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ABSTRACT 

Despite the focus in the popular press about entitlement, there has been limited research on 

entitlement in the management literature. Through multiple studies, this thesis examines the 

effects of entitlement beliefs in the workplace in the context of groups. Incorporating various 

literatures, I theorise and find that: 1) entitled individuals are physiologically more likely to 

experience threat than less entitled individuals and also more likely to experience threat after 

encountering task conflict; 2) entitlement relates to conflict in several different ways such that 

the relationship is affected by the duration of the task – in short-term tasks, entitlement is likely 

to influence heightened perceptions of the types of conflict, but in long-term tasks, entitlement is 

curvilineally related to relationship conflict; and 3) entitlement influences the distribution of 

roles in the workgroup as both low- and high-entitlement is likely to lead to being selected as the 

leader. I utilise both laboratory and survey methods to capture and collect the data in this thesis. I 

also discuss the implications of my findings on theory and practice.  

 

 

  



4 

 

This is to certify that:  

• The thesis comprises only my original work towards the PhD;  

• Due acknowledgement has been made in the text to all other material used; and  

• The thesis is fewer than 100,000 words in length, exclusive of tables, maps, bibliographies and 

appendices.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Signed______________________________________________________________ 

 

Date______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

  



5 

 

Acknowledgements 

I wish to express my sincere gratitude to my dedicated and supportive supervisors. This 

dissertation could not have been completed without their support professionally and emotionally. 

First, I thank Professor Karen Jehn and Associate Professor Carol Gill for believing in my 

capabilities and answering the millions of questions I sent them during my PhD. Not only did 

they answer these questions with utmost patience, but they also provided recommendations and 

knowledge that I could not have acquired elsewhere. I want to also thank Melbourne Business 

School for funding my research and Professor Jim Frederickson for the many times he had to 

help me problem-solve various issues during my time at MBS. Without Professor Jehn, Gill, and 

Frederickson, I would not have been able to start my PhD in a timely manner nor would I have 

had the opportunity to take part in the numerous conferences that expanded my academic 

network and deepened my knowledge of the field. I would also like to thank the Department of 

Management and Marketing for providing the coursework and guidance that enabled me to 

acquire the necessary skills to begin my doctoral research. In particular, I would like to thank 

Professor Peter Gahan and Associate Professor Anish Nagpal for being co-PhD directors during 

my time as a student and letting me organise activities for students in both departments. I would 

also like to thank Associate Professors Adam Barsky and Jennifer Overbeck for being an integral 

part of our monthly research meetings and providing numerous insights into my works in 

progress. Thank you also to Associate Professor Lindred Greer for taking me under her wing and 

working with me on our exciting projects. Thanks to my academic ‘siblings’: Assistant Professor 

Alyson Meister, Dr. Frank de Wit, Dr. Martijn van der Kamp, half-‘siblings’ Trent Henessey and 

Andrew Zur, and extended cohort at MBS for keeping me sane and listening to my ramblings! A 



6 

 

final thanks to Marie Christodulaki for being the best editor and copywriter for all of Etty’s 

students!  

Outside of MBS and the University of Melbourne, I would also like to thank the cohort 

and professors at Michigan State University, especially Professor Don Conlon, for extending an 

offer to visit MSU. I also would like to thank Professor John Hollenbeck for allowing me to 

utilise his lab facilities and working with him on an exciting project. I will always be grateful for 

my adopted doctoral colleagues, who I hope to see very often at academic conferences and who 

continue to support me while I navigate my way through this field.  

Thank you also to the many other people both in academia and the industry that helped 

develop this dissertation. Thank you to my longtime friends: Shu, Yi, Mandy, Jenn, Hope, Cam, 

Jing, Richard, Saj and Daizer, who realised that ‘have you finished your PhD?’ is not an 

appropriate question to ask a PhD candidate, ever. Thank you also to the friends across the globe: 

Sarah, Min, Isabella and Hannah, who virtually supported me throughout my PhD with cat and 

dog videos. Final thanks to my I/O Masters cohort, especially Talitha, George, and Luke, for 

always being up for dinners and CPD. Although I am now thirty hours by flight away, I 

appreciate the fact that I know you all are one email or text away.  

A huge thanks to my parents Sophia and Charles, who supported me throughout my 

entire PhD and believed in my abilities when I had my doubts. Thank you for letting me jet set 

across the globe numerous times to pursue my career. I know you both are proud, but refrain 

from showing it too much to make sure that I am grounded. I also would like to thank my brother 

Justin. Thank you for allowing me to ‘mother’ you so often, but also surprising me with random 

knowledge and facts that shows you are smarter than most people your age. I love you all very 

much.  



7 

 

  



8 

 

  TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................. 10 

1.1 What is Entitlement? ........................................................................................................... 11 

1.1.1. Differences from Narcissism .................................................................................. 14 

1.2 What is Conflict? ................................................................................................................. 16 

1.3 Contributions ....................................................................................................................... 18 

1.4 Thesis Structure ................................................................................................................... 20 

CHAPTER 2. ENTITLEMENT AND THREAT ......................................................................... 24 

Threat and BPSM ...................................................................................................................... 24 

Entitlement and Threat .............................................................................................................. 26 

Entitlement, Conflict and Threat on Performance .................................................................... 27 

STUDY 1................................................................................................................................... 30 

Study 1 Methods .................................................................................................................... 30 

Study 1 Results and Discussion ............................................................................................. 34 

STUDY 2................................................................................................................................... 36 

Study 2 Methods .................................................................................................................... 36 

Study 2 Results and Discussion ............................................................................................. 38 

Discussion ................................................................................................................................. 40 

Theoretical and Practical Implications .................................................................................. 40 

Limitations and Future Research Directions ......................................................................... 41 

Conclusion ............................................................................................................................. 42 

CHAPTER 3. ENTITLEMENT AND CONFLICT ..................................................................... 44 

Entitlement and Conflict ........................................................................................................... 45 

STUDY 1................................................................................................................................... 53 

Study 1 Methods .................................................................................................................... 53 

Study 1 Results and Discussion ............................................................................................. 55 

STUDY 2................................................................................................................................... 58 

Study 2 Methods .................................................................................................................... 58 

Study 2 Results and Discussion ............................................................................................. 60 

Discussion ................................................................................................................................. 61 



9 

 

Theoretical and Practical Implications .................................................................................. 62 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research .................................................................... 64 

Conclusion ............................................................................................................................. 65 

CHAPTER 4. ENTITLEMENT, PERFORMANCE AND LEADERSHIP EMERGENCE ....... 68 

Leader Emergence as a Group Process ..................................................................................... 69 

Leadership Orientation .............................................................................................................. 71 

Method ...................................................................................................................................... 75 

Results ....................................................................................................................................... 76 

Discussion ................................................................................................................................. 79 

Theoretical and Practical Implications .................................................................................. 79 

Limitations and Future Research Directions ......................................................................... 81 

Conclusion ............................................................................................................................. 82 

CHAPTER 5. GENERAL DISCUSSION .................................................................................... 84 

Approach ............................................................................................................................... 85 

Integration of Key Findings ................................................................................................... 88 

Theoretical Implications and Future Research Directions .................................................... 91 

Managerial and Practical Implications .................................................................................. 94 

Conclusion ............................................................................................................................. 96 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................. 98 

APPENDIX A ............................................................................................................................. 113 

APPENDIX B ............................................................................................................................. 114 

APPENDIX C ............................................................................................................................. 115 

APPENDIX D ............................................................................................................................. 116 

 

 

  



10 

 

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

The current workplace environment is riddled with multiple issues and concerns relating 

to workplace disagreements. Consider three types of groups that work together, one may have 

different opinions on what they should be doing. The second group of employees may have 

difficulties agreeing on what their task is and what it encompasses. Further, the third group of 

employees may just not like each other at all. These are some of the types of disagreements that 

employees experience daily, which may influence their productivity and outcomes at work. 

These disagreements are collectively termed ‘conflict’. Conflict is defined as a perceived 

difference or incompatibility in desires, interests, beliefs or values between individuals (e.g. 

Boulding, 1963; Wall & Callister, 1995). There are multiple meta-analyses (e.g. De Dreu & 

Weingart, 2003; De Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012) and reviews (Ayoko, Ashkanasy, & Jehn, 2014; 

Jehn & Bendersky, 2003) on the topic of conflict as it is an important concern for employees and 

organisations. Some statistics have indicated that employees on average spend 2.1 hours per 

week coping with and managing conflict, which equates to approximately 385 million working 

days (CCP Inc., 2008). This is a large figure and reflects the importance of conflict research in 

both academia and its potential influence in the workplace.  

In this introduction of my thesis, I would like to first define and highlight some of the key 

constructs that I utilise in the subsequent chapters. First, I will define and discuss the constructs 

of entitlement and conflict – the two main components of the thesis. Second, I will discuss the 

broad contributions I make with my thesis, spanning across multiple domains. Finally, I will also 

provide readers with an overview of each chapter. The purpose of the overview is to guide the 

audience through the chapters and present a brief description of the main theories covered by the 

thesis.   
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1.1 What is Entitlement? 

Entitlement is the expectation or belief that one is more deserving of rewards than others 

regardless of their effort (Campbell, Bonacci, Shelton, Exline, & Bushman, 2004; Jehn & 

Bezrukova, 2010). Examples of these are students who feel they deserve higher grades without 

putting in the time to study, employees who feel they should have all the easy jobs in the 

workgroup, or employees that want more rewards (e.g. promotions) even if they have not 

completed tasks to deserve the rewards. Entitlement taps into feelings and perceptions of fairness 

and resource allocation in society. Most individuals will at some point entertain entitled thoughts 

or exhibit entitled behaviours. Entitlement in this thesis will refer to a constant prevailing sense 

of excessive deservingness that is stable over time and manifest in behaviors such as selfishness, 

acting competitively (rather than cooperatively), and aggressively responding to negative 

feedback (Campbell et al., 2004). Thus, entitlement is the belief that one deserves or is owed 

something without legitimacy (Fisk, 2010; Major, 1994). These destructive outcomes and 

experiences created by entitled individuals have the potential to be disruptive in organisations. 

This is because entitlement beliefs and subsequent behaviours may undermine interpersonal 

relationships and collaborative efforts which are central to the workplace.  

In the literature on entitlement, it is also referred to as psychological entitlement 

(Campbell et al., 2004). This is to distinguish the construct from other utilisations of the term. 

For example, other uses of the term ‘entitlement’ may include pay entitlement (e.g. for goods or 

services provided), equity entitlement (need for desirable input and output ratios), and legitimate 

entitlement (what one deserves as objectively theirs due to performance or achievement). Most 

of these definitions emerged from the work on compensation where entitlement refers to the 
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compensation an employee expects when they participate in an employment relationship 

(Naumann, Minsky, & Sturman, 2002).  

Prior research on psychological entitlement (and hereon referred to as ‘entitlement’) has 

found that highly entitled individuals are often not able to form lasting relationships (Morf & 

Rhodewalt, 2001) and have low empathy for others (Watson, Grisham, Trotter, & Biderman, 

1984). Entitlement is also related to a tendency to be non-compliant, deceitful and immodest 

(Pryor, Miller, & Gaughan, 2008). Taken together with the conviction that they deserve more 

than others, entitled individuals are able to create a less than ideal workplace. For example, an 

employee within a work group who feels entitled may constantly believe that he/she deserves the 

largest desk or the bigger share of the annual bonus. If this individual’s workgroup does not meet 

their demands, it is likely that he or she will react aggressively, or become non-compliant and 

engage in defensive self-enhancement, which then also increases entitled beliefs (Grubbs & 

Exline, 2016). This is expected to influence the group environment and interactions within the 

group. If however, the demands are met, this is expected to further contribute to entitlement 

beliefs about him- or herself, thus perpetuating the cycle. Although not explicitly stated, this 

could be because theories on entitlement have argued that entitled individuals are likely to 

engage in entitled interpretations of events (often referring to unmet expectations; Grubbs & 

Exline, 2016), but one could argue that when expectations are met, entitled individuals are likely 

to feel that they deserved it because they are special and therefore are further entitled to more 

rewards as they are never satisfied with what they receive and any reinforcing behaviours by 

others will also perpetuate the entitlement cycle.  

Despite the negative and damaging nature of entitlement, we know relatively little about 

the effect of entitlement on groups and in the workplace (Harvey & Dasborough, 2015; Jordan, 
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Ramsay, & Westerlaken, 2017). As workplaces are increasingly reliant on work groups to 

achieve their goals (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006), it is pertinent to investigate the process through 

which factors such as entitlement and entitlement in groups influence individual cognitions and 

group processes. Some existing research has shown that entitlement is associated with job 

frustration (Harvey & Harris, 2010) and heightened perceptions of abusive supervision (and thus 

more likely to retaliate against such perceptions; Harvey, Harris, Gillis, & Martinko, 2014). In 

general, entitled individuals are more prone to perceive negative personally relevant work events 

(Harvey & Harris, 2010). They are also more likely to blame these negative events on others and 

are therefore more likely to feel frustration (rather than guilt or shame – internal negative 

emotions; Harvey & Harris, 2010). In addition, Harvey and colleagues (2014) also argue that 

abusive supervision is a perception and feelings of entitlement can prime individuals to perceive 

supervisory behaviours that lack abusive intent as ‘abusive’. This is because psychologically 

entitled individuals have a tendency to feel that they have been mistreated or that they have not 

received the reward that they feel they are deserving of, such as receiving or being sensitive to 

negative feedback, but perceiving it as abuse as hostile behaviour on the part of the supervisor 

because they feel they should deserve a reward (Harvey, et al., 2014). Recent theoretical work on 

entitlement has argued that workplace entitlement may be tied to what an individual comes to 

expect as the norm in the workgroup and entitled individuals are those who expect more rewards 

than is the norm in their workgroup for the work that they complete (O’Leary-Kelly, Rosen, & 

Hochwarter, 2016). Studies have also found that entitlement may contribute to individual 

creativity such that entitled individuals can come up with more creative solutions than those that 

are less entitled (Zitek & Vincent, 2015). These findings on the topic of entitlement indicate that 

not only is entitlement an important aspect of a person’s belief system, but that it is also a factor 
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that may influence individual and group experiences at work. Due to these varying definitions, 

we capture entitlement through the equity sensitivity perspective (e.g. Sauley & Bedeian, 2000) 

and the psychological entitlement scale (Campbell, et al., 2004). This is because some of the 

items in Campbell’s scale have elicited our pilot participants to not take the survey seriously (e.g. 

“If I were on the Titanic, I would deserve to be on the first lifeboat”). This is also mainly because 

we survey working individuals and wish for them to take the survey seriously.  

 

1.1.1. Differences from Narcissism 

In this section, I wish to highlight and distinguish entitlement from a similar construct; 

narcissism. In earlier research, entitlement was conceptualised as a dimension of narcissism 

(Rask & Terry, 1988). Along with the other six factors (authority, exhibitionism, 

exploitativeness, self-sufficiency, superiority and vanity), entitlement was theorised and 

measured as a part of the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Terry, 1988). Most 

of the interest was, and still is, on how narcissism affects work outcomes (e.g. Jones & Paulhus, 

2011; Judge, LePine, & Rich, 2006; Nevicka, De Hoogh, Van Vianen, Beersma, & McIlwain, 

2011a; Resick, Whitman, Weingarden, & Hiller, 2009). Recent work on entitlement has 

highlighted that entitlement differs from narcissism and contributes uniquely to workplace 

outcomes (e.g. Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Dasborough, 2015). Below, I outline both the 

theoretical and methodological distinctions between entitlement and narcissism.  

Theoretically and methodologically, entitlement is unlike the other Narcissism 

dimensions. These differences are supported from findings on the dimensions of narcissism such 

that the relationship between entitlement and the other dimensions are distinct especially when 

examined in context with other narcissism measures as well as other personality related 
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constructs. For example, the entitlement scale is correlated at around .26 and .32 with other 

dimensions of narcissism (Campbell et al., 2004). Furthermore, entitlement can exist 

independently to other key traits of narcissism such as assertiveness, deceitfulness and 

exploitativeness (Campbell, et al., 2004; Miller, Price, & Campbell, 2012). Therefore, Campbell 

and colleagues (2004) explored and developed a new construct separate from Narcissism. 

However, this scale and definition of entitlement and its relationship with various other 

constructs is dependent upon how and with which scale is used to measure entitlement (see 

Ackerman & Donnellan, 2013). In doing so, there has been some inconsistent findings in the 

literature. As per a recent call by Campbell and colleagues (Miller, et al., 2012), I agree with 

their statement that research should stop relying on the sub-scale measure of entitlement in the 

NPI (which I have found to have very low reliability) and instead utilise standalone measures 

such as the PES. Therefore, this thesis will largely refer to NPI if discussing research examining 

narcissism and research on entitlement if referring to research examining entitlement in isolation.  

