, p. 277). Boyd and Helms first introduced the Consumer Entitlement Inventory (CEI) as a self-reported measure to capture the presentation of entitled customers in the buyer–seller interaction; the CEI has only been used in the traditional domain of individualistic culture (Edey & Knight, 2018). In some cases, the measurement for a construct may require modification in order to be appropriate for use in a different context (Riefler & Diamantopoulos, 2007). Thus, this study’s primary purpose is to extend the original CEI, so that the measurement better fits the Vietnamese context, that is, an emerging economy with a Confucian culture (Le & Ho, 2020). In addition, the measurement needs to be enriched with items that capture consumers’ specific service quality expectations in emerging countries due to the uncertainty avoidance tendency (Diallo & Seck, 2018).

Businesses should monitor boycott activities seriously because they threaten sales figures, the company’s reputation, and stock prices (Hoffmann, 2014). To date, various motives for boycotts have been examined in the fields of psychology, social psychology, and economics (Abdul-Talib et al., 2016). However, research on CE and its consequences is still limited (Davis, 2019). The second purpose of this study is to apply the extended CEI to an exploration of the relationship between CE and willingness to boycott in the Vietnamese retail context.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 1 presents the conceptual background of CE. Then, the research methodology, hypotheses development, and results are presented. Finally, we conclude the paper and present its theoretical implications as well as directions for future research.





1. Conceptual Background


Entitled consumers enter a retail store expecting to receive special treatment from the staff and automatic compliance with all their requests (Boyd & Helms, 2005). Along with personality traits, other antecedents, such as increasing competitiveness and consumers’ power over sellers, are likely to contribute to the growth of CE. For instance, given the increasingly intense competition in the service and retail industries, customers in such industries possess relatively high market power, and this can transfer into CE (Ma et al., 2018). In addition, in a competitive environment, prioritization tactics give customers a sense of superiority, and they feel that they deserve special treatment from the company; this eventually develops into entitlement behaviors, such as tough negotiations, the use of bargaining tactics, and attempts to obtain privileges (Ma et al., 2018; Wetzel et al., 2014). Vietnam is a special case, as it is transitional, consumers are dependent on the government for many things (Le et al., 2020), and customers exhibit the uncertainty avoidance tendency (Diallo & Seck, 2018). As uncertainty avoiders, customers require strict regulation and rule adherence to reduce uncertainty (Hoffmann, 2014). Customers in the developing market also demand a high degree of transparency from service companies (Liu et al., 2015) in order to reduce transactional risk. Thus, the CEI needs to be enriched with items that reflect the demand for information updates. According to Diallo and Seck (2018), consumers’ service quality expectations vary due to cultural differences. Given the entitled customer’s sense of superiority, the service level must be commensurate with their relative standing (Wetzel et al., 2014). Thus, the scale also needs to be enriched with items that reflect the demand for the best quality.





2. Methodology


To develop the original CEI into a better fitting measurement of CE in the context of Vietnam’s retail sector, four studies were conducted, as presented in Table 1, following Churchill (1979) and Devellis’s (2003) suggestions. While some original CEI items were retained, others were screened against the culture, new complementary items were added, and unsuitable items were removed without changing the construct’s domain (Abdul-Latif & Abdul-Talib, 2017).




Table 1




Scale Extension Procedure for the CEI









	
Steps

	
Objectives




	Study   1
	Select   a set of items from the original CEI through a literature review and generate   additional items by conducting focus group discussions (FDGs) with academic   experts and consumers;



	Study   2   Study   3
	Conduct   a quantitative study to confirm the scale’s dimensionality, reliability, and   validity;



	Study   4
	Conduct   an independent survey to examine the nomological validity of the extended   CEI.














Note Adapted from Churchill (1979) and Devellis (2003)










2.1 Study 1: Item generation and scale pre-testing


In the present study, the researchers followed Adam et al. (2020) four-step procedure to generate measurement items for the scale.

First, as per Netemeyer et al. (2003) recommendation, the dimensionality of the extended CEI was specified a priori, and the scale was expected to have three dimensions, as in Butori (2010). The first dimension (demand) captures the idea of high service quality expectations. The second dimension (intransigence) captures the idea of high expectations in a service failure context. The third dimension (distinction) captures the idea of special treatment, such as the expectation of extra recognition, better service, additional efforts, and rewards for a limited number of customers. Items that correspond with Butori’s (2010) three-dimensional CEI structure were selected from literature review and presented in Table 2. Some items appear with certain codes, such as “Know,” “Whim,” etc., as in Boyd and Helms (2005) and Butori (2010) original studies. Since the study was conducted in Vietnam, so the original items, which are presented in English, were back-translated into Vietnamese by a professional translator to ensure linguistic equivalence, clarity, and reliability (Brislin, 1986).




Table 2




List of Items from Original Instrument and Post Content Validity Assessment









	
Dimension

	
Code

	
Items   from

literature


	
Source

	
PA   (%)

	
CVI

	
Retained

	
Items   from post content validity




	Demand
	Whim
	In   some real sense, I feel that a store’s personnel should cater to my every   whim.
	Boyd   and Helms (2005)
	100
	1.00
	Yes
	I   feel that a store’s personnel should cater to my every whim.