Methodologically, there are several issues with the entitlement subscale in the NPI. First, 

the entitlement subscale in the NPI does not provide adequate face validity: some items (e.g., “I 

will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve”) are similar to entitlement, but other items in 

the scale (e.g., “I have a strong will to power; If I ruled the world it would be a better place”) are 

more similar to a sense of dominance. There has been limited examination of the validity of the 

entitlement subscale as a standalone measure in the NPI. Second, due to the number of sub-

dimensions in the NPI, the entitlement subscale has very few items and thus, in utilising the scale 

itself, the sub-dimension scale of entitlement is often very unreliable. Third, entitlement is often 

coupled with the exploitativeness factor (Emmons, 1984), but this stands in contrast to the 

theoretical rationale listed above. Finally, the forced choice nature of the NPI creates range 
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restriction issues in survey research which reduces the amount of variance that could be 

explained. Once the items were turned into a 7-point Likert-type scale, the current author 

explored the entitlement subscale from the NPI-16, and consistently found the reliability of the 

subscale to be less than .60. Similarly, other studies have found the alpha to sometimes drop 

below .50 using the full subscale of entitlement/exploitativeness in the NPI (Campbell et al., 

2004, Moeller, Crocker, & Bushman, 2009). These findings indicate that entitlement is 

theoretically different from Narcissism, and methodologically the entitlement subscale of NPI is 

not sufficient to capture entitlement as a construct.   

Due to both theoretical and methodological differences between entitlement and NPI, 

recent research has started to examine entitlement as a key construct in understanding 

interpersonal relationships and outcomes such as creativity (Campbell et al., 2004; Vincent & 

Kouchaki, 2016; Zitek & Vincent, 2015). Due to these differences, some researchers have also 

identified entitlement as a belief system that may influence various workplace outcomes (e.g. 

Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010; O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2017). In this thesis, I explore the various 

relationships that entitlement has with workplace conflict and emergent leadership (defined as a 

group member exerting influence over others without having a formal leadership role; Schneier 

& Goktepe, 1983). Further, I not only explore the detrimental effects of entitlement, but I also 

discuss the potential downsides of having very low-entitlement. Below, I highlight some of the 

other key constructs that I examine in this thesis.  

 

1.2 What is Conflict?  

There are three major types of conflict: relationship, task and process (Jehn 1995; 1997). 

Relationship conflicts are disagreements over interpersonal issues. Task conflicts deal with 
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disagreements over the task itself. Process conflicts are disagreements over how things should be 

done. Research on conflict has largely converged on an understanding that relationship and 

process conflicts are detrimental to performance, whereas task conflict may be beneficial under 

some conditions (de Wit et al., 2012). In 2008, a workplace analysis of conflict management 

concluded that employees on average spend 2.1 hours per week coping with and managing 

conflict. In the U.S. this equates to approximately 385 million working days (CCP Inc., 2008). 

Thus, in understanding how entitlement may influence conflict, workplace productivity could be 

drastically improved. Past studies have indicated that the time point of when each conflict 

emerges during the life span of a team is an important indicator of performance (Jehn & Mannix, 

2001). This research has been fruitful and the literature has identified several factors that 

influence the conflict to performance link (see review by de Wit et al., 2013; De Dreu & 

Weingart, 2003). I will briefly go over some of these relationships below.  

Previous work has identified that relationship and task conflict have intricate relations 

with each other and with performance. The co-occurrence of both types of conflict is almost 

always associated with lower performance (de Wit et al., 2012). The three types of conflict evoke 

different interactions among team members. Several studies have noted the different effect of the 

types of conflict on performance (de Wit et al., 2012). Notably, a moderate amount of task 

conflict may be beneficial to teams in certain situations and depend upon team member beliefs 

(e.g. task conflict with no negative emotional attachments to the conflict and a belief that the 

conflict is resolvable) (Jehn, 1994; 1997). However, a high amount of task conflict is 

nevertheless detrimental to performance. Whereas, relationship conflict and process conflict have 

few potential benefits to performance regardless of the degree of conflict that is present in the 

team.  
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In a recent meta-analysis, de Wit, Greer and Jehn (2012) developed further insights into 

the different conflict types and their effects on team outcomes. Various moderators were also 

examined. The authors found that collectively all conflict types were more negatively correlated 

with proximal group outcomes (outcomes that are an immediate response to the conflict, e.g. 

affective states) than distal group outcomes (outcomes that are temporally further than proximal 

outcomes, e.g. group performance). In the distinction between conflict types, task conflict is 

negatively related to proximal outcomes but to a lesser degree than process and relationship 

conflict. The relationship between task conflict and outcomes were also moderated by co-

occurrence of conflict types (a combination of conflict types) and organisational level (top 

management teams vs. lower hierarchy teams). Task conflict and group performance had a more 

positive relationship: 1) if the correlation between task and relationship conflict is weak, 2) in top 

management teams as compared to non-top management teams, and 3) in situations where 

performance was either measured through financial gains and decision quality rather than overall 

performance. Thus, from this research, it is clear that conflict is an important and key part of the 

workplace. As such, it is pertinent that we explore how entitlement may contribute to 

experiences of conflict.  

1.3 Contributions 

Through this thesis, I contribute to the literature in multiple ways. First, although 

entitlement has been a prominent topic in the popular press, there has been limited research on 

the various claims of how detrimental entitlement may actually be on workplace relationships. 

This thesis will be one of the few empirical tests of entitlement within the workplace and 

contribute to the literature on entitlement. Second, extant research typically focus on the effects 

of high or excessive entitlement, however in this thesis, I also provide theoretical support and 
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empirical evidence to show how low-entitlement can also influence workplace experiences of 

conflict and other work related processes. These findings not only contribute to the literature on 

entitlement in the workplace, but will provide insights into the conflict literature. Third, I also 

examine the potential curvilinear effects between entitlement and conflict as well as emergent 

leadership. The curvilinear effect indicates that both low and excessive entitlement is detrimental 

to conflict, but promotes leadership emergence. Fourth, the theoretical and empirical findings 

from this thesis will also contribute to our understanding of why individuals may experience 

detrimental relationships and impede on the functioning of the team. Thus, this thesis also 

contributes to the understanding of interpersonal relationships in groups. Taken together the four 

major contribution of this theses will expand our understanding of workplace entitlement as well 

as the relationship between entitlement, conflict and emergent leadership.   
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1.4 Thesis Structure 

The current thesis is structured by topic. Each chapter explores an aspect of entitlement 

beliefs and its relationship with perceptions of threat, conflict and leadership emergence, thereby 

capturing the dark side of individuals in groups. As such, each chapter will incorporate an 

overview of the theoretical development of the topic that relates to the arguments as well as the 

unique design and methodological approach used to examine the hypotheses. Below is a brief 

overview of each chapter.  

In Chapter 2, I explore the relationship between entitlement and feelings of threat. That 

is, utilising theories such as Threat Rigidity (Staw, Sandelands, & Dutton, 1981), I argue that 

entitled individuals are more likely to perceive threat, and if so do they perform worse than their 

counterparts. I also examine the effect of task conflict. As aforementioned, task conflict may be 

constructive in certain situations. I theorise and argue that entitled individuals, under task 

conflict, are also likely to experience an increased feeling of threat compared to those individuals 

that are less entitled. In this study, I incorporate the use of physiological methods where I collect 

multiple indicators of threat. In addition, I also complement the physiological data with survey 

methodology in an MBA sample. Therefore, I adopt a multi-method approach to understanding 

the relationship between entitlement and threat. Multiple hypotheses were supported in this 

chapter.  

In Chapter 3, I further elaborate on the relationship between entitlement and conflict. I 

theorise that entitlement should also directly contribute to heightened experiences of conflict in 

groups. However, the relationship between entitlement and different types of conflict vary by a 

function of how long groups of individuals have worked together. Specifically, I argue that task 
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duration acts as a moderator such that in short-term groups, entitled individuals are likely to 

perceive more of all types of conflict. However, in longer term groups, I propose that there 

should be a curvilinear effect between entitlement and relationship conflict such that both high 

and low entitleds are more likely to perceive only relationship conflict as compared to those that 

are moderately entitled. This is because prior research suggests that both low-entitleds and high-

entitleds are likely to experience detrimental relationships in the workplace. I test my hypotheses 

through two studies: one utilising a short-term group in the lab with undergraduate students, and 

another with a longer-term group where I capture the responses from full-time employees who 

took part in a part-time MBA course. The results again supported some of my hypotheses. 

In Chapter 4, I explore the relationship between entitlement and emergent leadership 

processes in teams. Findings from the two previous chapters indicate that entitleds are more 

likely to experience negative emotions and processes. In this chapter, I turn to examine how 

entitleds may also influence work group outcomes for themselves such as leadership emergence 

and performance. In this final empirical chapter, I explore whether entitleds are more or less 

likely to emerge as leaders. Utilising role theory (Biddle, 1986), I argue that the relationship 

between entitlement and leadership emergence is such that high- and low-entitleds are more 

likely to emerge as leaders, but that the relationship between emergence and performance is 

moderated by their commitment to the group. In this chapter, I utilise a working MBA sample to 

test my hypotheses. The results again supported several of my hypotheses.  

The final chapter is an overall description of this research’s potential contribution to the 

literature, the workplace, the research’s limitations and future research directions. In this section, 

I highlight how my thesis may contribute to the existing body of research on groups, specifically 

individuals within these groups. Moreover, I also highlight the implications of my findings on 
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the conflict, entitlement and emergent leadership research. I emphasise the importance of my 

research on practitioners and organisations in general as this work is able to inform managers 

and employees on the pitfalls of differences in belief systems and how to harness disagreements 

to create better workplaces. Not all studies are perfect, so in the limitations section, I highlight 

some of the issues surrounding the studies. Finally, I conclude my thesis by identifying potential 

areas of future research for scholars that are interested in the topics I have presented. Below is a 

graphical roadmap of my thesis. In the appendices section, I provide all the scale and materials 

used in the various chapters.  
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Figure 1.1. Overview of models for each chapter in this thesis.  
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CHAPTER 2. ENTITLEMENT AND THREAT 

In this chapter, I begin by exploring the relationship between entitlement and threat. In 

Study 1, I argue that feelings of entitlement will increase perceptions and experiences of threat. 

Furthermore, this feeling of threat is likely to detrimentally influence performance. I employ 

theories such as threat-rigidity (Staw et al., 1981) to support my arguments. To assess and test 

my hypotheses, I utilise physiological measures (e.g. heart rate) in the laboratory. This is one of 

the first studies that examines the relationship between entitlement and threat using physiological 

measures. In Study 2, I further propose that this threat is also present when responding to task 

conflict. I believe that entitled individuals are more likely to experience threat after task conflict 

than less entitled individuals. As task conflict is sometimes debated to be constructive to 

performance, this response is concerning and may have adverse effects on the group and group 

outcomes. In this study, I utilise survey methodology in a full-time working sample to test these 

hypotheses. Taken together, I adopt a multi-method approach to understanding the relationship 

between entitlement and threat. I also provide a discussion on the findings from these two studies 

and provide some insights into how these findings may advance theory and have implications in 

the workplace.  

 

Threat and BPSM 

In this study I explore the physiological response to threat and adopt the biopsychosocial 

model (BPSM) of threat (e.g., Blascovich & Mendes, 2010; Blascovich & Tomaka, 1996) to 

theorise and measure threat. According to the BPSM, threat is defined as an outcome of an 

evaluation of the demands of the situation and the person’s resource capability in dealing with 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0004
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0006
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these demands (Blascovich & Tomaka, 1996). When group members respond defensively to 

criticism, they are holding rigidly onto their initial perspective rather than exploring or 

incorporating cues from their external environment which subsequently impedes learning (Staw 

et al., 1981; Brodbeck, Kerschreiter, Mojzisch, & Schulz-Hardt, 2007). For example, in the 

literature on stereotypes, threat is often associated with the way that you view or categorise 

yourself and the negative stereotypes associated with that category (Steele, 1997). In the clinical 

literature on anxiety, anxious individuals are often aroused by some contextual trigger that 

influences feelings of danger thereby producing psychological responses (MacLeod & Mathews, 

1988). In the current chapter, I argue that entitleds are predisposed to experiencing more threat 

than those that are less entitled. In addition, I also argue that entitleds are more likely to feel 

threatened by task conflict than those who are less entitled.  

BPSM associates feelings of threat with cardiovascular reactivity (e.g., Blascovich & 

Mendes, 2010; Blascovich & Tomaka, 1996; Tomaka, Blascovich, Kelsey, & Leitten, 1993). 

This cardiovascular reactivity is the body’s response to threat and is a key aspect of this chapter. 

Instead of asking participants to record their feelings of threat (e.g. through survey methods), this 

chapter and study is one of the first empirical studies of entitlement that utilises physiological 

measures to capture physical reactions of threat. According to BPSM, the marker of threat relies 

on a combination of cardiovascular measure. These markers are cardiac output (CO; in L/min, 

the amount of blood pumped by the heart) and total peripheral resistance (TPR; net constriction 

versus dilation in the arterial system). When an individual is threatened, both the sympathetic-

adrenomedullary (SAM) axis and the hypothalamic pituitary adrenal (HPA) cortical axis are 

activated. In particular, threat is manifested as an increase in vasoconstriction (i.e., increase in 

TPR), and relatively small increases in CO (e.g., Seery, Weisbuch, Hetenyi, & 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0006
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0009
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0004
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0006
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0042
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Blascovich, 2010). Various studies have validated the BPSM in multiple contexts as an indirect 

measure of psychological threat and it is supported by showing that the relationship of threat 

appraisal is indicated by demands, resource appraisals and performance outcomes (see 

Blascovich & Mendes, 2010; Blascovich & Tomaka, 1996). 

The purpose and contribution of this chapter is three-fold. First, I explore the feelings and 

experiences of entitled individuals. In particular, although extant research has indicated that 

entitled individuals may have difficult interpersonal relationships with others (Morf & 

Rhodewalt, 2001; Pryor et al., 2008; Watson et al., 1984), these studies rarely provide insight 

into the feelings or experiences of entitled individuals. Therefore, this chapter provides an 

examination of entitleds themselves. Second, this chapter contributes to the existing literature on 

the relationship between entitlement and threat. Although prior research has alluded to the 

possible relationship between entitlement and threat (Campbell et al., 2004), there has been no 

examination of these relationships utilising physiological research methods. The studies in this 

chapter provide a multi-method approach to examining the relationship between entitlement and 

threat such that the findings from physiological measures are then supplemented by traditional 

survey findings. Third, this chapter also contributes to the literature on the effects of conflict on 

relationships between entitlement and other constructs. In addition, it builds the premise for the 

rest of my thesis as the first examination of potential relationships between entitlement and 

workplace interpersonal processes.  

 

Entitlement and Threat 

Research on entitlement and threat indicates that entitled individuals are more prone to 

negative experiences. Evidence from theoretical papers has indicated that entitled individuals 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0037
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0004
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0006
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may experience decreased well-being as they are more likely to evaluate workplace events as 

threats (O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2016). Furthermore, some research has found that entitled 

individuals are more likely to perceive threats to their ego (Baumeister, Bushman, & Campbell, 

2000; Campbell et al., 2004; Reidy, Zeichner, Foster, & Martinez, 2008). These factors indicate 

that perhaps entitled individuals are more aware of threat in general and are indicative of a 

persistent perception of threat in these individuals’ environments.  

From the education literature, we know that threat is likely to inhibit performance on 

tasks and learning (Rydell & Boucher, 2010; Rydell, Rydell, & Boucher, 2010). Physiological 

threat in particular has been shown to affect processing in the prefrontal cortex (Schmader, 

Johns, & Forbes, 2008). The prefrontal cortex is responsible for important cognitive processing 

such as controlling attention and deploying inhibitory processes (Gray, Chabris, & Braver, 2003; 

Kane & Engle, 2002). After experiencing threat, the pre-frontal cortex is less able to handle 

demands related to information processing (Conway, Jarrold, Kane, Miyake, & Towse, 2007). 

Research on threat rigidity, as afore mentioned, has found that threat inhibits learning (Staw et 

al., 1981) and other concerns such as working memory capacity (Schmader & Johns, 2003). 

These findings come together to support the notion that not only are entitleds more likely to 

experience threat, but that this threat is likely to impede on their general performance as well.  

Hypothesis 1a. Entitlement has a positive relationship with threat. 

Hypothesis 1b. Threat mediates the relationship between entitlement and performance.  

 

Entitlement, Conflict and Threat on Performance 

Furthermore, I argue that entitleds’ feelings of threat are exacerbated by the presence of 

task conflict. Although task conflict might be beneficial for some, task conflict is likely to 
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exacerbate feelings of threat in entitled individuals. For example, entitled individuals are more 

likely to take things personally and feel that their egos have been hurt after receiving negative 

feedback (Campbell et al., 2004; Harvey & Martinko, 2009). In the study by Campbell and 

colleagues, the participants played a competitive game where they were assigned conditions 

whereby their partner gave them positive or negative feedback (Campbell et al., 2004). 