	Exclusive
	As   a valuable customer, I have earned the right to deal exclusively with a   store’s most talented staff members.
	
	100
	1.00
	Yes
	As   a valuable customer, I have the right to deal exclusively with familiar staff   members.



	Know
	I   don’t care if a store clerk is a rookie, he or she ought to know how well a   given product works.
	
	100
	100
	Yes
	I   don’t care if a store clerk is a rookie, he or she ought to know how well a   given product works.



	CustRight
	I   absolutely believe in the saying “the customer is always right.”
	
	33
	0.33
	No
	-



	Intransigence
	Answer
	In   this modern age of technology, I should be able to ask a salesperson any   question and have it answered instantly.
	
	100
	1.00
	Yes
	Whenever   I have a question, a salesperson must answer it instantly.



	Empathy
	I   desire absolute empathy from a store clerk when I have a problem.
	
	83
	1.00
	Yes
	I   desire absolute empathy from a store clerk when I have a problem.



	Perfect
	With   all the money stores spend on advertising, I expect my merchandise to be   perfect.
	
	83
	1.00
	Yes
	With   all the money I pay, I expect my merchandise to be perfect.



	
	Deserve
	I   deserve to be taken to where a particular item is in a store and not told “well   it’s on Aisle 3.”
	
	100
	1.00
	Yes
	I   deserve to be taken to where a particular item is in a store instead of being   given instructions only.



	Formal
	At   all times, I want store clerks to address me in a formal manner (e. g., sir   or ma’am).
	
	50
	0.33
	No
	-



	Distinction    
	Attention
	I   need to feel that I am a customer who is granted special attention.
	
Butori   (2010)

	100
	1.00
	Yes
	I   need to feel that I am a customer who is granted special attention.



	Average
	I   don’t like feeling like an average customer.
	
	83
	1.00
	Yes
	I   don’t like feeling like an average customer.



	Any   other
	I   generally don’t like to be considered the same as any other customer.
	
	50
	0.50
	No
	-






















Second, qualitative research was conducted in the form of focus group discussions (FGDs; Churchill, 1979). FGD is a technique that entails a researcher assembling a group of individuals to discuss or debate about a research topic that requires collective views, with the aim of drawing on participants’ personal experiences, perceptions, and attitudes through moderated interaction within a group (Nyumba et al., 2018). FGDs help the moderator understand the participants’ opinions and perceptions as well as the breadth and diversity of their thoughts (Le & Quy, 2020). Researchers can obtain insightful data that emerges from the cohesive and natural discussions that occur during FGDs (Malhotra & Dash, 2010).

A focus group should ideally comprise six to ten members (Cooper & Schindler, 2003). Two focus groups were arranged to achieve the research objectives. All group discussions took place in the Ho Chi Minh City University of Economics meeting room in April 2020. The atmosphere was relaxed and comfortable, and all participants were encouraged to engage in the discussions.

Group 1 included five retailers, and five marketing and retail professors. The purpose of the group discussion was to explore the direction of possible extension. The results showed that the experts agreed with Butori’s (2010) three-dimensional CEI structure. Consumers with different degrees of uncertainty differ in their perceptions of service quality (Voss et al., 2004). The experts proposed enriching the items that capture the demand for the best service quality, based on the uncertainty avoidance tendency (Diallo & Seck, 2018). In addition to collectivism, customers demand that retailers communicate with them frequently (Eng & Jin Kim, 2006), so that they may receive information updates to reduce uncertainty. Given the information asymmetry that exists in emerging markets such as Vietnam, consumers rely on signals (information) to help them make better decisions (Diallo & Seck, 2018).

The second group discussion was held to generate additional items for the CEI. Group 2 consisted of ten consumers, all aged over 18 years, who frequently shopped at retail stores or supermarkets. Table 3 presents ten additional items from the focus group. Eight were excluded because they were not appropriate for the intended objective.




Table 3




List of Items Generated from Focus Group and Content Validity Assessment









	
Code

	
Measurement   item

	
PA   (%)

	
CVI

	
Retained




	1
	I   should receive special benefits from the store.
	33
	0.50
	No



	2
	I   want store clerks to treat me politely.
	50
	0.33
	No



	3
	I   think the store appreciates me more than other customers.
	83
	0.17
	No



	4
	I   believe I am a very important customer of the store.
	50
	0.67
	No



	5
	The   store should grant me first class privileges.
	33
	0.50
	No



	Infoupdate
	I   demand the latest information update from the store.
	100
	1.00
	Yes



	7
	Store   staff should warmly greet me.
	33
	0.33
	No



	8
	I   think I am a valuable customer of the store.
	67
	0.67
	No



	Bestservice
	I   should receive best service level from the store.
	83
	1.00
	Yes



	10
	Store   staff should invest more time in me.
	33
	0.67
	No






















Third, the authors conducted an expert panel with six experts (two retail managers, two professors specializing in consumer behavior, and two professors specializing in marketing) to assess the face and content validity of all the potential items (MacKenzie et al., 2011). The authors presented definitions and three dimensions of the CE construct.

To assess the face validity, experts assessed the degree to which each item was representative of a construct’s conceptual definition and its dimensions. Experts rated each item as ‘‘clearly representative,’’ ‘‘somewhat representative,’’ or ‘‘not representative (Zaichkowsky, 1985). The content validity of the items was determined by experts (Churchill, 1979). The experts used the construct definition to rate the relevance of each item in relation to what it was intended to measure, they were also asked if the items belonged to the intended dimensions, and all items represented the CE construct as a whole (MacKenzie et al., 2011).

Double-barrel items connote two or more ideas; thus, they can potentially confuse respondents because respondents do not know which item they are responding to (DeVellis, 2003). All items were examined for double-barreled statements and wording clarity (e. g., reading difficulty, item length, jargon, double negatives, length, redundant wording (DeVellis, 2003). Items with a content validity index (CVI) less than 0.86, and a percentage agreement (PA) less than 80% (Lynn, 1986) were considered for removal.

All items were screened against Vietnamese culture. People who live in Confucian societies are long-term oriented; they value honesty and integrity; and they avoid indulging in opportunism (Ndubisi & Nataraajan, 2018). The experts therefore suggested removing items such as “CustRight,” “Any other,” and “Formal,” since they do not fit with the collective values. Tables 2 and 3 present the qualitative results. Each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale.

Finally, 11 items were used to design the questionnaire, and EFA and CFA were performed using empirical data.





2.2 Study 2: Scale purification, stability, and dimensionality 


In Study 1, field experts and academics collaborated to assess, refine, and extend a set of items and conduct pilot testing on a relevant population, as recommended by Netemeyer et al. (2003). This purification step helped the authors remove items that did not meet certain psychometric criteria, such as avoidance of cross loadings, factor loadings ranging between .40 and .90, corrected item-to-total correlations of .50 and above (Robinson et al., 1991) and reduced the set of items to a more manageable number.



2.2.1 Data collection procedure


Ho Chi Minh City is an ideal place for data collection, as it is a complex melting pot of cultural values situated across the north and south of Vietnam (Wyatt, 2020), with a population of approximately 9 million (General Statistics Office of Vietnam, 2019). The Ho Chi Minh City Statistical Office supervised the data collection process and ensured overall quality. All interviewers received training from the Statistical Office before conducting face-to-face interviews with customers who had visited a retail store at least twice. Utilizing the mall-intercept survey technique (Bush & Hair, 1985), interviewers selected participants at retail store, shopping mall and supermarket entrances in 19 districts in Ho Chi Minh City. The interviewers explained the purpose of the survey to the participants and assured them that personal information would not be disclosed.

Non-probability sampling methods with a priori (in case of quota sampling) was recommended by researchers as well as major research organizations (Sarstedt et al., 2018). The quota sampling technique with a priori was applied in this study with such quota controls as sex, age, and social class per Stephan and McCarthy’s (1958) recommendation, as this technique results in a representative sample of the population (Kalton, 2019). This technique was also widely employed in consumer research (Buil et al., 2013; Helm et al., 2020; Wongprawmas & Canavari, 2017).

In this study, the sample characteristics such as gender ratio, age group, and income were fixed to match the figures from the 2019 Population and Housing Census (General Statistics Office of Vietnam, 2019). Thus, the sample was approximately representative of the population of Ho Chi Minh City.

Data for Studies 2 and 3 were collected in May and June 2020, respectively. The data for Study 4 were collected 2 months after Studies 2 and 3 to limit environmental effects on data collection.





2.2.2 Sample demographic characteristics 


As shown in Table 4, the samples for Studies 2 and 3 consisted of 48.92% male and 51.08% female respondents. In terms of age, Studies 2 and 3 included respondents 18–29 years of age (29.02%), 30–49 years of age (42.95%), and 50 years of age and older (28.03%). According to Das (2018), more than half of the city’s residents had an average monthly income between VND 5.7 million and VND 11.37 million (i. e., USD 250–500). Thus, 49.42% of the participants in Studies 2 and 3 had a monthly income between VND 5 million and VND 10 million.




Table 4




Demographic Characteristics of Survey Participants









	
Variable

	
Studies   2 and 3

	
Study   4




	
N =   603

	
N =   450




	
Quantity

	
% 

	
Quantity

	
% 




	
Gender




	Male
	295
	48.92
	219
	48.67



	Female
	307
	51.08
	231
	51.33



	
Marital   status




	Single
	217
	35.99
	202
	44.89



	Marriage
	386
	64.01
	248
	55.11



	
Age




	18-29
	175
	29.02
	135
	30.00



	30–49
	259
	42.95
	194
	43.11



	50–64
	135
	22.39
	101
	22.44



	Above   65
	34
	5.64
	20
	4.45



	
Income   (million VND)




	Under   5
	112
	18.57
	82
	18.22



	5-10
	298
	49.42
	222
	49.33



	10-20
	75
	12.44
	56
	12.44



	20-30
	83
	13.76
	62
	13.78



	Above   30
	35
	5.80
	28
	6.22



	
Occupation




	Student
	120
	19.90
	90
	20.00



	State   sector employee
	163
	27.03
	125
	27.78



	Private   sector employee
	183
	30.35
	135
	30.00



	Self-employed
	105
	17.41
	83
	18.44



	Other
	32
	5.31
	17
	3.78



	
Education   background




	Less   than undergraduate
	146
	24.21
	110
	24.44



	Undergraduate
	355
	58.57
	260
	57.78



	Post   graduate
	102
	16.92
	80
	17.78


























2.2.3 Exploratory factor analysis results


In total, 700 questionnaires were distributed, and 603 valid questionnaires were randomly split into two sub-samples. The first sample (. = 251) was used for EFA in Study 2. The second sample (. = 352) was used for CFA in Study 3. This sample satisfied the minimum sample requirement for CFA (ten observations for each measurement item), as suggested by Hair et al. (2010). The data collected for Studies 2 and 3 were normally distributed, and the skewness and kurtosis of the measurement items were within the recommended ranges of three and eight, respectively (Kline, 2011).