Participants that were more entitled were likely to react more adversely when negative feedback 

was provided to them. In addition, entitleds may believe that task conflict is a direct challenge to 

their opinion or general sense of deservingness (O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2017), which is likely to 

trigger a threat response. Therefore, I argue that task conflict or task related disagreements are 

likely to exacerbate feelings of threat.  

Hypothesis 2. Task conflict moderates the relationship between entitlement and threat, 

such that entitled individuals are more likely to experience threat when task conflict is 

high than when task conflict is low. 
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Figure 2.1. The overall theoretical model of Chapter 2.  
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STUDY 1 

In Study 1, I tested for the relationship proposed by Hypothesis 1, that entitled 

individuals are physiologically more likely to experience threat than others. In this particular 

study, I collected physiological data from an undergraduate subject pool. They were 

subsequently asked to complete a computer task. Their responses to entitlement were captured by 

a survey, while their physiological responses were measured objectively.  

 

Study 1 Methods 

Participants 

Participants were recruited form an undergraduate subject pool at a large university. A 

total of 77 students participated in the study. The average age was 21.06 and there were 29 

males, 48 females. A total of 99 individuals participated in the study, however due to drop out 

errors in the physiological machines, the physiological data of 12 individuals were not captured.  

 

Procedure 

Students were first seated at a computer and instructed that they will be asked to 

complete a series of tasks. The computer screens were standardised and the experiment was 

programmed for a wide screen (1920x1080). They then were told that they need to have certain 

physiological measurement tools attached to their person. The students were assured that the 

measures will not cause them any harm and that they are used to collect data. The students were 

instructed to try to minimise any unnecessary movement where possible. They were then 
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introduced to the Flanker task. Each student was asked to place their fingers on the relevant keys 

on the keyboard before beginning the actual task. The task was presented on a black background 

with white letters in size 14 Arial font. The participants were exposed to a total of 100 trials, 60 

of which were congruent (that is the target stimuli is consistent with the distractors) and 40 trials 

were incongruent (target stimulus is inconsistent with the distractors). Each trial was two seconds 

in length and there is an additional second in between each trial. For the two seconds, the 

flankers were shown first (100ms), and then the flanker and target were shown (500ms), a 

fixation (900ms, a small cross, in the middle of the screen), and feedback (200ms). The 

participants were also given feedback as to whether they were accurate or not after each trial. 

The feedback was: correct, incorrect, too slow (>2s), and too quick (<100ms). Too quick 

indicated that the participants selected an answer before the actual target was shown on the 

screen, thus they could not have selected the correct solution.  

 

Physiological Measurements 

There are several key components when measuring human physiological data in relation 

to threat. In order to calculate CO and TPR, I needed to first calculate the participants' mean 

arterial blood pressure (MAP), stroke volume (SV: the amount of blood that is pumped by the 

heart at a given heart beat), and heart rate (HR). MAP was measured using a Nexfin HD system 

(Bmeye B.V., Amsterdam, The Netherlands). This involved the participants attaching a finger 

cuff to the middle phalanx of the ring finger on their non-dominant hand. Blood pressure is 

determined through clamping the pulsating finger artery to a constant volume by applying a 

fluctuating counterpressure comparable with the arterial pressure. The participants were told to 

reduce the movement of the arm to which the cuff is applied to in order to minimise movement 
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in the blood pressure (BP) recordings. All physiological data were recorded and digitised at 

250 Hz through the Acqknowledge software in the Biopac MP150 data system. Stroke volume 

was measured by impedance cardiography (ICG) and electrocardiogram (EKG) recordings. 

Heart rate was measured through the EKG recordings as well. These measurements required 

receptors placed on the participants. These data were then collected and analysed using the 

MATLAB software. 

 

Calculating the CO and TPR 

CO. CO is measured by multiplying SV to HR. SV is calculated by using the Kubicek 

formula (Kubicek et al., 1966). The formula requires several key data from the ICG including the 

blood resistivity (rho), distance between frontal ICG electrodes (L), baseline impedance (Z0), 

left-ventricular ejection time (LVET), and peak ejection velocity (Dz/dtmax). I then inserted this 

data into the Kubcek formula (SV = rho * (L/Z0)2 * LVET * dZ/dtmax) to calculate the SV.  

TPR. TPR is calculated by obtaining the MAP first. MAP is calculated by obtaining 

several key data from the ICG and EKG. This information includes beat-to-beat systolic (SBP) 

and diastolic (DBP) blood pressure. I then inserted this data into the formula: 

(MAP = 1/3 × [SBP-DBP] + DBP) to calculate the MAP. TPR is determined by using the 

following formula: MAP × 80 / CO. 

 

Measures 

Entitlement. Entitlement was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly 

Disagree – 1’ to ‘Strongly Agree – 7’). The scale includes the following nine items: ‘I expect a 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0030
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-note-0010
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lot from other people’, ‘I insist upon getting the respect that is due to me’, ‘I am more capable 

than other people’, ‘I am going to be a great person’, ‘I feel entitled to certain things even if I put 

in little effort’, ‘I feel I am entitled to certain privileges even if I don't contribute’, ‘I feel I 

deserve a piece of the world because I am an extraordinary person’, ‘I will never be satisfied 

until I get all that I deserve’, and ‘I feel I am worthy of having everything without significant 

exertion of energy’. The alpha reliability coefficient of the measure is .73.  

Threat. Cardiovascular measurements of total peripheral resistance (TPR) and cardiac 

output (CO) are both indicators of threat, where higher TPR and lower CO are indicators of 

threat (Seery, 2011). See above for measurement details.  

Performance. Students were asked to complete an Eriksen flanker task (Eriksen & 

Eriksen, 1974). The flanker task is a cognitive task requiring attention, where the participants are 

asked to respond quickly and accurately to a stimulus presented on the computer screen. A 

pictorial depiction of the task is below in Figure 2.2. During the task, the participants are asked 

to respond to the target, in this case the target is the arrow in the middle of the stimulus. For 

example, in the figure below, the correct response to stimulus one is ‘right’, and the correct 

response to stimulus two is ‘left’. Participants are to respond by pressing the left or right arrow 

on their keyboard. Flanker stimulus is either congruent or incongruent. The top example in 

Figure 2.2 is an incongruent flanker and the bottom example is a congruent flanker.  
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Figure 2.2. The Erikson Flanker task displayed to participants.  

 

Study 1 Results and Discussion 

The results of the study partially supported Hypothesis 1, where it was hypothesised that 

entitlement and threat are positively related. The correlations, mean, and standard deviation is 

presented in Table 2.1. I analysed the data using linear regression in MPlus 7 (Muthén & 

Muthén, 2012). The results indicate that individuals with higher entitlement beliefs are likely to 

have higher TPR (b = .18, p<.05), however, the relationship between entitlement and CO was not 

significant (b = -.05, p>.05). Note this was through one-tailed test. Although heightened TPR is 

detrimental to performance on congruent flanker tasks (b = -.48, p<.05), I did not observe a 

significant indirect effect to sufficiently support the hypothesis for mediation between 

entitlement and performance through threat.  
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Table 2.1. Chapter 2 Study 1 Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviation Among 

Variables 

 
Mean SD 1 2 3 

1. Entitlement 3.40 1.06 
   

2. CO .38 .65 -.05 
  

3. TPR 181.95 1686.06 0.19 -.56** 
 

4. Task Performance 1.74 .25 -0.12 -.06 -.18 

N = 77 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 

 

The results indicate that entitleds physiologically experience more threat than less 

entitled individuals. Findings from this study provide the first physiological test of the effects of 

entitlement in performance related goals. I could not test for the effects of conflict in this study 

as the conditions (wires and physiological markers limit body movement in social interactions) 

and tasks (straight-forward computer task) did not allow for conflict. Therefore, in the next study 

in this chapter, I further elaborate on these findings in a field setting to explore conflict as an 

exacerbator to the relationship between entitlement and threat.  
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STUDY 2 

In Study 2, I expand on the findings from Study 1 to incorporate the potential exacerbator 

of task conflict. Although Study 1 indicated that entitleds are physiologically more threatened 

when they complete a task, it is unclear whether they will experience threat under task conflict 

(which is often considered to be somewhat positive to group outcomes). Therefore, in Study 2 I 

captured whether task conflict is a moderator.  

 

Study 2 Methods 

Participants 

A total of 195 individuals participated in the study. They were full-time working 

employees attending a short course and were asked to complete group projects during a 12-week 

course. The average number of years employed was 4.75, minimum of 2 months to 20 years. The 

race composition of the individuals in the course was 58.30% Caucasian, 22.90% Asian, 13.10% 

Indian, 1.70% Latino, 1.10% mixed, .6% African-American, and 2.3% other. They were grouped 

into a total of 58 groups, consisting of 143 males and 52 females with mean age of 31.67.  

The data was collected in three waves. During time one (class one), entitlement beliefs 

were collected from participants through a pen and paper survey. At time two, in week six, all 

participants were asked about their perceived level of conflict. Threat was collected at time three, 

during week seven of the course. Time two and three were one week apart and were during week 

six and seven of the 12-week course. Objective performance was collected at the end of the 
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course and was independently rated by two raters and then averaged to form the final grade for 

each individual. 

 

Measures 

Entitlement. Entitlement was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly 

Disagree – 1’ to ‘Strongly Agree – 7’). Entitlement was captured by the following nine items: ‘I 

expect a lot from other people’, ‘I insist upon getting the respect that is due to me’, ‘I am more 

capable than other people’, ‘I am going to be a great person’, ‘I feel entitled to certain things 

even if I put in little effort’, ‘I feel I am entitled to certain privileges even if I don't contribute’, ‘I 

feel I deserve a piece of the world because I am an extraordinary person’, ‘I will never be 

satisfied until I get all that I deserve’, and ‘I feel I am worthy of having everything without 

significant exertion of energy’. A total of nine items on a 7-point Likert-type scale was used to 

measure entitlement and the reliability score is .77.  

Task Conflict. The task conflict measure is a widely utilised measure first utilised by 

Jehn (1995). Task conflict was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly Disagree – 1’ 

to ‘Strongly Agree – 7’). The items are ‘How much disagreement was there among members 

over task-related opinions?’ and ‘How much conflict of ideas was there in your syndicate during 

this exercise?’. The items were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale and the alpha coefficient 

for the measure is .86.  

Threat. Threat was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly Disagree – 1’ to 

‘Strongly Agree – 7’). Threat was measured by three items. The measures were ‘It was difficult 

to deal with task-related disagreements’, ‘During task-related disagreements, I felt somewhat 
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threatened’, and ‘During task-related disagreements, I felt intimidated’.  The items were 

measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale and the alpha coefficient for the measure is .85.  

Objective Performance. Objective performance was measured by the overall 

performance grade of each individual by two independent raters and then averaged. The score 

could range from 0-100.  

 

Study 2 Results and Discussion 

The correlations between the variables are presented in Table 2.2.  

 

Table 2.2. Chapter 2 Study 2 Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviation Among 

Variables 

 
Mean SD 1 2 3 

1. Entitlement 3.40 .79 
   

2. Task Conflict 3.02 1.43 -.05 
  

3. Threat 1.62 .80 .11 .44** 
 

4. Objective Performance 43.70 7.93 -.07 -.01 -.02 

N = 195 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 

 

In Hypothesis 2, I predicted that entitled individuals are more likely to experience greater 

threat when they feel like they have task conflict with others. I conducted hierarchical (multi-

level) linear regression (Raudenbush & Byrk, 2002) through MPlus 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012). 
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The results confirmed these findings in that task conflict exacerbated the relationship between 

entitlement and threat (b = .15, p < .05), please see Table 2.3.  

 

Table 2.3. Chapter 2 Study 2 the Interaction between Entitlement and Task Conflict 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To understand this relationship, I plotted the interaction in Figure 2.3 (1 S.D. below and 

above the mean) and as indicated, entitled individuals experienced more threat when they were 

also under conditions of high task conflict. Simple slopes analysis indicated that the high task 

conflict slope is significant when high entitleds experience task conflict (t =6.76, p <.01). 

However, Hypothesis 3 was not supported as the mediated moderation model from entitlement to 

performance was not mediated by threat.  

Thus, in Study 2, I found that entitled individuals are more likely to experience threat in 

situations of task conflict than those that are less entitled. This further highlights that not only are 

entitleds more likely to experience threat (Study 1), but that they are more prone to feelings of 

threat when faced with task conflict.  

R
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Figure 2.3. The Interaction Plot between Entitlement and Task Conflict on Threat.  

Discussion 

In this chapter, the purpose was to establish how entitlement beliefs might shape 

individual experiences in the workplace. The strengths of the particular set of studies is the use 

of both physiological evidence as well as self-report measures of threat. This multi-method 

approach allowed us to determine that not only do entitled individuals feel threatened, but also 

that their body chemistry and reactions are more sensitive to threat experiences. In addition, 

entitled individuals who experience conflict with others are more threatened by this conflict than 

individuals who are less entitled.  

 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

Theoretically, these findings contribute to the current understanding of entitlement in 

several ways. Entitlement is detrimental to workplace processes from an ‘other’ perspective. 
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That is, the current research on entitlement has investigated how entitled individuals influence or 

impact on the work environment, but this study extends and expands this line of research by 

examining the underlying mechanisms that might motivate an entitled individual to react a 

certain way. Although in this study the findings related to performance are inconclusive, other 

findings suggest that the relationship between entitlement beliefs and experiences could be due 

to feelings of threat through managing their exposure to task conflict. More importantly, it 

suggests that entitled individuals may react differently to workplace processes than less entitled 

individuals.  

Practically, these findings indicate that entitled individuals may need to be coached or 

managed in a way that protects or reduces their feelings of threat. Many managers in workplaces 

may find managing entitled individuals difficult and time consuming due to these individual’s 

behaviours, such as unreasonable demands and unrealistic expectations. However, the current 

findings indicate that managers and practitioners could examine methods or interventions that 

target a reduction of feelings of threat by entitled individuals.  

 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

Although this chapter has several strengths, there are also some limitations. This study 

utilises two methodologies to test the relationship between entitlement and threat in the 

workplace. This multi-method approach is a strength of this study, however it is only the first 

step in identifying the mechanisms through which entitled individuals may influence processes in 

the workplace. In addition, the lack of support linking entitlement to performance indicates that 

entitlement may not have such a close relationship with performance, but rather with interactions 

and processes within the workgroup. Some research has highlighted that entitleds tend to 
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rationalise and interpret negative events as the fault of others (Grubbs & Exline, 2016), by 

externally attributing negative behaviour towards others, it could spur some entitleds to perform 

rather than to not perform. In an unpublished study, my colleagues and I find that entitled 

individuals can also possess high or low self-esteem (Jehn, Thatcher, & Zhao). This suggests that 

although it is possible that self-esteem could be a buffer towards task conflict and feelings of 

threat, future research should examine if task performance and feelings of threat could be 

buffered by entitled’s self-esteem. Therefore, this chapter was able to assist in providing 

evidence that entitlement is related to important processes, but the findings also expose several 

questions that remain unanswered by prior research.  

Future research should examine and further explore the relationships between entitlement 

and other processes in work contexts and in groups. For example, does entitlement actually 

influence more conflict perceptions in general and how do entitlement beliefs influence other 

types of conflict? Does entitlement effect other workgroup processes that impede on 

performance? Future chapters of this thesis will aim to answer some of these questions. For 

example, in the next chapter I explore these questions and determine whether entitlement beliefs 

actually are related to each type of conflict and the patterns of relationship between entitlement 

and conflict types.  

 

Conclusion  

In this chapter, I explored the possible relationship between entitlement, threat and 

performance. Through a lab study utilising physiological measures and a field study exploring 

MBA students, these results indicate that entitled individuals are more likely to experience 

feelings of threat. This feeling of threat is further exacerbated by task conflict. Task conflict is 
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considered to be beneficial to performance in certain contexts, however, entitleds feel even more 

threatened when experiencing task conflict. These findings indicate that entitlement may 

influence key workgroup processes and the subsequent chapters will explore some of these 

issues. 
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CHAPTER 3. ENTITLEMENT AND CONFLICT 

In this chapter, I explore the relationship between entitlement and conflict. After 

evaluating the findings from the previous chapter, I believe that there are specific relationships 

between entitlement and conflict. According to theories and findings regarding entitlement (e.g. 

Campbell et al., 2004; O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2016), entitled individuals are more likely to 

experience disagreements with people that they work with. Therefore, I argue that entitleds are 

likely to report more instances of all types of conflict. However, I believe that the relationship of 

entitlement with the different types of conflict may vary according to how long the groups have 

worked together. In particular, in this chapter, I argue that task duration is a moderator on the 

relationship between entitlement and conflict such that: a) entitleds are more likely to perceive 

all types of conflict in short-term tasks (see section on Conflict and Entitlement); b) in longer 

term groups, entitlement and relationship conflict will form a curvilinear relationship where both 

high and low entitleds are more likely to perceive relationship issues (see section on Conflict and 

Relationship conflict); and c) all other experiences of conflict (by entitleds) are suppressed in 

longer term teams. Similar to Chapter 2, I adopted a multi-method approach to test these 

hypotheses. In Study 1, I collected my data through an undergraduate laboratory study, in which 

the participants were only required to work together for a short hidden profile task. In the second 

study, I captured survey responses from a MBA course, where the members were required to 

work together for 12 weeks. The results supported my hypotheses and I also discuss the 

implications of my findings on theory and practice.  