To allow for high-quality EFA decisions, the authors employed principal axis factoring (PAF) with the oblique rotation (Promax) technique (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003), using IBM SPSS 24 to produce a simple factor structure. The final EFA, with ten items (one item with a factor loading below 0.50 was eliminated), produced a two-factor solution [eigenvalues > 1.0, per Kaiser (1960); Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy, KMO = .815, which is greater than the recommended value (.50); Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant, . = .000; see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007]. The two extracted factors explained 50.78% of the variance.

The ten items in the extended CEI had no cross-loading, and communalities were between .400 and .689, in the range of .40 to .90. The items total correlation ranged from .544 to .715, above the threshold value of .50 (Robinson et al., 1991). Cronbach’s alpha values for the full scale were .839, .780, and .853, respectively, for each factor, as depicted in Table 5. These values were above the threshold value of .70, as recommended by Hair et al. (2010).







2.3 Study 3: Reliability assessment and validation




2.3.1 Reliability, convergent, and discriminant validity testing


The extended CEI satisfied the requirements for reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. Content validity was confirmed by the expert panels assembled in Study 1. Cronbach’s alpha values for the full scale were .865, .858, and .874, respectively, for the individual factors, as presented in Table 5. Moreover, the CR benchmark in Table 5 exceeded the .60 threshold, indicating the reliability of the construct. All standardized factor loadings presented in Table 5 were greater than or equal to .50 and statistically significant (. < .01). Moreover, the AVEs of the two dimensions were .598 and .535, respectively, and the values exceeded the .50 threshold. Thus, convergent validity is established. According to the results shown in Table 6, discriminant validity was confirmed as all HTMT (Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio) values were < .85 (Henseler et al., 2015).




Table 5




Results of EFA and CFA









	
EFA
(N = 251)
	
CFA
(N = 352)



	
Items

	
Loading

	
Standardized   factor loading

	
Reliability




	
Intransigence




	α =   .780
	α =   .858



	Empathy
	.728
	.756
	CR   = .856   AVE   = .598



	Perfect
	.728
	.797



	Deserve
	.595
	.765



	Answer
	.664
	.775



	
Demand   and distinction




	α =   .853
	α =   .874



	Exclusive
	.799
	.847
	CR   = .870   AVE   = .535



	Best   service
	.709
	.777



	Whim
	.880
	.867



	Info   update
	.630
	.740



	Average
	.641
	.548



	Attention
	.565
	.537



	
Criteria

	α   > .70; Standardized factor loading ≥ .50 (Hair et al., 2010); CR > .60   (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988); AVE > .50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981)














Note AVE = Average variance extracted; CR = Composite reliability; α = Cronbach alpha











Table 6




HTMT Ratio









	
Factors

	
1

	
2




	1.   Demand and distinction
	
	



	2.   Intransigence
	0.430
	


























2.3.2 Scale dimensionality


Common method bias (CMB) was tested in the second sample of 352 participants using Harman’s single-factor test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). The results showed that the data were not problematic because the test extracted 37.70% of the variance, which is below the threshold of 50%, as recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003).

Next, the two-factor structure of EFA in the previous stage was rigorously tested and validated by conducting CFA with another independent sample, using AMOS 24. The results of the fit indices indicated a good model fit (χ. = 100.260; df = 32; χ./df = 3.133; TLI = .949; CFI = .964; RMSEA = .078; GFI = .949; Table 8) and supported the two-factor model (Hair et al., 2010).

The extended CEI presented in Table 7 has two factors: intransigence, and demand and distinction. The intransigence dimension of the extended CEI for the Vietnam retailing industry has four items (empathy, perfect, answer, deserve); this is identical to the CEI intransigence dimension for a French sample (Butori, 2010). The “formal” item was eliminated, as special treatment may cause customers to feel embarrassed or uncomfortable (De Wulf et al., 2001). Consistent with the other-oriented attributes of collectivism, individuals tend to care, adjust, and promote relations with others (Miyamoto et al., 2018); possess collective values; and strive for social harmony (Le & Ho, 2020). Customers with a long-term oriented relationship tendency tend to show more empathy, which is defined as “putting oneself in another’s position” (Ndubisi & Nataraajan, 2018). This explains why the “Know” items were removed.




Table 7




Factors Extracted in the CEI in Different Samples









	
French   sample    (N = 203)
	
United   State sample    (N = 181)
	
Vietnamese   sample    (N = 603)



	Factor   1   (Demand)
	Factor   2   (Intransigence)
	Factor   1   (Distinction)
	Factor   2   (Demand)
	Factor   3   (Intransigence)
	Factor   1   (Intransigence)
	Factor   2   (Demand   and distinction)



	Whim   Exclusive   CustRight   Know
	Empathy   Perfect   Answer   Formal   Deserve
	Any   other   Average   Attention
	Whim   Exclusive   CusRight
	Empathy   Perfect   Formal
	Empathy   Perfect   Answer   Deserve
	Exclusive   Best   service   Whim   Info   update   Average   Attention














Butori (2010) and current study








High-quality products and services are associated with status and social recognition (Phau et al., 2009). Items such as “whim,” “exclusive,” “best service,” and “info update” portray demanding consumers who proactively seek top-quality service (Butori, 2010). Two items, namely “average” and “attention,” belong to the (distinction) dimension, representing the propensity to expect treatment that is regarded as special in the eyes of those consumers who desire it (Butori, 2010). These consumers reflect the salience of public self-image or “face” concerns in the context of social interactions in Confucian cultures (Ekiz & Au, 2011; Le & Ho, 2020). However, the importance of personal values tends to vary according to culture (Ladhari et al., 2011). People who live in Confucian societies do not want to express their personal values (Shao & Perkins, 2017). Scale dimensionality may differ due to the variance of customer service norms and consumers’ expectations across cultures (Butori, 2010). For such a society, the “distinction” dimension of the original CEI may be unclear. Thus, consumers in Vietnam combine the “demand” and “distinction” dimensions, without any clear distinction between the two.





2.3.3 Competing models


A series of competing models were then compared. They included the (1) null model, (2) unidimensional model (all items loaded onto a single factor), (3) two uncorrelated factor models, and (4) two correlated factor models. The statistical significance of the . . difference test was used as the criterion for identifying the model with the best fit (Hair et al., 2010). The results shown in Table 8 confirm that the two-factor correlated model is the best approximation to the data, and it can safely be used to capture CE in the Vietnamese retail context.




Table 8




CFA Results for the Competing Models









	
Model

	
χ2

	
df

	
Δ   χ2

	
Δ   df

	
χ2/df

	
TLI

	
CFI

	
RMSEA

	
GFI




	Null
	1944.799
	45
	-
	-
	43.218
	0
	0
	.347
	.374



	One   factor
	628.680
	34
	1316.119***
	11
	18.491
	.586
	.687
	.223
	.676



	Two-uncorrelated
	157.253
	34
	471.427***
	0
	4.625
	.914
	.935
	.102
	.924



	Two-correlated
	100.260
	32
	56.993***
	2
	3.133
	.949
	.964
	.078
	.949



	Criteria
	χ2/df   < 5 acceptable; < 3 good; TLI > .90; CFI > .90; GFI > .80   acceptable;    > .90 good; RMSEA < .10 acceptable; < .08 good (Wu et al., 2017)














Note *** p < .01; χ2  = Chi square, df = Degrees of freedom; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; CFI = Comparative fit index; GFI = Goodness of fit index; RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation.












2.3.4 Second-order model assessment 


CE was originally conceptualized as a first-order construct (Boyd & Helms, 2005) as well as a second-order construct (Butori, 2010). CFA results confirmed CE as a two-factor second-order construct. In addition, the factor loadings for the higher-order factors were .573 and .532, respectively. Moreover, significant correlations were found between CE and its dimensions (all regression paths were significant at the .01 level). Thus, CE is a higher-order construct explained by the two related dimensions.







2.4 Study 4: Nomological validity


The authors employed the covariance-based SEM to perform nomological validation and model testing (Chen et al., 2014) of the extended CEI. All scales in Study 4, including Yi and Jeon’s (2003) 5-item consumer loyalty scale, Lacey et al.’s (2007) 5-item measure of preferential treatment, and Abdul-Talib et al.’s (2016) 4-item willingness to boycott measure, were also verified and slightly modified to fit the research context (see Table A1 in the Appendix). Abdul-Talib et al.’s (2016) willingness to boycott measure was tested in China, which has a Confucian culture, and used in Malaysia, which is a multi-religion, multi-cultural country (Abdul-Latif & Abdul-Talib, 2017). All measures were captured using a 5-point Likert scale.



2.4.1 Data collection process


As recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2012), to minimize potential CMB, the authors conducted a two-wave data collection process for Study 4. The first wave included consumer loyalty, preferential treatment, and an extended CEI with demographic questions. Two weeks later, the second wave included willingness to boycott, with demographic questions. After data screening, 450 valid responses were included in the SEM estimation. A sample size of 450 fits the 10:1 ratio, as suggested by Hair et al. (2010).









3. Hypotheses Development


Preferential treatment is defined as a marketing tactic that involves giving selected customers enhanced social status, recognition, and extra service levels (De Wulf & Odekerken-Schroder, 2003). In line with the rank equilibrium norm of the social exchange theory (SET), high-ranking customers in the context of the company’s hierarchy will feel entitled to claim benefits that are commensurate with their status (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Preferential treatment from retailers is given within a small group of customers, thus enhancing those customers’ sense of superiority and importance, and resulting in CE (Davis, 2019; Wetzel et al., 2014). Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed:


H1:
Preferential treatment has a positive effect on CE.