Taken together, the current chapter makes three main contributions to the literature. First, 

I contribute to the literature on conflict by presenting entitlement as a potential antecedent to 

conflict perceptions. Although popular press and research in psychology has highlighted that 
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entitlement contributes to discord in the workplace and interpersonal relationships, with the 

exception of a few papers (e.g. Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010), there has been little empirical research 

that explores the relationship between entitlement and conflict. Second, I challenge the 

assumption that only excessive entitlement is detrimental to the workplace. Most research and 

media on entitlement assumes that excessive entitlement adversely influences workplace 

relations. The chapter contributes to the theory and literature on entitlement by demonstrating 

that those with very little entitlement beliefs will also experience adverse workplace relations. 

Third, the chapter also advances our understanding of entitlement through incorporating theory 

and research on task duration as a moderator. I argue that the discrepancy in past findings on the 

detrimental and possible beneficial effects of entitlement can be explained by task duration. The 

chapter also provides more context as to when entitlement may be of concern for organisations 

and workgroups.  

 

Entitlement and Conflict 

As previously defined, entitlement taps into feelings and perceptions of fairness and 

resource allocation (Campbell et al., 2004). For example, an entitled employee in the office may 

have just joined the company, but then immediately demands the same bonus as the older 

tenured employees in the workgroup. So, despite not putting in the effort, entitleds still perceive 

that they are deserving of rewards. Although research on entitlement has largely concluded that 

entitlement is detrimental to interpersonal relationships (Campbell et al., 2004; Morf & 

Rhodewalt, 2001), another body of research has found that low-entitlement also has potentially 

damaging effects (Hogue & Yoder, 2003). For example, low-entitlement can also be 
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disadvantageous to an individual’s potential earnings, findings have shown that those with very 

low-entitlement are likely to receive less pay than their entitled counterparts (e.g. Hogue & 

Yoder, 2003; Major, McFarlin, & Gagnon, 1984). This suggests that individuals with little 

entitled beliefs may also experience interpersonal, task, or resource related disagreements with 

others. These findings present a key inconsistency in the literature for both entitlement beliefs 

and conflict in that both argue for a linear relationship, but in the opposite direction (i.e. one 

argues that more entitlement leads to conflict, whereas the other argues that less is also damaging 

for interpersonal relationships). In addition, the relationship between entitlement and variation in 

perceived levels of conflict contributes to the notion of conflict asymmetry where workgroup 

members may disagree on the amount of conflict that is present in the workgroup (Jehn, Rispens, 

& Thatcher, 2010). This asymmetry is in turn detrimental to group performance outcomes. Thus, 

in the current chapter, I reconcile these two positions on entitlement through empirical and 

theoretical arguments to determine how and when entitlement influences workplace conflict.  

 

The Role of Task Duration 

The contradictory findings on high- and low- entitlement and conflict are a result of 

overlooking a key factor in the relationship between entitlement and workgroup processes; task 

duration. Task duration is defined as the time groups or individuals spend on a task and is often 

incorporated into research on body mechanics (e.g. Beidleman, Fulco, Buller, Andrew, Staab, & 

Muza, 2016; Szalma et al., 2004). These findings typically indicate that task duration is likely to 

influence how an individual may perform on a task due to pressure on mental and physical stress 

(Szalma et al., 2004). Drawing from this literature, I argue that task duration is likely to moderate 
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the relationship between entitlement and conflict such that entitled individuals are likely to 

experience conflict in a different way when examined in conditions of short and long-term tasks. 

Similar to body and physical resources, I argue that during long-term tasks, entitled individuals 

will experience heightened relationship conflict as they have more exposure to others (e.g. 

persistent interpersonal disagreements across multiple time points in the long-term tasks, thus 

they perceive relationship conflict to be more prevalent in the group) and this creates demands 

on their mental and social resources. In addition, prior research that found potential beneficial 

effects of entitlement were conducted in labs or in tasks that were relatively short (e.g. Zitek & 

Vincent, 2015), whereas I argue these positive effects are less likely to be present in long-term 

tasks. It is also likely that short-term tasks will also increase perceptions of other types of 

conflict as individuals are getting to know each other. In addition, drawing from the low-

entitlement and diversity literature (e.g. Hogue & Yoder, 2003), I argue that in long-term tasks, 

the relationship between entitlement and relationship conflict will form a U-shaped curve as both 

low- and excessively entitled individuals are likely to experience more conflict than moderately 

entitled individuals (see more on section in Long-Term Tasks).  

 

Short-Term Tasks 

Task Conflict. Entitled individuals are likely to perceive task related conflicts during 

short-term tasks. Task conflict is often thought to contribute to creativity and innovation (De 

Dreu, 2006; Farh, Lee, & Farh, 2010). This is because task conflict allows group members to 

engage in discussions about the goals and task itself, assisting the development of ideas, and to 

also examine the task at hand from various angles (Jehn, 1995; 1997). I argue that entitleds will 
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perceive more task conflict than their less-entitled counter parts in short-term tasks due to their 

sensitivity to challenges (from others) (Campbell et al., 2006). They are likely to categorise and 

perceive more task related disagreements as they are vigilant about seeking out others who may 

have a different opinion to their own regarding the task. Due to their sensitivity, they may also 

perceive more ‘false-positives’, that is, they may perceive task conflict even when others are not 

engaging in task conflict. Certainly, literature on conflict asymmetry argues that group members 

do not always perceive the same amount of conflict with others (Jehn et al., 2010), therefore 

entitlement beliefs may contribute to perceiving more task conflict than others. Thus, I argue 

that: 

Hypothesis 1. In short-term tasks, entitled individuals will perceive more task conflict 

than low-entitled individuals in short-term tasks. 

 

Process Conflict. I propose that entitled individuals are likely to perceive more process 

related conflict in short-term tasks. Equity sensitivity theory suggests that entitleds possess an 

internal input versus outcome ratio that is biased towards their own outcomes (Huseman, 

Hatfield, & Miles, 1987). In other words, this means that although most individuals adjust their 

outcome expectations based on their input, entitled individuals are always looking to acquire 

rewards, even if they do not put in the work (Blakely, Andrews, & Moorman, 2005). Due to their 

sensitivity to allocation of resources, I argue that entitleds are more likely to experience process 

conflict with others as they often feel they deserve more or better than others are willing to 

assign to them especially during short-term tasks. The theory on workplace entitlement argues 

that an entitled individual is always looking to acquire more resources than what is the norm for 

the group and therefore are more likely to perceive instances when others challenge their request 
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for resources (O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2016). Thus, entitlement may trigger heightened perceptions 

of process conflict in short-term tasks as entitleds always believe they deserve more resources 

than what is allocated to them.  

Hypothesis 2. In short-term tasks, entitled individuals will perceive more process conflict 

than low-entitled individuals.  

 

Relationship Conflict. As previously highlighted excessive entitlement in general is 

thought to be destructive to interpersonal relationships (e.g. Campbell et al., 2004; Morf & 

Rhodewalt, 2001), thus I expect entitlement to contribute to perceptions of relationship conflict 

in short-term tasks. For example, entitleds are more likely to be selfish in relationships and have 

low empathy for others (Watson et al., 1984). They are also non-compliant, deceitful, immodest 

(Pryor et al., 2008), and hostile to others (Moeller et al., 2009). These characteristics are very 

undesirable in a co-worker. This may lead to relational conflict even in short-term teams as it 

creates a destructive relationship when others are self-serving. Thus, I argue that entitleds will 

perceive more relationship conflict with others than those with low-entitlement.  

Hypothesis 3. In short-term tasks, entitled individuals will perceive more relationship 

conflict than individuals with low feelings of entitlement.  

 

Long-Term Tasks 

In long-term tasks, I propose that the relationship between entitlement and conflict is 

distinct to what is experienced in short-term tasks. Specifically, I argue that the link between 

entitlement and relationship conflict is characterised by a U-shaped curve through which both 
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excessive and low-entitlement facilitate perceptions of relationship conflict (moderate entitleds 

experiencing the least amount of relationship conflict). Entitled individuals are likely to continue 

to experience relationship conflict in long-term tasks. They are likely to persist or maintain their 

problematic interpersonal behaviour displayed in the short-term tasks (e.g. immodesty; Pryor et 

al., 2008). In addition, drawing on research from diversity, the longer individuals work with 

others, deep-level diversity such as those related to differences in values are likely to remain and 

are sometimes magnified (Harrison et al., 2003; Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002; Joshi & 

Roh, 2009). In addition to the u-shaped curve, I believe that the relationship between entitlement 

and task/process conflicts will disappear in long-term tasks. This is because task and process 

conflicts are likely to be factored into the norms of the group, that is, in long-term tasks, entitled 

individuals are likely to become desensitised to these types of conflict as they become the norm 

that they perceive in the group. The theory paper by O’Leary-Kelly and colleagues (2017) also 

highlights that entitled individuals are likely to compare to group norms, and over time, initial 

process and task conflict during short-term tasks are likely to form norms rather than persist. 

Thus, highly entitled individuals are likely to experience relationship conflict, but not process or 

task conflicts. As entitlement is indeed a value-based difference, I believe that high-entitleds are 

likely to continue to experience relationship conflict in long task durations, but not task or 

process conflicts.  

In addition, in longer tasks, I expect that low-entitled individuals will also experience 

relationship conflict. Although most of the findings and arguments on entitlement have 

suggested that a high sense of entitlement is disruptive to work dynamics (Alsop, 2008; Harvey 

& Dasborough, 2015). However, some research suggests that low-entitleds also disturb 

workplace relations (i.e. depressed entitlement; Hogue & Yoder, 2003; Pelham & Hetts, 2001). 
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In general, the literature on depressed entitlement argue that those that are in disadvantaged 

groups (e.g. women, African-American employees) are likely to compare and evaluate their pay 

(or other rewards) with others in the same disadvantaged group (Major, 1994). Furthermore, 

these individuals tend to internalise failures due to the fact that they believe that it is their own 

fault that they did not perform well or that their performance fell short of what they perceive as 

quality output (Major, 1994; Pelham & Hetts, 2001). In addition, drawing on system justification 

theory, which states that individuals like to believe that they live in a ‘just’ world and are 

inclined to preserve the status quo (Jost & Andrews, 2011), I argue that this perception is likely 

to be harmful to those with very low feelings of entitlement. For example, past studies have 

shown that disadvantaged groups are likely to internalise injustice and that this tends to lead to 

self-blame, low self-esteem and ambivalence (Jost & Hunyady, 2003). Not only do these factors 

influence interpersonal relationships, they also impact on the well-being of the individual (e.g. 

depression or loneliness; Anderson, Miller, Riger, Dill, & Sedikides, 1994).  

In addition, the idea of depressed entitlement is reliant on the individual making 

comparisons to their own focal group. However, as soon as their referent and comparison group 

changes, it is expected that they are likely to experience dissatisfaction and are likely to leave the 

organization or work group (Jost, 1997). Over time, these factors are likely to be accentuated as 

individuals who consistently doubt themselves may experience heightened negative feelings 

which influence relationship conflict perceptions. For example, when depressed entitleds 

compare their treatment to those of other groups, they are likely to question the legitimacy of 

their treatment and the status quo of how resources are distributed. Subsequently, this is likely to 

heighten feelings of discontent with themselves and others (Major, 1994). In the workgroup 

context, this is more likely to occur as individuals may be more proximal to unequal treatment 
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and may not always have access to a comparative other that is in the same disadvantaged group; 

resulting in comparison with advantageous group members (e.g. a work group may not have two 

African-American women working together). Therefore, I argue that the relationship between 

entitlement and relationship conflict will form a u-shaped curve in long-term tasks once 

workgroups have had time to engage for a longer duration.   

Hypothesis 4. During long-term tasks, entitlement and relationship conflict will have a 

curvilinear relationship such that at low or high levels of entitlement, experiences of 

relationship conflict are higher than at moderate levels of entitlement.   
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STUDY 1 

In Study 1, I focus on short-term tasks. In particular, I test Hypotheses 1-3 to assess the 

link between entitlement and all three types of conflict. Specifically, I argue that entitleds are 

more likely to perceive all types of conflict as compared to their low-entitled counterparts. The 

participants were asked to complete a hidden profile timed task and then responded to a 

questionnaire about their conflict experiences.  

 

Study 1 Methods 

Participants and Procedure 

A total of 189 individuals participated in the study (107 men, 82 women, average age of 

21.15). Participants were recruited from a large North American university. Participants were 

asked to come into the lab and then were randomly assigned to a group. The group was asked to 

first fill out an initial survey about their entitlement beliefs and demographics. Then they were 

instructed to work together on a hidden profile task (e.g. Mohammed & Dumville, 2001; 

Winquist & Larson, 1998). These types of tasks have been used to examine information 

exchange and discussion in workgroups (e.g. Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 2009).  

After entering the laboratory, the participants were first asked to fill out a quick pre-

survey that asked them about their demographics and entitlement beliefs. After completing the 

survey, the participants were then randomly assigned to three or four person teams. They were 

then informed that as a group, they needed to solve an issue where a large supermarket chain has 

mistakenly delivered the wrong products to their stores and as a group, they need to rectify this 
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mistake. There was a total of 25 pieces of information for them to resolve (including who 

delivered what to which supermarket and what the value and the location of the supermarket). 

The participants were first given nine minutes to read and discuss the information that they were 

given (they were not informed that they were each given unique information and were told not to 

give their information sheet to any others to read). During this segment, they were only allowed 

to talk and were not allowed to write or mark their sheet in any way. After nine minutes, the 

experimenter provided the group with one pen and one answer sheet. The groups were then given 

another three minutes to fill out and complete the answer sheet. Therefore, the total task was for 

a duration of 12 minutes. After the task, the participants were asked to report on the conflict 

experienced during the task.  

 

Measures 

Entitlement. Entitlement was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly 

Disagree – 1’ to ‘Strongly Agree – 7’). Entitlement was again measured using the nine items 

utilised by Jehn and colleagues (Jehn & Berzrukova, 2010), adapted from scales first published 

by Campbell and colleagues (Campbell et al., 2004). The scale includes the following nine items: 

‘I expect a lot from other people’, ‘I insist upon getting the respect that is due to me’, ‘I am more 

capable than other people’, ‘I am going to be a great person’, ‘I feel entitled to certain things 

even if I put in little effort’, ‘I feel I am entitled to certain privileges even if I don't contribute’, ‘I 

feel I deserve a piece of the world because I am an extraordinary person’, ‘I will never be 

satisfied until I get all that I deserve’, and ‘I feel I am worthy of having everything without 

significant exertion of energy’. The alpha coefficient of the scale was .76. 
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Task Conflict. Task conflict was measured by 2 items developed by Jehn (1995, 1997) 

(i.e. “How much disagreement was there among members over task-related opinions?”, “How 

much conflict of ideas was there in your group?”). It was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale 

(‘Strongly Disagree – 1’ to ‘Strongly Agree – 7’). The Alpha coefficient of the scale was .80. 

Process Conflict. Process conflict was measured by 2 items (i.e. “We fought about how 

to do the task”, and “We disagreed about the process to get the task done”) from Jehn and 

Mannix (2001). It was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly Disagree – 1’ to 

‘Strongly Agree – 7’). The Alpha coefficient of the scale was .95. 

Relationship Conflict. Relationship conflict was measured by 2 items (e.g. “How much 

interpersonal fighting about people issues was there?”, and “How much do you think that 

members didn’t get along interpersonally?”), also from Jehn (1995, 1997). It was measured on a 

7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly Disagree – 1’ to ‘Strongly Agree – 7’). The Alpha 

coefficient of the scale was .89. 

 

Study 1 Results and Discussion 

The means, standard deviations and correlations are presented in Table 3.1. Please note, 

entitlement was then group-mean centered prior to analysis as per Enders and Tofighi (2007) and 

Hofmann and Gavin (1998). I conducted hierarchical linear modeling (Raudenbush & Bryk, 

2002) to test all hypothesised relationships. 
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Table 3.1. Study 1 Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations. 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 

1. Entitlement 3.99 .85    

2. Process Conflict 1.73 1.27 .18*   

3. Task Conflict 2.19 1.44 .25* .53**  

4. Relationship Conflict 1.38 .91 .33* .61** .53** 

N = 189 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 

 

I tested Hypotheses 1 through 3 predicting that entitlement will affect all three types of 

conflict in short-term tasks. I found support for the hypotheses that entitlement is related to 

process (b = .36, p < .01), task (b = .56, p < .01), and relationship conflicts (b = .43, p < .01) in 

short-term tasks. See Figure 3.1. This indicates that indeed, for short-term tasks, entitlement 

contributes to heightened perceptions of all types of conflict in workgroups. In this study, I 

captured that indeed, entitled individuals are more likely to perceive all types of conflict in the 

workplace than their less entitled counterparts. However, this does not indicate that entitleds will 

continue to perceive the same conflict (or even same patterns of conflict) in long-term tasks. 

Therefore, in Study 2, I aimed to test Hypothesis 4, the link between entitlement and relationship 

conflict, in long task duration in a professional setting across a 10-week period. This is so that I 

could capture how entitleds experience conflict in long-term settings.  
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Figure 3.1. The relationship between entitlement and the three types of conflict in Study 1. 
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STUDY 2 

In Study 2, I tested Hypothesis 4 to assess the link between entitlement and relationship 

conflict in long task duration. Specifically, I proposed that there is a curvilinear relationship 

between entitlement and relationship conflict in long-term tasks and that both low- and high-

entitlement is related to more perceptions of relationship conflict. I test this relationship with 

participants engaging in a 10-week long course. 

 

Study 2 Methods 

Participants and Procedure 

A total of 171 individuals participated in the study (119 men, average age of 30.63). 

Participants were all working full-time in professional roles for a variety of organisations. The 

average amount of work experiences was 3.65 years. The race composition of the individuals 

was 57.50% Caucasian, 21.30% Asian, 11.30% Indian, 5.60% Latino, 1.90% mixed, 1.30% 

African-American, and 1.30% other. They were recruited through a 10-week course. At the 

beginning of the course, the participants were asked to complete an initial survey about their 

entitlement beliefs and demographics. They were assigned into 57 groups. They were instructed 

to work with their group members on a group project for the duration of the course and asked to 

fill out a second survey on conflict perceptions towards the end of the course.  
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Measures 

Entitlement. Entitlement was again measured using the nine items utilised by Jehn and 

colleagues (Jehn & Berzrukova, 2010), adapted from scales first published by Campbell and 

colleagues (Campbell et al., 2004). The scale includes the following nine items: ‘I expect a lot 

from other people’, ‘I insist upon getting the respect that is due to me’, ‘I am more capable than 

other people’, ‘I am going to be a great person’, ‘I feel entitled to certain things even if I put in 

little effort’, ‘I feel I am entitled to certain privileges even if I don't contribute’, ‘I feel I deserve a 

piece of the world because I am an extraordinary person’, ‘I will never be satisfied until I get all 

that I deserve’, and ‘I feel I am worthy of having everything without significant exertion of 

energy’. The alpha coefficient of the scale was .80. 

Task Conflict. Task conflict was measured by 2 items developed by Jehn (1995, 1997) 

(i.e. “How much disagreement was there among members over task-related opinions?”, “How 

much conflict of ideas was there in your group?”). It was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale 

(‘Strongly Disagree – 1’ to ‘Strongly Agree – 7’). The Alpha coefficient of the scale was .79. 

Process Conflict. Process conflict was measured by 2 items (i.e. “We fought about how 

to do the task”, and “We disagreed about the process to get the task done”) from Jehn and 

Mannix (2001). It was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly Disagree – 1’ to 

‘Strongly Agree – 7’). The Alpha coefficient of the scale was .76. 

Relationship Conflict. Relationship conflict was measured by 2 items (e.g. “How much 

interpersonal fighting about people issues was there?”, and “How much do you think that 

members didn’t get along interpersonally?”), also from Jehn (1995, 1997). It was measured on a 

7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly Disagree – 1’ to ‘Strongly Agree – 7’). The Alpha 

coefficient of the scale was .76. 
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Study 2 Results and Discussion 

The means, standard deviations and correlations are presented in Table 3.2. Please note, 

the terms of entitlement and the squared term of entitlement were group-mean centered prior to 

analysis as per Enders and Tofighi (2007) and Hofmann and Gavin (1998). I again conducted 

hierarchical linear modeling (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) to test all hypothesised relationships. 

 

Table 3.2. Study 2 Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations at the Individual Level. 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 

1. Entitlement 2.96 .75    

2. Process Conflict 2.15 1.10 .19*   

3. Task Conflict 2.77 1.37 .01 -.12  

4. Relationship Conflict 1.28 .541 .10 .11 .13 

N = 171 

* p < .05 

 

I tested Hypothesis 4 which predicted that entitlement and relationship conflict will form 

a U-shape curve where both low and high-entitled individuals are more likely to perceive conflict 

than those with moderate entitlement beliefs. I found support for a U-relationship between 

entitlement and relationship conflict (b = .30, p < .01), thus Hypothesis 4 was supported. This 

relationship is shown in Figure 3.2. In addition, the results from the hierarchical analysis also 

indicated the linear relationship between both entitlement and process (b = .21, p > .05) and task 

conflicts (b = .29, p > .05) were not significant in long task duration, as well as the relationship 
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between squared entitlement and process (b = .16, p > .05) and task conflicts (b = -.19, p > .05) 

were also not significant. Below I discuss the findings across the two studies. 

Figure 3.2. Curvilinear effects of entitlement on relationship conflict.    

 

Discussion 

In the study, evidence was found to suggest that entitlement beliefs influence conflict in a 

different trajectory when considering the duration of a task. I found that individual entitlement 

beliefs contribute to all three types of conflict in short-term tasks. That is, in tasks with shorter 

duration, entitled individuals perceived more conflict of all types than their less entitled counter 

parts. In addition, I found that in longer term tasks, entitlement formed a curvilinear relationship 

with relationship conflict such that low- and high-entitled individuals are more likely to perceive 

relationship conflict than moderately entitled individuals. This suggests that entitleds at both 
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ends of the continuum (high or low) are likely to experience more relational discord with their 

workgroup members. Surprisingly, the correlations (without taking into account the hierarchical 

nature of the data) show that process conflict is also positively related to entitlement in long-term 

tasks (please see correlations Table 3.2). This is an interesting finding and suggests that 

procedural disagreements remain rampant regardless of the length or duration of the task. Of 

course, this effect disappears when relationship conflict (and the squared term) was controlled 

for, however, this is still interesting. This correlational finding is consistent with perhaps the 

nature of entitlement beliefs in that there is a persistent search for ways to maximise resources 

and outcomes for themselves. Future research needs to consider and develop this through 

observations of entitleds in general. In the remaining sections, I will consider some of the 

implications, strengths and limitations of the study and suggests some potential avenues for 

future research.  

 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

The present research extends our existing knowledge on entitlement and conflict in group 

settings. Much of the current literature assumes that excessive entitlement is detrimental to key 

group and organisational processes (Harvey & Dasborough, 2015; Harvey & Harris, 2010). 

However, there is limited evidence to indicate why and how entitlement beliefs influence these 

processes and under what conditions are they destructive. I argued and found that task duration is 

a moderator in the relationship between entitlement and conflict, and is key to deciphering these 

counterintuitive findings. In groups with short task durations, entitlement is found to be related to 

all types of conflict, including task conflict due to their vigilance to challenges to their positions 
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(Campbell et al., 2006) and outcomes (Huseman et al., 1987). This suggests that the relationship 

between entitlement and workgroup perceptions is not as simple as previously assumed. Similar 

to the research on performance, this current chapter finds that entitleds differ in how they 

perceive disagreements with others dependent upon the task itself. Therefore, moderate levels of 

entitlement may also be functional in the workplace in the long term. I also contribute to the 

previous literature by reconciling why entitlement may be found to have a slight positive aspect, 

such as towards creativity (Zitek & Vincent, 2015), as these beneficial effects of entitlement are 

typically found in shorter tasks. Specifically, this suggests that because entitlement draws out 

perceptions of task conflict in short-term tasks, these individuals engaging in short creative tasks 

can benefit from feeling entitled. In addition, the findings also show that in long-term tasks, the 

link between entitlement and relationship conflict formed a curvilinear relationship. The 

prediction and results indicated that not only is excessive entitlement conducive to perceptions of 

relationship conflict, low-entitlement is also problematic to relationships. This could be 

explained by the fact that low entitleds are more likely to internalise failures and to have 

difficulty relating to others (Jost & Hunyady, 2003). Whereas high-entitled individuals are likely 

to conduct themselves in ways that are detrimental to interpersonal relationships (e.g. Pryor et 

al., 2008), but entitlement may also form a deep level divide between group members (e.g. 

Harrison et al., 2003) harming the relationships between entitleds and those that are less entitled.  

The findings are also relevant to research on workplace conflict. Conflict research has 

largely examined how conflict affects outcomes such as performance and creativity, but it has 

recently acknowledged that individuals may experience conflict to a different degree (e.g. Jehn et 

al., 2010). Thus, I contribute to the research on antecedents of conflict through incorporating 

elements of research on interpersonal belief systems as well as why individual experiences of 
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conflict might differ. In this study, I was able to determine a key interpersonal style (i.e. 

entitlement) that is able to explain how entitlement may influence experiences of conflict types 

(i.e. process, task and relationship conflicts) and how they vary depending on the length of the 

task. This also contributes to workplace recruitment practices by highlighting the importance of 

providing adequate screening procedures to encourage (rather than discourage) collaborative 

processes by considering measurements that involve factors such as entitlement beliefs.  

 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

Using the current study, I was able to provide one of the first sets of research findings that 

examine the effects of entitlement on conflict types within different task durations. However, 

there remain some limitations to the current set of studies which should be addressed. First, I 

examined entitlement and conflict in two different settings to examine the stability of the 

relationships in different task durations. To capture the effects of entitlement and conflict in a 

short task duration environment, I opted to observe the phenomenon in a controlled laboratory 

setting, often used to control spurious relationships (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2001). In the 

second study, I utilised a professional setting in which the groups were allowed to freely interact 

in a period that consisted of a longer task duration. Although the combination of laboratory and 

professional settings was a strength of the study, the studies utilised two different tasks. This is 

due to the fact that tasks with short and long durations needed to remain challenging, but not 

impossible for both settings. It was difficult to find one task to meet these criteria for both short 

and long-term tasks. Therefore, I opted for two different tasks to prevent the study itself being 

compromised due to a lack of engagement with the task. Future studies could develop a task that 

potentially satisfies participants in both short and long task durations. 



65 

 

Second, by capturing the key constructs through using two waves of data (Study 2), I 

avoided most of the concerns related to common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, 

& Podsakoff, 2003). However, it might be beneficial to capture factors such as conflict through 

alternative modes of measurement such as video coding. Through objective observations of 

conflict, it is possible to explore new research directions that extrapolate potential relationships 

between felt and observed conflict to see if entitleds experience more conflict or if they 

themselves are just more predisposed to feel more conflict than others.  

Third, this chapter could also benefit from incorporating other types of outcomes that are 

related to performance. The main interest in this study was to determine how entitlement affects 

workgroup conflict processes. There has been established findings on the effect of entitlement on 

key outcomes such as creativity, tenure and job satisfaction (Harvey & Harris, 2010; Zitek & 

Vincent, 2015), however, research could also study whether these relationships remain stable or 

in a consistent pattern if examined in short versus long task duration. Furthermore, there could 

also be performance (self and other) related outcomes that may be influenced by entitlement 

through conflict. In addition, future studies could consider potential positive outcomes of 

entitlement such as outcomes related to efficacy.  

 

Conclusion 

The findings from this chapter show that entitlement may contribute to perceptions of the 

three types of conflict. In particular, entitlement is related to experiences of process, task and 

relationship conflict, but the relationships varied depending on the length or duration of the task. 

In short-term tasks, entitlement influences heighted perceptions of all types of conflict, but is 

related to relationship conflict through a U-shaped curve in longer tasks. I suggest that future 
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research should consider both very low and excessive entitlement as potential contributors to 

negative outcomes. Furthermore, the results are able to elicit new factors that influence the 

perceptions of conflict by incorporating entitlement as a potential antecedent to conflict. The 

findings contribute to a better understanding of the role of entitlement in today’s workforce and 

also assist in preventing conflict. 
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CHAPTER 4. ENTITLEMENT, PERFORMANCE AND LEADERSHIP EMERGENCE 

In this chapter, I explore the relationship between entitlement, leadership emergence and 

performance. Leadership emergence is defined as a group member exerting influence over others 

without having a formal leadership role and often voted in as the leader by the group (Schneier & 

Goktepe, 1983). I draw upon role theory (Biddle, 1986) to explain the mechanism that 

entitlement may influence peer perceptions of leadership. Furthermore, I argue that the 

relationship between emergence and performance is moderated by feelings of commitment to the 

group such that emergent leaders that are committed to the group are likely to perform better 

than those that are not committed to the group.  

This chapter contributes to the knowledge on leadership and entitlement in two major 

ways. First, the chapter contributes to the literature on leadership emergence. Some studies have 

indicated that in some individuals problematic dispositions (e.g. narcissism, Machiavellianism) 

can lead to career success (e.g. Hirschi & Jaensch, 2015; Westerman, Bergman, Bergman, & 

Daly, 2012). Other studies have highlighted that certain traits such as dominance often contribute 

to leadership emergence (Lanaj & Hollenbeck, 2015; Smith & Foti, 2015). However, I believe 

that in addition to these factors, when individuals believe that they are ‘special’ and ‘deserving’ 

they act in ways that confirm their beliefs and adopt roles that support these beliefs. Second, the 

current chapter also contributes to understanding of the low-entitleds. In addition to exploring 

why entitleds may emerge as leaders, I argue that low-entitleds also emerge as leaders due to 

leadership theories such as servant leadership.  
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Leader Emergence as a Group Process 

Emergent leadership is defined as a group member exerting influence over others without 

having a formal (thus informal) leadership role, and who is often voted in as the leader by the 

rest of the team (Schneier & Goktepe, 1983). Leadership implies the ability for one person to 

influence others to achieve a common goal (Yukl, 2006). Individuals who emerge as the informal 

leaders of their team may exert influence on other group members without being formally 

appointed as the leader and are thus identified as emergent leaders (Schneier & Goktepe, 1983). 

Emergent leaders are important to groups as they adopt roles and responsibilities that are key to 

group functioning such as managing group emotions during periods of ambiguity (Pescosolido, 

2002), developing group efficacy (Pescosolido, 2001), and influencing the pursuit of group goals 

(Souza & Klein, 1995).  

Emergent leaders often have a vast amount of influence on the group and group 

members. They differ from traditional leaders in several different ways. Traditional forms of 

leadership often describe and examine leaders that were given the leadership role by the formal 

hierarchy. For example, most leadership theories focus on how the formal leader behaves in their 

role and how they influence others (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007). Early research on 

leadership tends to examine formal leaders (e.g. Bass, 1990; Carlyle, 1840; Fiedler, 1964; 

Stogdill, 1974), that is, they first observe leaders and then theorise based on these leaders (e.g. 

what traits do leaders possess, how leaders behave, etc.). However, I believe that identifying and 

studying leaders that were assigned by the organisation cannot wholly capture the group 

processes that occur at the group level which are able to determine the successes or failures of a 

group. 



70 

 

Leader emergence also differs from shared leadership. Although the two constructs are 

similar, the underlying mechanisms are different. Shared leadership emerges from research 

indicating that multiple people can emerge in a group to become leaders in leaderless groups, 

such that perhaps one is focused on relationships while another might be focused on tasks (Bales, 

1953). Both shared leadership and leadership emergence research highlight that leadership in 

these contexts is provided informally by a group member. However, the shared leadership 

literature typically discusses and explores how leadership is divided among team members, 

whereas leadership emergence is focused on who or how individuals may take on these 

leadership responsibilities (Carson et al., 2007). Related to this idea of leadership emergence is 

the concept of role theory. Role theory stems from sociology and originally was conceptualised 

as a theoretical metaphor (Biddle, 1986; Jensen, Kim & Kim, 2012; Lynch, 2007). This 

metaphor suggests that people who perform in the theatre were differentiated and predictable 

because they had to perform according to their assigned script and their ‘part’. So therefore, this 

idea translated into social behaviours as individuals were thought to be social participants with 

‘scripts’ and expectations that are socially understood and adhered to by the ‘performers’. Thus, 

these socially formed roles are of interest to researchers and it is important to understand why 

these roles are likely to be played out by group members. In the current chapter, I examine 

leadership emergence, focusing on how entitlement beliefs may engender or prevent individuals 

from emerging and taking on a leadership role in the workgroup. 
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Leadership Orientation 

High-entitlement and Leadership Emergence. I argue that high-entitleds emerge as 

leaders due to their ‘leader-like’ behaviours. Currently, we know very little about the effect of 

entitlement on leadership emergence. However, I believe that entitlement is related to leadership 

emergence due to several factors. For example, entitled individuals have an overwhelming sense 

of self-worth and can be perceived as more confident and extraverted than those who are less 

entitled (Pelham & Hetts, 2001) and have a higher sense of self-worth (Brouer, Wallace, & 

Harvey, 2011), and extraversion has been found to be a consistent predictor of leadership 

emergence and effectiveness (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002). Furthermore, entitlement is 

also associated with other leadership theories and characteristics such as charismatic leadership 

(House & Howell, 1992; Humphreys, Zhao, Ingram, Gladstone, & Basham, 2010) and 

dominance (Leadership emergence, dominant individuals can emerge as leaders; Lanaj & 

Hollenbeck, 2015; Smith & Foti, 2015). In closely related literature on narcissism, it has been 

found that narcissists are more likely to emerge as leaders (Grijalva, Harms, Newman, Gaddis, & 

Fraley, 2015; Nevicka et al., 2011a). Therefore, I propose that entitled individuals will 

potentially emerge as the leader and attract followers. 