Customer loyalty is defined as “the strength of the relationship between an individual’s relative attitude and repeat patronage” (Dick & Basu, 1994, p. 99). The SET reciprocity norm (Gouldner, 1960) posits that exchange partners feel entitled to receive a reward in return for their beneficial behaviors (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Collectivist buyers expect retailers to reward their loyalty (Eng & Jin Kim, 2006), and loyal customers’ high reward expectations translate into a sense of entitlement. (Li et al., 2017).

Based on the SET rank equilibrium norm (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), loyal customers consider themselves members of high-powered distance groups, perceive lower service quality (Ladhari et al., 2011), and due to their power, feel entitled to demand extra effort and benefits from retailers (Ma et al., 2018). Hence, the authors propose the following hypothesis:


H2:
 Customer loyalty has a positive effect on CE.


Boycotting is the act of ceasing to purchase a retailer’s products/services when a customer disagrees with a specific action or set of actions taken by the company (Klein et al., 2004). Loyal customers have high reward expectations and strong negotiation power, which leads to CE (Li et al., 2017). They tend to control and shape rewards, costs, and punishments (Emerson, 1962). When a customer feels that their investment is not in balance with the outcome, their perception of inequality arises, resulting in dissatisfaction, anger, and tension in the relationship (Adams, 1965). As a tactic to influence the retailer to make policy changes (Yuksel, 2013), loyal customers may adopt boycotting as a self-enhancement tool (Klein et al., 2004), forcing a retailer to fulfill their request.

According to the SET rank equilibrium norm (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), special treatment from a retailer can trigger an ego-focused and self-centered attitude that leads to CE (Wetzel et al., 2014). Customers who display entitlement and are driven by belief in their deservingness may demand extremely high benefits and rewards (Edey & Knight, 2018). Moreover, a rising sense of entitlement to better treatment from the retailer has boosted customer retaliatory intentions (Davis, 2019), such as willingness to boycott.

Entitled consumers may be prone to mistrusting the company’s actions (Boyd & Helms, 2005). Individuals with high levels of uncertainty avoidance are willing to boycott as a risk-reducing coping strategy, forcing retailers to comply with the relevant regulation(s) (Hoffmann, 2014). CE is an antecedent to emotional outbursts or extreme complaining behaviors (Boyd & Helms, 2005). In Confucian cultures, consumers may try to avoid direct confrontation with retailers (Ekiz & Au, 2011). Utilizing an avoidance approach (Carver & Connor Smith, 2010) or “exit” strategies (Hirschman, 1970), customers may boycott after experiencing a negative emotion; this is done to seek psychological balance and return to a normal state (Le & Ho, 2020) by venting their displeasure with the retailer (Brennan & Lomasky, 1997). Based on the above argument, the authors propose the following hypothesis:


H3: 
CE has a positive effect on willingness to boycott.
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Figure 1



Research Model



















4. Results




4.1 SEM analysis


All scales in Study 4 were also checked with EFA to test the underlying dimensions of the construct. The EFA produced a five-factor solution, all items loaded in to intended constructs and dimensions [eigenvalues > 1.0, per Kaiser, 1960; KMO = .909; Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant, p = .000; see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007]. The five-factors extracted explained 62.45% of the variance.

The data are normally distributed and appropriate for SEM estimation, as the skewness values ranged from -.481 to .169 and the kurtosis values ranged from -.809 to .132 within the recommended range of 3 and 8, respectively (Kline, 2011). The study followed the two-step procedure recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988): first, the authors conducted CFA to access the construct validity and reliability in the measurement model; then, the structural model was accessed and used to test the hypotheses.



4.1.1 Measurement model


The measurement model indicated an acceptable fit to the empirical data. All of the fit indices in Table 9 exceeded the recommended threshold levels.




Table 9




Measures of the Model Fit









	
Model   fit

	
	
χ   2/df

	
RMSEA

	
TLI

	
CFI

	
GFI




	Measurement   model
	χ2 = 805.197    df =   244
	3.300
	.072
	.906
	.917
	.871



	Structural   model
	χ2= 832.656   df =   246
	3.385
	.073
	.903
	.913
	.865



	Single   factor model
	χ2 = 3710.055   df =   252
	14.722
	.175
	.439
	.488
	.508


























4.1.2 Reliability, convergent, and discriminant validity


All the standardized factor loading estimates shown in Table 10 were greater than .50 and statically significant (p < .01). The AVE of all constructs except CE were greater than .50. In the case of the AVE of CE, the value was less than .50, but the CR was greater than .60; thus, the convergent validity of the construct is still adequate (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). This clearly demonstrates evidence of convergent validity, and the CR scores exceeded the threshold of .60. Moreover, the Cronbach’s alpha values shown in Table 10 ranged from .848 to .946 (> .70), suggesting the reliability of the constructs. The scale’s discriminant validity was satisfied as per Henseler et al. (2015) criteria as presented in Table 10.