Specifically, functional role theory speaks to this hypothesis. Functional role theory was 

formalised by Parsons (1951) and implies that people who occupy certain positions in social 

systems behave in ways that adhere to their ‘role’. Furthermore, the role theory specifies that 

social positions tend to indicate expectations for their own behaviour and the behaviour of others 

around them (Biddle, 1986). This suggests that individuals in groups will act in ways that adhere 

to a certain type of position or role, which then subsequently will affect how others treat them. 

There is also an underlying assumption that everyone in the system shares an understanding of 
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the norms that guide behaviours of different roles in society (Bates & Harvey, 1975). High-

entitleds are likely to behave in ways that allow them to adopt a leadership ‘role’ in these teams 

(e.g. asking for desirable rewards or positions). Furthermore, Implicit Leadership Theory (Lord, 

Foti, Philips, 1982; Lord, Foti, De Vader, 1984) argues that perceivers of leadership behaviour 

engage in a cognitive categorisation process whereby they match the attributes of potential 

leaders with those of internal prototypes of leadership, and the more closely matched the target is 

to the prototype, the more likely the target will be seen as the leader (Foti & Luch, 1992). For 

example, as highlighted previously, entitleds are more likely to act and be perceived as loud and 

extraverted (there is debate as to whether they are extraverted or not; effects vary based on the 

scale that is utilised to measure entitlement), and extraversion is a predictor of leadership 

emergence (Judge et al., 2002). Therefore, they are more likely to be seen as the emergent leader.  

Low-Entitlement and Leadership Emergence. On the other hand, low-entitleds are also 

likely to be nominated into these roles through a different set of behaviours. Due to their low-

entitlement, these individuals are less likely to ask for things such as a pay rise or promotion 

(Hogue & Yoder, 2003; O’Brien, Major, & Gilber, 2012), which might be perceived as group 

serving behaviours. Serving the group at the sacrifice of an individual’s needs and wants is 

central to leadership theories such as servant leadership (Graham, 1991). Servant leadership 

suggests that instead of taking the best resources or rewards, leaders instead adopt a role where 

they assist their coworkers and focus on the needs of others (Dierendonck, 2010; Graham, 1991). 

Low-entitleds are likely to exhibit these behaviours and others may perceive them as the leader 

through serving the other group members and assisting them to succeed rather than opting to take 

the success and glory themselves. Although not asking for a promotion or pay rise is an outcome 

of depressed entitlement, this merely suggests that they may not formally be recognised as 
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leaders by their organisations (as indicated by pay and structural position). This evidence does 

not suggest that they are not seen as leaders by others in the workgroup. Recent research on 

humble leaders also supports this argument. Humble leaders are defined as those who engage in 

bottom-up leadership and typically exhibit behaviours such as admitting to mistakes, modelling 

teachability (open to new ideas), and modelling how to learn (Owens & Hekman, 2012). 

Through interviews, Owens and Hekman (2012) argue that humble leaders lead through 

validating that employees’ feelings of uncertainty are legitimate. In this sense, depressed 

entitleds fit this perception of humble leaders as they themselves are uncertain of their position 

and are hesitant to ask for promotions or raises. Therefore, low-entitleds may emerge as the 

leader as they are more selfless and could be perceived as someone that is humble and cares 

about the common good. Members of the group are then more likely to nominate or suggest that 

these individuals be the emergent leader in their team. 

Hypothesis 1: Entitlement and leadership emergence will have a curvilinear relationship 

such that at low or high levels of entitlement individuals are more likely to emerge as 

leaders than those who are moderately entitled. 

 

In turn, I argue that the relationship between emergent leadership and performance is 

moderated by commitment to the group. Group commitment is broadly defined as the 

psychological binding of a group member to the group to which they belong (e.g. Zaccaro & 

Dobbins, 1989), and can be exhibited in behaviours such as identification with the group and 

effort exerted on behalf of the group coupled with a lack of willingness to leave the group 

(Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1997; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). A consequence of leadership is that 

sometimes, due to the increase in power, certain leaders may engage in behaviours that sacrifice 
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group gains for personal gains (e.g. corruption; Hogg & Reid, 2001). When leaders emerge, we 

need to identify why or how they might perform better and I argue that this need for self-gain is 

tempered by a commitment to the group. That is, the more committed an emergent leader is to a 

group, the more likely they will perform better. This is particularly important as time and time 

again, research has shown that destructive individuals like narcissists, are more likely to emerge 

as the leader (Brunell et al., 2008; Nevicka et al., 2011a), and in turn are more likely to damage 

the performance of the group (Nevicka, Ten Velden, De Hoogh, & Van Vianen, 2011b). Instead, 

when an emergent leader is committed to the group they are more likely to support the group’s 

goals. The research on social identity literature argues that those who identify with the collective 

are likely to engage and be energised to perform for the group (Ellemers, de Gilder, & Haslam, 

2004; Ellemers, de Gilder, & Van den Heuvel, 1998). In addition, when entitled (or not) 

individuals behave such that they emerge as the leader as perceived by their group members and 

feel that their identity has been verified (e.g. they are special, others respect them), they will be 

likely to perform as identity verification underly partly why an individual is committed to the 

group (see above definition of commitment). According to self-verification theory (i.e. 

individuals prefer others to them as they see themselves; Swann, 2011) and interpersonal 

congruence literatures (i.e. degree to which one’s group members see them as they see 

themselves; Poltzer, Milton, & Swann, 2002), when indivdiuals are validated by others, they are 

more likely to feel satisfied and perform better as a whole (Poltzer, et al., 2002; Poltzer, Swann, 

& Milton, 2003; Thatcher & Greer, 2008). Therefore, I argue that commitment is a crucial 

boundary condition to the relationship between emergent leadership and performance.  
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Hypothesis 2: Commitment to the group will moderate the relationship between emergent 

leadership and performance such that those with high levels of group commitment are 

more likely to perform better than those with low group commitment.  

 

Method 

Participants 

177 participants were recruited through a MBA 12-week course. There was a total of 126 

males and 52 females. Their average age was 30.62. The average year of work was 6.27 years. 

The race breakdown for the class was 53.80% Caucasian, 28.90% Asian, 9.20% Indian, 5.20% 

Lation, 1.70% mixed, and 1.20% African-American. Before they began their group work, 

participants were asked to complete a survey regarding their entitlement beliefs. They were then 

grouped into 52 teams. They were then asked to nominate a leader (see ‘Leader Emergence’ 

below) at the end of their group work during week 10. Participants were then asked to complete 

group commitment questions at the end of the course, and performance was evaluated by 

objective raters at the end of the course (averaged).  

 

Measures 

Entitlement. Entitlement was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly 

Disagree – 1’ to ‘Strongly Agree – 7’). It was again measured by the same 9-item questionnaire 

from previous chapters. The nine items are: ‘I expect a lot from other people’, ‘I insist upon 

getting the respect that is due to me’, ‘I am more capable than other people’, ‘I am going to be a 

great person’, ‘I feel entitled to certain things even if I put in little effort’, ‘I feel I am entitled to 
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certain privileges even if I don't contribute’, ‘I feel I deserve a piece of the world because I am an 

extraordinary person’, ‘I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve’, and ‘I feel I am 

worthy of having everything without significant exertion of energy’. The alpha coefficient of the 

scale in this chapter was .68, which is slightly below the expected range, but as a validated scale, 

I deemed it as acceptable. 

Leader Emergence. I adopted a measure similar to the method used by Yoo and Alavi 

(2004). This is through member voting (Baird, 1977; Wentworth & Anderson, 1984). Each 

member of the group nominated a leader by answering the item “The person who most took the 

leading role in our team was…?”. The number of votes was then converted into a percentage 

score reflecting the number of individuals in the team that nominated the focal individual as the 

person with the most leading role (not including their own vote). Thus, the range of the leader 

emergence score for each individual is from zero to one.  

Commitment. Commitment was measured by two items (“I felt very committed to this 

team”, and “I would talk up this team to my friends as a great team to work in.”). It was 

measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (‘Strongly Disagree – 1’ to ‘Strongly Agree – 7’). The 

alpha coefficient of the measure in this study was .72.  

Performance. Performance was measured by two independent raters that examined the 

performance of each participant, the scores were averaged to then form the final performance 

scores. The scores ranged from 54 to 100.  

 

Results 

The sample statistics and correlations between variables are listed in Table 4.1. Please 

note, the terms of entitlement and the squared term of entitlement were group-mean centered 
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prior to analysis as per Enders and Tofighi (2007) and Hofmann and Gavin (1998). I again 

conducted hierarchical linear modeling (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) to test all hypothesised 

relationships. 

The results suggested that entitlement formed a curvilinear relationship with leadership 

emergence and this relationship was significant (b = .12, p <.05). In observing the slope, the 

shape of the slope indicated that it is mostly highly entitled individuals and low-entitleds that 

were emerging as leaders rather than those that were moderately entitled; thus, supporting 

Hypothesis 1.  

 

Table 4.1. Sample statistics and correlations between variables. 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Age 30.62 4.46      

2. Gender 1.29 .46 -.24*     

3. Entitlement  2.94 .72 .14 -.06    

4. Emergent Leadership .31 .37 .06 -.04 .08   

5. Commitment  6.10 .88 -.05 -.03 -.04 .07  

6. Performance 75.96 8.17 .16* .03 -.22* .14 -.06 

*p< .05 
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Figure 4.1. The curvilinear relationship between entitlement and leader emergence at two 

standard deviations. 

 

The findings thus far have indicated that entitlement and leadership emergence form a 

curvilinear relationship. Hypothesis 2 proposed that the relationship between emergence and 

performance was moderated by commitment. To test Hypothesis 2, I ran the full mediated 

moderation model in MPlus 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012), but I did not find support for this 

hypothesis. However, elaborating on this, I believe that perhaps leadership emergence is not a 

predictor of performance, but rather its’ emergence may be related to more proximal outcomes 

such as the behaviours an individual may enact as an emergent leader. I will discuss this further 

in the discussion section of this chapter. In addition, the direct effect of entitlement on 

performance is also interesting. This is because in general, past findings have indicated that 

entitlement is thought to contribute to creative performance (e.g. Zitek & Vincent, 2015), 
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however our results indicate that entitlement has a negative effect on performance. Seeing as this 

study is conducted using a longer-term task similar to the one in Chapter 3, I believe that this 

effect could be due to task duration. Thus, this finding further supports the results from the prior 

chapter.  

 

Discussion 

The results from this chapter indicate that low- and high-entitled individuals are more 

likely to be nominated as the emergent leader when compared to those who are moderately 

entitled. This finding is promising in terms of understanding how entitlement may contribute to 

workgroup role allocation. In addition, it contributes to our existing knowledge of emergent 

leadership in that some individuals become leaders because they believe they deserve more. The 

findings in this study also encourage some interesting directions for future research, discussed 

below.  

 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

The present chapter expands our understanding of the relationship between entitlement 

and emergent leadership. Although entitlement is often considered to be problematic in the 

workplace, the results from this research show that it can potentially benefit the individual as 

being entitled can improve an individual’s chances at being nominated as the emergent leader 

when compared to those that are moderately entitled. This finding contributes to the existing 

literature on role theory (Biddle, 1986; Parsons, 1951) and implicit leadership theory (Lord et al., 

1982; Lord et al., 1984) such that it indicates that individuals with problematic beliefs and 
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behaviours can occupy structurally desirable roles in the workgroup. This is a troubling finding 

as if workgroups are left unchecked, one person could lead the workgroup astray. Furthermore, 

the findings from this chapter contribute to the literature on entitlement by indicating that beyond 

outcomes such as creativity, entitlement could also influence the distribution of roles in 

workgroups. This is key to understanding how entitlement may affect more than just group 

outcomes, but that through peer evaluation, entitlement can also influence peer perceptions and 

occupy favorable roles within the workgroup. 

Although our hypothesis on performance was not supported, this finding can offer some 

insight into existing theory on entitlement. The finding suggests that the relationship between 

entitlement and work outcomes is not dependent on whether they emerge as the leaders and as 

committed to the group. One potential rationale why this could be the case is that inherently, by 

being recognised as a leader they do not need to prove or work towards further verifying or 

establishing their identity as being special. The definition of entitlement is that entitled 

individuals beliefs are unfounded (Campbell et al., 2004), therefore they do not need to engage in 

work performance behaviour (O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2017). If these behaviours contribute to 

performance, then their behaviour or cognition cannot be considered to be entitled (i.e. they 

worked to achieve their goals).   

Practically, these findings can be used to guide managers, as it could be that these 

entitleds are emerging as leaders despite being known to cause issues with others. From this 

perspective, managers and practitioners should consider measures that could potentially prevent 

these individuals from becoming the leaders of groups. Furthermore, this current chapter was 

unable to provide evidence to support that commitment is able to attenuate the effect on 
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emergent leadership and performance, but it nevertheless takes a step towards understanding the 

potential effects between entitlement and various work-related outcomes.  

 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

There are some limitations to the current study that need to be highlighted. Although the 

study had several strengths (working group sample, multi-wave data), there are still several 

limitations to the design and methodology. Future researchers could examine these effects in 

organisational settings to provide further external validation of these measures. Second, the 

leadership emergence measure is collected through a round-robin nomination method where 

participants indicated who they believe is the only leader of the group. Although this aligns with 

the theory on leadership emergence (i.e. who emerged as the leader), it might be beneficial to 

also assess to what degree did an individual emerge as a leader or capturing other aspects of 

leadership such as shared leadership. That is, instead of capturing the number of votes each 

individual received from their peers in relation to leadership emergence, it is possible to capture 

more variance by assessing each individual’s emergence rating on a Likert-type scale. Future 

research may further examine whether this could potentially capture more of the effects of 

emergent leadership and commitment through to performance.  

Furthermore, future research should explore the relationship between entitlement and 

different types of performance. As entitlement is a relatively under-studied area in management 

research, it could benefit the work in the area by examining the types of performance that are 

affected by entitlement beliefs. In other words, are entitled individuals better at some tasks than 

others? Why and why not? These are all pressing questions that could potentially explain the 
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divergent results of task performance on creative tasks and the results from long- versus short-

term tasks in the prior chapter.  

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the findings from this chapter highlight that entitlement forms a curvilinear 

relationship with leadership emergence such that low- and high-entitleds are more likely to 

emerge as leaders than moderately entitled individuals. Entitled individuals and low-entitleds are 

both likely to emerge as leaders, but not those that are moderately entitled. This finding 

contributes to a better understanding of the entitlement phenomenon. In addition, this work also 

highlights that more research needs to be conducted to identify what could help prevent this from 

occurring and what could attenuate the potential negative effects it may have on other workgroup 

outcomes. In the final discussion chapter below, I will highlight and summarise the findings from 

all the chapters and synthesise what we can derive from this set of studies.  
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CHAPTER 5. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

In sum, this thesis examines a set of hypotheses that explores the relationship between 

entitlement and conflict and how these relationships may affect potential outcomes in the 

workplace. Although entitlement has been a prominent topic in the popular press (e.g. Beaton, 

2016; Matchar, 2012; Zaslow, 2007), there has been limited research on how entitlement may 

actually affect workplace relationships and processes. This thesis is one of the few empirical 

tests of entitlement that will inform organisations on how entitled employees may perceive and 

experience the workplace. Further, it is also necessary to discuss how entitlement may influence 

interpersonal issues such as conflict in the workplace. This is especially important as more and 

more organisations are reliant on teams to achieve outcomes (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). I also 

challenge the notion that entitlement is consistently detrimental to conflict in the workplace and 

instead argue that there is a curvilinear relationship between entitlement and conflict, such that 

possessing both high- and low-entitlement may contribute to interpersonal conflict and leader 

emergence. Taken together, I expand on our understanding of entitlement as well as how entitled 

individuals might feel and act in the workplace.  

Overall, I make a number of contributions to the current literature. First, I contribute to 

the literature on entitlement in general. Although there has been a growing interest in entitlement 

and entitled beliefs, there has been relatively little empirical examination of the phenomenon in 

the management literature and an over reliance on anecdotal evidence (e,g, Harvey & Martinko, 

2015; O’Leary-Kelly, 2016). Second, there is a common assumption that entitlement is 

considered to be harmful to workplace relationships and that it influences heightened experiences 

of conflict, but this assumption has not been widely examined. In this thesis, I provide empirical 

evidence on the ways entitlement may affect conflict and establish entitlement as an antecedent 
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to conflict perceptions in workgroups. Third, I also advance current theory and understanding of 

workplace entitlement by highlighting that both low- and high-entitlement beliefs can be harmful 

in workplace relationships and role perceptions (i.e. conflict and leadership emergence). I 

propose that there is a curvilinear effect between entitlement and some of these workplace 

processes and outcomes. Fourth, the findings from this thesis will also contribute to the overall 

research on individuals within groups, such that beliefs systems can alter experiences and 

subsequent perceptions that impede effective functioning in the workplace. In the sections below, 

I will outline and summarise the approach I adopted to explore these research questions. Please 

see Table 5.1 for a summary of the chapters.  

 

Approach 

My approach to understanding the entitlement phenomena is through a multi-method and 

multi-study approach. First, through physiological measures, I provide one of the only tests of 

entitlement through measuring the body’s response to stimuli and distinguishing how entitlement 

beliefs can actually lead to physiological changes in the body (i.e. threat response). In addition, 

both Chapters 2 and 3 complement findings from laboratory studies with survey methods. For 

example, I complement my findings in Chapter 2 with another study on how entitled individuals 

may experience conflict and feel threatened by task conflict (which is normally considered to be 

constructive to groups). Second, I also utilise other forms of lab experiments (without 

physiological measures) and surveys to measure and examine the relationship between 

entitlement and conflict.  
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Table 5.1. Integration of findings across chapters. 

Chapter Approach Main Findings 

Chapter 2 • Laboratory study that measured threat 

through physiological measures (e.g. heart 

rate).  

• Study with MBA sample asking 

participants to respond to task conflict and 

threat.  

 

• Entitlement is related to an increase in the 

physiological markers of threat. 

• Threat does not moderate the relationship 

between entitlement and performance, but is 

related to performance. 

• Entitled individuals are more likely to 

experience threat related to task conflict. 

Chapter 3 • Laboratory study where groups were 

asked to complete a short-term task 

(hidden profile task). 

• Long-term task with full-time working 

individuals in a short course. Participants 

responded to questions regarding each 

type of conflict. 

 

• The relationship between entitlement and 

conflict changes under different task 

duration. 

• In short-term tasks, entitled individuals are 

more likely to experience all types of 

conflict. 

• In long-term tasks, entitled individuals are 

likely to experience relationship conflict and 
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Chapter Approach Main Findings 

the link between entitlement and relationship 

conflict is curvilinear.  

Chapter 4 • Nomination on emergent leadership by 

MBA students.  

 

• Entitlement is related to others’ ratings of 

leadership emergence. 

• The relationship is curvilinear such that both 

low- and high-entitlement is related to an 

increased number of votes on emergent 

leadership. 

• No effects were found on performance.  
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Integration of Key Findings 

I first began this thesis by introducing the key constructs. In doing so, I also highlighted 

the key aspects of each construct that I explore throughout the thesis. I then set out to discuss 

each of the papers and to highlight the major hypotheses and underlying theories for some of 

these relationships. By organising the thesis in this way, I emphasise not just the importance of 

entitlement, but also the rationale behind why it might be an important construct to study in 

relation to various constructs in the workplace. Table 5.1 summarises the approach and key 

findings of each chapter. In the section below, I integrate some of the key findings of the thesis.  

The second chapter of the dissertation discusses how entitleds may feel when they are 

called to work on tasks and how their feelings may differ from those that are not entitled. 

Chapter 2 further demonstrated that 1) entitleds indeed experience more threat than their 

counterparts and confirms through physiological measures of threat, 2) that these feelings of 

threat do not mediate the relationship between entitlement and performance, 3) but feelings of 

threat itself are detrimental to performance. In Study 2 of Chapter 2, I then further investigated 

whether entitled individuals are likely to experience threat after task conflict (compared to less 

entitled individuals). The findings indicate that indeed, entitled individuals are more likely to 

experience threat after task conflict.  

In this chapter, I operationalised threat according to the BPSM of threat and argue that 

threat occurs when individual resources are not able to meet the demands of the situation (e.g., 

Blascovich & Mendes, 2010; Blascovich & Tomaka, 1996). First, in theorising threat from this 

perspective, I was able to test and utilise physiological measures which highlight that entitleds 

respond to tasks differently to their less entitled counterparts. This suggests that not only might 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0004
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x/full#psyp1456-bib-0006


89 

 

entitleds act differently (as found by prior studies), but they physiologically respond adversely to 

tasks. The findings indicate that the underlying factors of entitlement may also affect individual 

physiological responses. Second, the findings show that the experience of threat can be 

detrimental to performance. In the paper, I was able to identify that threat had an overall 

damaging effect on performance, but was not a significant mediator of the relationship between 

entitlement and performance. This finding suggests and supports prior findings that entitlement 

may not always be bad or counterproductive (e.g. Zitek & Vincent, 2015), In addition, it also 

indicates that there may be other conditions or contextual factors that influence the relationship 

between entitlement and performance. I discuss this further in the future research directions 

section.  

Third, the results from this chapter also indicate that entitled individuals are more likely 

to experience threat after task conflict. Task conflict is argued to be constructive to groups in 

some cases, and as such most individuals should not have an adverse reaction to disagreements 

regarding tasks that they are completing. However, I argue and find that entitleds report that they 

feel more threatened by task conflict than others. This indicates that not only do entitleds 

experience more threat, but the feeling of threat is further exacerbated when others disagree with 

their points of view on tasks.  

In the third chapter, I continue to challenge and explore the underlying assumptions 

regarding entitlement and conflict. Although it is assumed that entitleds are more likely to 

experience disagreements (O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2016), there is limited empirical support for 

these assumptions and specifically how entitlement may influence different kinds of conflict. 

This chapter finds that: 1) entitled individuals are more likely to experience all types of conflict; 

2) but the relationships between entitlement and types of conflict is influenced by how long 
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groups work together; 3) such that in shorter tasks, the more entitled an individual may be, the 

more they experience task, relationship and process conflicts; 4) however, in longer tasks, both 

high and low-entitleds experience more relationship conflict than moderately entitleds.  

First, the findings incorporate theories on task duration (e.g. Tose & Hitch, 1995; Szalma 

et al., 2004) to explore why some research suggests that entitlement may positively contribute to 

the workplace. In this study, the results indicate that entitlement may be constructive to the 

workgroup due to the relationship with task conflict in short-term tasks. However, this positive 

effect may disappear in long-term tasks as the relationship between entitlement and task (and 

process) conflict disappears in long-term tasks and only relationship conflict remains. This 

highlights and also confirms findings that entitlement beliefs are detrimental to interpersonal 

relationships.  

Second, beyond linear relationships, I also propose and find that the link between 

entitlement and relationship conflict is curvilinear. This line of argument is influenced by the 

research on depressed entitlement (e.g. Hogue & Yoder, 2003). This chapter introduces the 

existing findings from depressed entitlement to our emergent work on entitlement in general. The 

results indicate that both low- and high-entitleds are likely to perceive more conflict than their 

moderately entitled counterparts. Furthermore, these findings indicate that the relationship 

between entitlement and workgroup processes needs to be explored by incorporating research 

and theory that could suggest that both low- and high-entitlement could be damaging for 

workgroups.  

In Chapter 4, I discuss and analyse that entitlement may increase the allocation of 

favorable roles for entitled individuals. I find that 1) entitled individuals are more likely to be 

nominated as the emergent leader. In this particular study, I captured emergent leadership as 
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voted by others in the group (not by the focal individual). 2) I also theorise and find that low-

entitlement is also likely to influence leadership emergence. Adopting role theory (Biddle, 1986; 

Parsons, 1951), I analyse and find that indeed, those that are entitled and those that are less 

entitled are likely to emerge as leaders than individuals who are moderately entitled. Combined 

with findings from the previous chapter, the confirmation of these hypotheses highlights that 

entitlement is a source of concern for the workgroup.  

 

Theoretical Implications and Future Research Directions 

The theoretical implications of each chapter are discussed by focusing on the main 

themes. There are several key areas of literature that this thesis advances and contributes to in a 

number of ways. In particular these are: threat, conflict and emergent leadership. Below, I go 

into each of these aspects in detail.  

Entitlement and Threat. One of the key areas of contribution of this thesis is to the 

literature on entitlement. The collection of findings allows us to better understand how 

entitlement may influence workgroup perceptions, experiences and role allocation. Most of the 

current research has indicated that entitlement is detrimental to interpersonal relationships 

(Campbell et al., 2004; Miller, Price, & Campbell, 2012). This thesis expands on the current 

research on entitlement by examining how entitled individuals feel when in group situations. 

That is, the current research on entitlement investigates how entitled individuals influence or 

impact on the work environment, and expands on this line of research by examining the 

mechanisms that motivate an entitled individual to react a certain way. I highlight that entitled 

individuals may act out destructive or hostile behaviours because they are driven by underlying 
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experiences of threat. Furthermore, entitled individuals may also be sensitive to threat even when 

they are experiencing disagreements that are not tied to a personal nature (i.e. task conflict). The 

thesis also contributes to the literature on threat and finds that entitled beliefs contribute to 

heightened perceptions of threat and that threat is exacerbated by conflict.  

Entitlement and Conflict. Second, much of the current literature assumes that excessive 

entitlement is detrimental to key workgroup processes (Harvey & Dasborough, 2015; Harvey & 

Harris, 2010). However, there is evidence that suggests that depressed or very low entitlement is 

also detrimental to workgroup processes (Hogue & Yoder, 2003; Major, McFarlin, & Gagnon, 

1984). Therefore, this thesis also advances the theory and our understanding on entitlement on 

both the low- and high-entitlement ends of the spectrum. Furthermore, I also reconcile the 

inconsistent findings in the literature on why entitlement can be both constructive and destructive 

to the workgroup. These findings are also relevant to research on workplace conflict. The current 

research contributes to the understanding of the antecedents of conflict and conflict asymmetry 

(e.g. Jehn 1995, 1997; Jehn et al., 2010). Across multiple chapters, I identify that entitleds are 

more likely to experience threat even when faced with task conflict. Furthermore, I was able to 

determine that the relationship between entitlement and conflict depends on how long the 

workgroup is required to work together.  

Entitlement and Roles. This thesis also extends the work on entitlement and role 

allocations in workgroups. The findings from this chapter advance our understanding of how 

individual belief systems may influence how roles are distributed in the workgroup. By 

incorporating role theory (Biddle, 1986; Parsons, 1951), the argument and findings suggest that 

although entitlement is often considered to be problematic in the workplace, the results indicate 

that it can potentially benefit the entitled individual as being entitled can improve chances of 
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being nominated as the emergent leader when compared to those that are moderately entitled. 

Low entitleds can also become the emergent leader. Although we do not measure this concept, 

but I theorise that this is potentially due to low-entitleds being perceived as humble and able to 

serve others. Therefore, future research should examine whether low-entitleds emerge as leaders 

due to concepts related to humility. In addition, both low- and high-entitlement is detrimental to 

interpersonal relationships (i.e. heightened relationship conflict), so this theoretical implication 

raises the question that perhaps the literature needs to explore the effects of both high- and low-

entitleds to gain a better perspective on how entitlement affects the workplace.  

Entitlement and Performance. Although not hypothesised, I found that entitlement had a 

direct effect on performance such that the more entitled a person might be, the less likely they 

will perform well objectively. This is an interesting finding as previous research has indicated 

that entitled individuals are able to perform better than less-entitled individuals (in creative tasks; 

e.g. Zitek & Vincent, 2015). Through the findings from Chapter 3, it is possible to posit that one 

effect could be task duration such that in shorter tasks, entitlement can contribute to performance 

(possibly through task conflict). Another explanation could be that this is indicative of an 

underlying fundamental factor of entitlement in that entitled individuals may seem more creative, 

but may not be able to perform on tasks that require structure. This is because job autonomy is a 

valued aspect of creative work (Langfred & Moye, 2004) and satisfies an entitled individual’s 

need to be unique and special (Zitek & Vincent, 2015). Whereas structured jobs do not allow 

them to be as autonomous, potentially triggering an entitled’s problematic behaviours due to 

feelings of being stifled as they are constrained by the tasks that they have to do for their job and 

are not able to be seen by others as special. The problematic behaviours manifest because they 
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are trying to seek external or alternative means of validation that they are special. Future research 

should examine this aspect.  

 

Managerial and Practical Implications 

Organisations typically regard entitlement and entitlement beliefs as detrimental to the 

workplace. The findings from my thesis indicate that the relationship between entitlement and 

workplace outcomes are not as straightforward as what we traditionally believe. Below is a list of 

themes that I foresee this thesis to contribute to for practice and management teams.  

Understanding Entitlement. The main purpose of this thesis is to understand how 

entitlement may influence the workplace in general. Through the chapters, I theorise and find 

that a high sense of entitlement contributes to heightened perceptions of threat and conflict in 

workgroups. However, more interestingly, I also theorise and find that low-entitlement is also 

detrimental to both interpersonal relationships as well as to how roles are distributed in groups 

(see below for a more detailed discussion). This finding highlights that it is perhaps not 

conducive for organisations to only be wary of those that display entitlement behaviours, but also 

for those that are not entitled. As indicated from the theoretical aspect of this finding, if 

companies ignore those that are not speaking up or requesting what they deserve, this could also 

influence distributions of valuable resources in the workplace such as desirable roles. This is not 

to say that high-entitlement is not concerning (I find and show that it is), however, workplace 

training should also focus on how to improve and allow others to speak up and demand what 

they rightly deserve.  
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Conflict. In addition, two of the chapters also contribute to managerial knowledge of 

conflict. In particular, I theorise and find that entitlement is an antecedent of conflict and that 

entitleds feel threatened after task conflict. Findings in this area are better able to inform 

managers of how disagreements emerge in the workgroup. In Chapter 3, the findings indicate 

that entitlement can influence a heightened perception of all conflict types in short-term tasks, 

however in long-term tasks, entitlement influences perceptions of relationship conflict (through a 

U-shaped curve). This indicates that for organisations, entitlement is problematic for most 

workgroups that are required to work together for extended periods of time. The duration of time 

is problematic as most workgroups are required to work together for a significant period of time 

and this finding presents important implications for the workplace. That is, most organisations 

should seek to rebuild relationships that are affected by entitlement and entitled behaviours. 

Thus, training on entitlement (e.g. by consultants) should focus on explaining entitled behaviours 

and also highlight that both high- and low-entitlement are more likely to erode relationships than 

processes or tasks. For example, practitioners can assist and identify problematic responses to 

task conflict through reducing threat perceptions. Therefore, it is pertinent that training on 

entitlement also focus on how to manage and deal with relationship conflict.  

Role Distribution. In the final chapter, the findings indicate that entitlement can also 

influence how roles are distributed within the workplace. In this chapter, it is clear that besides 

creating interpersonal issues, entitlement can also affect the likelihood that someone is 

nominated as an emergent leader in the team. This may be troubling for workgroups as indicated 

in previous chapters: high-entitlement can influence heightened feelings of threat and 

perceptions of relationship conflict. Thus, if an entitled individual leads a group, they may 

experience and perceive more threat and conflict which could be detrimental to workgroups in 
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general. Low-entitlement individuals can also emerge as leaders. Linking findings and results 

from the chapters, this may also be problematic for workgroups as they also perceive more 

relationship conflict with their group members (as compared to moderately entitled individuals). 

For organisations, this could mean that in problematic teams or in teams with no assigned formal 

leader, it is pertinent that workgroups realise that entitled beliefs are not constructive and that 

others should not follow their lead or suggestions. Thus, practitioners should also teach and train 

employees to accurately recognise entitled behaviours as well as being prepared to resist 

influence to endorse entitled behaviours. 

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the current thesis explores several aspects of entitlement and entitled 

beliefs on workplace processes and outcomes. In three chapters and across multiple studies, I 

theorise and find that entitlement influences heighted experiences of threat (both physiologically 

and as reported by individuals). I also find that not only are entitleds more likely to experience 

threat, they are also more likely to feel threatened as a response to task conflict. Furthermore, I 

find that entitlement beliefs also influence perceptions of all types of conflict in short-term tasks, 

but the most concerning finding is that entitlement is likely to influence relationship conflict in 

long-term tasks. In long-term tasks, both low- and high-entitlement beliefs are related to 

interpersonal disagreements. The final group of findings indicate that both less and highly 

entitled individuals are more likely to be nominated or voted in as emergent leaders than 

moderately entitled individuals, which is problematic as in the previous chapter they are found to 

also perceive the most relationship conflict with their group members. The findings from this 
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thesis have both theoretical and practical implications which I have discussed extensively across 

the chapters. My thesis encourages further exploration into the topic of entitlement and how it 

may affect the workplace.    
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APPENDIX A 

Scales used for Chapter 2 

 

Entitlement 

1. I expect a lot from other people. 

2. I insist upon getting the respect that is due to me. 

3. I am more capable than other people. 

4. I am going to be a great person. 

5. I feel entitled to certain things even if I put in little effort. 

6. I feel I am entitled to certain privileges even if I don't contribute. 

7. I feel I deserve a piece of the world because I am an extraordinary person. 

8. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve. 