Table 10




Construct Validity and Reliability









	
Construct

	
Items

	
Standardized   factor 

loading


	
Reliability




	Preferential   treatment
	pref1
	.761
	α =   .893   CR   = .893   AVE   = .626



	pref2
	.764



	pref3
	.800



	pref4
	.810



	pref5
	.819



	Customer   loyalty
	loy1
	.744
	α =   .861   CR   = .862   AVE   = .555



	loy2
	.717



	loy3
	.786



	loy4
	.747



	loy5
	.728



	CE
	Intransigence
	.529
	α =   .858   CR   = .603   AVE   = .440



	Demand   and distinction
	.775



	Intransigence
	Empathy
	.732
	α =   .848   CR   = .849   AVE   = .584



	Perfect
	.787



	Deserve
	.771



	Answer
	.765



	Demand   and distinction
	Exclusive
	.792
	α =   .859   CR   = .861   AVE   = .511



	Best   service
	.759



	Whim
	.808



	Info   update
	.718



	Average
	.595



	Attention
	.579



	Willingness   to boycott
	boyc1
	.894
	α =   .946   CR   = .947   AVE   = .816



	boyc2
	.916



	boyc3
	.896



	boyc4
	.907

























Table 11




HTMT Ratio









	
	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4




	1.   Willingness to boycott
	
	
	
	



	2.   Preferential treatment
	0.416
	
	
	



	3.   Loyalty
	0.222
	0.520
	
	



	4.   CE
	0.460
	0.619
	0.686
	


























4.1.3 Common method bias 


Harman’s single-factor test extracted 36.18% of the variance, below the recommended 50% (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The CFA results of Harman’s single-factor test revealed that the single-factor model in Table 9 fit the data poorly, which confirms the non-existence of CMB.







4.2 Structural model assessment and hypotheses testing




4.2.1 Testing the hypothesized relationships


As demonstrated in Table 12, all hypotheses were supported at the .01 significance level. Preferential treatment (β = 0.537) and customer loyalty (β = 0.393) have significant and positive impacts on CE. Therefore, H1 and H2 were supported. CE (β = 0.523) has a significant and positive impact on willingness to boycott. Therefore, H3 was supported.




Table 12




Results of Path Analysis









	
Hypo­thesis

	
Standardized

Estimate


	
Unstandardized

Estimate


	
S.    E.

	
Critical

ratio


	
p-value

	
Results




	H1
	.537
	.257
	.039
	6.611
	***
	Supported



	H2
	.393
	.192
	.035
	5.576
	***
	Supported



	H3
	.523
	1.734
	.248
	7.000
	***
	Supported














Note *** p < .001












4.2.2 Variance explained by model 


As presented in Figure 2, 65.90% of the variance in CE is explained by preferential treatment and customer loyalty (CE is explained by 26.30% of the variance in intransigence, and 77.90% of the variance in demand and distinction). In addition, 27.30% of the variance in willingness to boycott is explained by CE and is in the acceptable range (R2 > .25; see Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).
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Figure 2
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5. Conclusion


The original CEI has not yet been used in the context of Vietnam. In the Vietnamese retail context, the extended (10-item) CEI was developed with two dimensions: intransigence, and demand and distinction. “Demand and distinction” is a compound dimension, as in Butori (2010), due to the variation in Vietnamese customers’ expectations and their propensity to expect special treatment. Thus, the CEI was enriched with items reflecting the uncertainty avoidance tendency (Diallo & Seck, 2018), such as the demand for information updates and the best service quality.

Study 4 results confirmed the positive relationship between preferential treatment and CE (Davis, 2019; Wetzel et al., 2014), and customer loyalty and CE (Li et al., 2017). In addition, this study explored and confirmed the positive link between CE and willingness to boycott.



5.1 Theoretical implications


Overall, our results have seven main theoretical implications.

First, this study is the initial attempt to extend the original CEI and empirically verify the applicability and generalizability of the extended CEI to the context of Vietnam, an emerging economy with a Confucian culture (Le & Ho, 2020). This project contributes to the further development of the entitlement concept, providing a holistic view of the nature of this concept in both the West and the East. The extension of the scale in this project through four studies proves that measurement scales that were constructed based on Western cultural contexts may need to undergo a slight modification before being applied to a non-Western cultural context as Abdul-Latif and Abdul-Talib (2017) recommend. All items in the scale considered the cultural gap between East and West as they were screened against the Vietnamese society’s collectivist and Confucian cultures values (Walker & Wang, 2008). This explained why some items were removed or reworded to comply with these cultural values; the final scale is considered suitable for the Vietnamese cultural context. In addition, the study offers a chance to apply the extended CEI to other countries and economies with similar traits to better understand the CE construct in such countries.

Second, from a methodological perspective, the four studies include qualitative insights in the form of FGDs with academic experts and consumers. Two quantitative studies from a relevant population confirm the reliability and validity of the extended CEI. Drawing from the qualitative results, the original CEI was supplemented with items that capture the demand for the best quality of service, based on customers’ uncertainty avoidance tendency in the context of an emerging economy (Diallo & Seck, 2018). In addition, the influence of collectivist culture leads some customers to demand information updates to reduce uncertainty so that they can make better decisions (Diallo & Seck, 2018). This study supplements the original scale with two items that reflect the entitlement of customers in the retail sector and utilizes the extended CEI because it is a better fitting metric of CE in Vietnam.

Third, in terms of scale dimensionality, there are two factors of the extended CEI that are particular to the Vietnamese retail context: (1) intransigence and (2) demand and distinction. Scale dimensionality may differ depending on cultural context because of variations in service norms, service expectations (Butori, 2010), and customer quality expectations (Bambauer-Sachse and Rabeson, 2015). The implication of combing the demand and distinction dimensions of the extended CEI illustrates the demand of retail customers in a Vietnamese context, and it captures customers’ tendency to proactively seek the highest quality services as well as customer’s propensity to expect or desire special treatment in such varied dimensions as service information, service level, status, and social recognition (Butori, 2010; Phau et al., 2009).

Fourth, our study findings add to the negative outcomes on the customer loyalty research stream by confirming the positive relationship between customer loyalty and CE described in a previous study (Li et al., 2017). The basis of this relationship stems from loyal customers’ high reward expectations and strong negotiation power, which can be explained under the SET rank equilibrium norm as well as by the customers’ feeling of being entitled to a reward in exchange for beneficial behaviors, particularly those enumerated in the SET reciprocity norm (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Gouldner, 1960). These motivations are considered the main source for nurturing CE (Li et al., 2017). Thus, academics and practitioners should be more critical in their development of a more comprehensive picture of customer loyalty outcomes in the context of increasing competitiveness in the retail industry and the growth of consumers’ market power over sellers (Ma et al., 2018).

Fifth, retailers have adopted customer prioritization strategies in the form of tangible rewards, preferential treatment, and perceived status to foster relationships with customers (Ma et al., 2018). This study confirms the positive relationship between preferential treatment and CE in the Vietnamese retail industry. Ma et al. (2018) did not find this positive relationship in the sample of frequent flyer programs in the Chinese airline industry. The current study highlights the downside of customer prioritization strategies, including that preferential treatment by retailers in a competitive environment may reinforce customers’ sense of superiority drawn from the (SET) rank equilibrium norm; this eventually translates into CE as a result, generating unwanted costs and liabilities for firms (Davis, 2019; Wetzel et al., 2014).

Sixth, research on CE and its consequences is still limited (Davis, 2019). This study fills this gap, and in addition to the voiced complaints of loyal customers (Li et al., 2017), this study identifies CE as an important mediator between customer loyalty and willingness to boycott in the retail industry. We extend the concept of entitlement to the context of the buyer–seller relationship and introduce willingness to boycott as an important outcome of entitlement. These findings also enrich the research streams on the negative effects of customer entitlement (Fisk & Neville, 2011; Xia & Kukar-Kinney, 2013; Wetzel et al., 2014).

Finally, this study advances service marketing research by expanding the range of boycott motives posited in Abdul-Talib et al. (2016) and clarifying their mechanism using SET in four ways. First, loyal customers with high reward expectations and strong negotiating power tend to adopt boycotts as a tool for self-enhancement and to force retailers to comply with their demands. Second, special treatment must be used cautiously, as it triggers an ego-focused and self-centered attitude that leads to CE. This entitlement could, in turn, lead to boycott willingness. Third, entitled consumers tend to mistrust retailers’ actions, and in the culture of uncertainty avoidance, customers are willing to boycott a company as a risk-reducing coping strategy, forcing retailers to comply with the relevant regulation(s). Finally, CE is related to emotional outbursts in an attempt to reinstate psychological balance after experiencing anger or frustration; entitled customers in Confucian cultures tend to boycott a company to release such negative emotions.

Since CE may present many challenges for retailers and service marketers (Edey & Knight, 2018), it is important to create appropriate marketing strategies aimed at minimizing CE (Wetzel et al., 2014) and identify effective communication styles (Boyd & Helms, 2005). In addition, retailers should manage customers’ expectations carefully (Li et al., 2017), as being boycotted can harm a company’s image and reputation.





5.2 Future scope of the study


Although the extended multi-dimensionality of CEI was supported and tailored to Vietnam’s unique characteristics, the extended CEI needs further validation and confirmation in the context of other cultures with a similar Confucian background and should be extended to a wide range of industries, such as banking and tourism. In addition, relating to the nomological validity, the measure for boycott willingness should be tested in different contexts.
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Appendix






Table A1





Measurement Scales










	
Construct

	
Author

	
Items

	
Code




	Preferential treatment  
	Lacey et al. (2007)
	pref1
	This store does things for me that they don’t do for most customers.



	pref2
	This store gives me special things that most customers don’t get.



	pref3
	This store gives me faster service than most customers get.



	pref4
	This store gives me better treatment than most customers get.



	pref5
	This store usually places me higher on the priority list when dealing with other customers.



	Loyalty
	Yi and Jeon (2003)
	loy1
	I like this store more than other stores.



	loy2
	I have a strong preference for this store.



	loy3
	I give prior consideration to this store when I have a need for a product (service) of this type.



	loy4
	I would recommend this store to others.



	loy5
	I claim more efforts from this store than most other.



	Willingness to boycott
	Abdul-Talib et al. (2016)
	boyc1
	I would feel guilty if I bought a product from this store.



	boyc2
	I would never buy anything from this store.



	boyc3
	Whenever possible, I avoid buying products/services at this store.



	boyc4
	I do not like the idea of owning anything from this store.
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