9. I feel I am worthy of having everything without significant exertion of energy. 

 

Task Conflict 

1. How much disagreement was there among members over task-related opinions? 

2. How much conflict of ideas was there in your group? 

 

Threat 

1. It was difficult to deal with task-related disagreements. 

2. During task-related disagreements, I felt somewhat threatened 

3. During task-related disagreements, I felt intimidated 
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APPENDIX B 

Scales used for Chapter 3 

Entitlement 

1. I expect a lot from other people. 

2. I insist upon getting the respect that is due to me. 

3. I am more capable than other people. 

4. I am going to be a great person. 

5. I feel entitled to certain things even if I put in little effort. 

6. I feel I am entitled to certain privileges even if I don't contribute. 

7. I feel I deserve a piece of the world because I am an extraordinary person. 

8. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve. 

9. I feel I am worthy of having everything without significant exertion of energy. 

 

Task Conflict 

1. How much disagreement was there among members over task-related opinions? 

2. How much conflict of ideas was there in your group? 

 

 

Process Conflict 

 

1. We disagreed about the process to get the task done 

2. We fought about how to do the task 

 

 

Relationship Conflict 

 

1. How much interpersonal fighting about people issues was there? 

2. How much do you think that members didn’t get along interpersonally? 

 

  



115 

 

APPENDIX C 

Scales used for Chapter 4 

Entitlement 

1. I expect a lot from other people. 

2. I insist upon getting the respect that is due to me. 

3. I am more capable than other people. 

4. I am going to be a great person. 

5. I feel entitled to certain things even if I put in little effort. 

6. I feel I am entitled to certain privileges even if I don't contribute. 

7. I feel I deserve a piece of the world because I am an extraordinary person. 

8. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve. 

9. I feel I am worthy of having everything without significant exertion of energy. 

 

Emergent Leadership 

1. Please name one person who emerged as the leader in this team  

 

Commitment 

1. I felt very committed to this team. 

2. I would talk up this team to my friends as a great team to work in. 
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APPENDIX D 

Chapter 3 Hidden Profile Task – Instructions 

Please sit at a computer with a sheet placed faced down under the keyboard. Please do not read it 

until you are told to do so.  

Once you are in your rooms please introduce yourself. 

 

Please move to the rooms now.  

 

(Once the students are in their rooms, walk into each of the rooms individually and read the 

following script) 

 

From now on you are all working for the transport and planning department of a large 

supermarket chain.  

 

Your team is faced with a problem. Due to a recent system failure, some of the stores have 

experienced issues with the delivery service from the main stock room. In order to get a good 

overview of the services that have been delivered, you are now trying to sort out the information. 

 

Basically your group has a puzzle to solve. Together you need to find out which driver supplied 

which supermarket which goods, what the value of the goods were, and in which city the 

supermarket is located. 

 

(Show the answers sheet and point out): 

 

You are asked to fill out this sheet. Here you have to fill out which DRIVER supplied which 

SUPERMARKET, which GOODS, what the VALUE of the goods were and in which CITY the 

supermarket is located. 

 

As a group, you will have 9 minutes to READ AND DISCUSS your clues. As this task is about 

discussing I will take your pens for the first part of the task. (Take pens from them if they have 

any) 

 

AFTER 9 minutes you will receive the answer sheet and a pen. Then you will have another 3 

minutes to fill in the answer sheet. So a total time of 12 minutes to complete the entire task. To 

emphasise, I will be coming in at 9 minutes to hand you the pen and answer sheet, then I will 

come in again when there is 1 minute left in the entire task.  

 

The task is about communication, influence and strategy. Please try to be as accurate as possible 

because guessing will be penalised. You can only discuss your information with each other. Do 

not look at each other’s sheets. We’ll know on the video if you cheat! 

 

(After giving these instructions tell them to start and PRESS START on your stopwatch. Walk 

out of the room) 

(9:00 – Give the answer sheet and ONE pen and put in the MIDDLE of the table)   

(11:00 – Give the last time warning) 
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(12:00 – End of task. Walk in and collect answer sheet DIRECTLY + STOP Camera) 

 

Now please go to a computer and fill out the next survey. 
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Hidden Profile Solutions Sheet 

 

 

 

 

 

Driver Supermarket Goods Value Location

Joyce Q Yoghurt 50 000 Miami

Brian Y Vegetable Oil 150 000 New York

Salih X Batteries 200 000 Seattle

Bob Z Shampoo 100 000 Los Angeles

Frank W Razorblades 250 000 Atlanta



119 

 

Hidden Profile Roles Sheet – Role 1  

(4 person version) 

Transport Task 

You are now in a team meeting with other representatives of the supermarket at the corporate 

headquarters. Due to a recent system failure, some of the supermarkets have contacted Transport 

department directly, while others have contacted Planning department directly with their 

transportation requests. You are now trying to sort the information out. 

What you know is that five supermarkets (Q, W, X, Y and Z) have placed an order. The cargo 

that was transported were a pallet of vegetable oil, a pallet of shampoo, a pallet of batteries, a 

pallet of yoghurt and a pallet of razorblades. The orders were each delivered by a different driver 

(Brian, Frank, Joyce, Salih and Bob). Each order had a different value ($50,000; $100,000; 

$150,000; $200,000; $250,000).  

From the following clues, can you – in your team – determine which supermarket ordered 

what product, what the value of the order was and which driver delivered it to what 

location?  

 

• Either Bob or Frank delivered the order with a value of $250,000, which was not the 

vegetable oil (because that was delivered by Brian). 

• The five drivers were Joyce (who did not deliver to supermarket Z), Brian, a driver who 

delivered the yoghurt, someone who brought an order to Atlanta, and Bob. 

• The order for Atlanta had a higher value than the order delivered in Los Angeles or the 

vegetable oil. 

• The order for Los Angeles was for supermarket Z, and the value for this order was less 

than $150,000. 

• The shampoo has a value of $100,000, but was not delivered to supermarket Q. 

• Salih delivered to supermarket X, and this order was not going to New York. 

• Supermarket W ordered the razorblades, but the drivers of this order were neither Joyce 

nor Brian. 

• The vegetable oil had a larger value than the yoghurt, which was delivered in Miami. 
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Hidden Profile Roles Sheet – Role 2 

(4 person version) 

 

Transport Task 

You are now in a team meeting with other representatives of the supermarket at the corporate 

headquarters. Due to a recent system failure, some of the supermarkets have contacted Transport 

department directly, while others have contacted Planning department directly with their 

transportation requests. You are now trying to sort the information out. 

What you know is that five supermarkets (Q, W, X, Y and Z) have placed an order. The cargo 

that was transported were a pallet of vegetable oil, a pallet of shampoo, a pallet of batteries, a 

pallet of yoghurt and a pallet of razorblades. The orders were each delivered by a different driver 

(Brian, Frank, Joyce, Salih and Bob). Each order had a different value ($50,000; $100,000; 

$150,000; $200,000; $250,000).  

From the following clues, can you – in your team – determine which supermarket ordered 

what product, what the value of the order was and which driver delivered it?  

 

• Either Bob or Frank delivered the order with a value of $250,000, which was not the 

vegetable oil (because that was delivered by Brian). 

• The five drivers were Joyce, Brian (the value of his cargo wan not higher than that of 

Salih), a driver who transported a pallet of shampoo, Salih, and Frank. 

• The order for supermarket Q was not going to Los Angeles and the value was not 

$150,000.  

• The order for Los Angeles was for supermarket Z, and the value for this order was less 

than $150,000. 

• The order with the lowest value was delivered in Miami, but that was not a pallet of 

shampoo, nor a pallet of vegetable oil. 

• Salih delivered to supermarket X, and this order was not going to New York. 

• Supermarket W ordered the razorblades, but the drivers of this order were neither Joyce 

nor Brian. 

• The cargo for New York was ordered by supermarket Y and had a value of less than 

$200,000.  
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Hidden Profile Roles Sheet – Role 3  

(4 person version) 

 

Transport Task 

You are now in a team meeting with other representatives of the supermarket at the corporate 

headquarters. Due to a recent system failure, some of the supermarkets have contacted Transport 

department directly, while others have contacted Planning department directly with their 

transportation requests. You are now trying to sort the information out. 

What you know is that five supermarkets (Q, W, X, Y and Z) have placed an order. The cargo 

that was transported were a pallet of vegetable oil, a pallet of shampoo, a pallet of batteries, a 

pallet of yoghurt and a pallet of razorblades. The orders were each delivered by a different driver 

(Brian, Frank, Joyce, Salih and Bob). Each order had a different value ($50,000; $100,000; 

$150,000; $200,000; $250,000).  

From the following clues, can you – in your team – determine which supermarket ordered 

what product, what the value of the order was and which driver delivered it?  

 

• Either Bob or Frank delivered the order with a value of $250,000, which was not the 

vegetable oil (because that was delivered by Brian). 

• The five drivers were Joyce, a driver who delivered his order at supermarket Y, a driver 

who drove a pallet of batteries to Seattle, a driver with an order value of 100.000$ and 

Frank. 

• The order for supermarket X was not delivered in Miami, and this was also not the order 

with the highest value. 

• The order for Los Angeles was for supermarket Z, and the value for this order was less 

than $150,000. 

• The batteries had a value of $200,000 and were delivered by a driver that did not go to 

supermarket Q nor Y.   

• Salih delivered to supermarket X, and this order was not going to New York. 

• Supermarket W ordered the razorblades, but the drivers of this order were neither Joyce 

nor Brian. 

• Salih drove to Seattle, but not with a pallet of vegetable oil. 
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Hidden Profile Roles Sheet – Role 4 

(4 person version) 

 

Transport Task 

You are now in a team meeting with other representatives of the supermarket at the corporate 

headquarters. Due to a recent system failure, some of the supermarkets have contacted Transport 

department directly, while others have contacted Planning department directly with their 

transportation requests. You are now trying to sort the information out. 

What you know is that five supermarkets (Q, W, X, Y and Z) have placed an order. The cargo 

that was transported were a pallet of vegetable oil, a pallet of shampoo, a pallet of batteries, a 

pallet of yoghurt and a pallet of razorblades. The orders were each delivered by a different driver 

(Brian, Frank, Joyce, Salih and Bob). Each order had a different value ($50,000; $100,000; 

$150,000; $200,000; $250,000).  

From the following clues, can you – in your team – determine which supermarket ordered 

what product, what the value of the order was and which driver delivered it?  

 

• Either Bob or Frank delivered the order with a value of $250,000, which was not the 

vegetable oil (because that was delivered by Brian). 

• The five drivers were Frank, Salih (who did not deliver in Miami), a driver with an order 

value of $100,000, someone who delivered at supermarket Q, and Brian. 

• The order for supermarket Y was not the shampoo, and was not delivered to Seattle. 

• The order for Los Angeles was for supermarket Z, and the value for this order was less 

than $150,000. 

• Salih delivered to supermarket X, and this order was not going to New York. 

• The razorblades that were delivered in Atlanta had a value of over $150,000. 

• Supermarket W ordered the razorblades, but the drivers of this order were neither Joyce 

nor Brian. 

• The order with a value of $250,000, was for supermarket W in Atlanta. 
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Hidden Profile Roles Sheet – Role 1  

(3 person version) 

Transport Task 

You are now in a team meeting with other representatives of the supermarket at the corporate 

headquarters. Due to a recent system failure, some of the supermarkets have contacted Transport 

department directly, while others have contacted Planning department directly with their 

transportation requests. You are now trying to sort the information out. 

What you know is that five supermarkets (Q, W, X, Y and Z) have placed an order. The cargo 

that was transported were a pallet of vegetable oil, a pallet of shampoo, a pallet of batteries, a 

pallet of yoghurt and a pallet of razorblades. The orders were each delivered by a different driver 

(Brian, Frank, Joyce, Salih and Bob). Each order had a different value ($50,000; $100,000; 

$150,000; $200,000; $250,000).  

From the following clues, can you – in your team – determine which supermarket ordered 

what product, what the value of the order was and which driver delivered it to what 

location?  

 

• Either Bob or Frank delivered the order with a value of $250,000, which was not the 

vegetable oil (because that was delivered by Brian). 

• The five drivers were Joyce (who did not deliver to supermarket Z), Brian, a driver who 

delivered the yoghurt, someone who brought an order to Atlanta, and Bob. 

• The order for Atlanta had a higher value than the order delivered in Los Angeles or the 

vegetable oil. 

• The order for Los Angeles was for supermarket Z, and the value for this order was less 

than $150,000. 

• The shampoo has a value of $100,000, but was not delivered to supermarket Q. 

• Salih delivered to supermarket X, and this order was not going to New York. 

• Supermarket W ordered the razorblades, but the drivers of this order were neither Joyce 

nor Brian. 

• The vegetable oil had a larger value than the yoghurt, which was delivered in Miami. 

• The order with a value of $250,000, was for supermarket W in Atlanta. 

• The razorblades that were delivered in Atlanta had a value of over $150,000. 
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Hidden Profile Roles Sheet – Role 2  

(3 person version) 

Transport Task 

You are now in a team meeting with other representatives of the supermarket at the corporate 

headquarters. Due to a recent system failure, some of the supermarkets have contacted Transport 

department directly, while others have contacted Planning department directly with their 

transportation requests. You are now trying to sort the information out. 

What you know is that five supermarkets (Q, W, X, Y and Z) have placed an order. The cargo 

that was transported were a pallet of vegetable oil, a pallet of shampoo, a pallet of batteries, a 

pallet of yoghurt and a pallet of razorblades. The orders were each delivered by a different driver 

(Brian, Frank, Joyce, Salih and Bob). Each order had a different value ($50,000; $100,000; 

$150,000; $200,000; $250,000).  

From the following clues, can you – in your team – determine which supermarket ordered 

what product, what the value of the order was and which driver delivered it?  

 

• Either Bob or Frank delivered the order with a value of $250,000, which was not the 

vegetable oil (because that was delivered by Brian). 

• The five drivers were Joyce, Brian (the value of his cargo wan not higher than that of 

Salih), a driver who transported a pallet of shampoo, Salih, and Frank. 

• The order for supermarket Q was not going to Los Angeles and the value was not 

$150,000.  

• The order for Los Angeles was for supermarket Z and the value of this order was less 

than $150,000. 

• The order with the lowest value was delivered in Miami, but that was not a pallet of 

shampoo, nor a pallet of vegetable oil. 

• Salih delivered to supermarket X, and this order was not going to New York. 

• Supermarket W ordered the razorblades, but the drivers of this order were neither Joyce 

nor Brian. 

• The cargo for New York was ordered by supermarket Y and had a value of less than 

$200,000.  

• The five drivers were Frank, Salih (who did not deliver in Miami), a driver with an order 

of $100,000, someone who delivered at supermarket Q, and Brian. 

• The razorblades that were delivered in Atlanta had a value of over $150,000 
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Hidden Profile Roles Sheet – Role 3 

(3 person version) 

Transport Task 

You are now in a team meeting with other representatives of the supermarket at the corporate 

headquarters. Due to a recent system failure, some of the supermarkets have contacted Transport 

department directly, while others have contacted Planning department directly with their 

transportation requests. You are now trying to sort the information out. 

What you know is that five supermarkets (Q, W, X, Y and Z) have placed an order. The cargo 

that was transported were a pallet of vegetable oil, a pallet of shampoo, a pallet of batteries, a 

pallet of yoghurt and a pallet of razorblades. The orders were each delivered by a different driver 

(Brian, Frank, Joyce, Salih and Bob). Each order had a different value ($50,000; $100,000; 

$150,000; $200,000; $250,000).  

From the following clues, can you – in your team – determine which supermarket ordered 

what product, what the value of the order was and which driver delivered it?  

 

• Either Bob or Frank, delivered the order with a value of $250,000, which was not the 

vegetable oil (because that was delivered by Brian). 

• The five drivers were Joyce, a driver who delivered his order at supermarket Y, a driver 

who drove a pallet of batteries to Seattle, a driver with an order value of 100.000$ and 

Frank. 

• The order for supermarket X was not delivered in Miami, and this was also not the order 

with the highest value. 

• The order for Los Angeles was for supermarket Z and the value for this order was less 

than $150,000. 

• The batteries had a value of $200,000 and were delivered by a driver that did not go to 

supermarket Q nor Y.   

• Salih delivered to supermarket X, and this order was not going to New York. 

• Supermarket W ordered the razorblades, but the drivers of this order were neither Joyce 

nor Brian. 

• Salih drove to Seattle, but not with a pallet of vegetable oil. 

• The order for supermarket Y was not the shampoo, and was not delivered to Seattle. 

• The razorblades that were delivered in Atlanta had a value of over $150,000 
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